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Gerhard O. Forde
Professor of Systematic Theology
Luther Northwestern Theological Seminary

““This collection will be a blessing for college and seminary instruction,
and for all who just want to read more Luther than the usually available
bits without the burden of a full edition.”

Robert W. Jenson

Professor of Religion
St. Olaf College

MARTIN

LUTHER’S

BASIC THEOLOGICAL WRITINGS



MARTIN

LUTHER'S

BASIC THEOLOGICAL WRITINGS

edited by
Timothy F. Lull

Foreword by
Jaroslav Pelikan

Fortress Press Minneapolis



This anthology of Luthers writings is dedicated to:
Brevard S. Childs

in thanks for encouraging me to read Luther
and in appreciation for his teaching and his writing
which have been a constant witness to all the churches
to the power of the Word of God.

MARTIN LUTHER’S
BASIC THEOLOGICAL WRITINGS

Copyright © 1989 by Augsburg Fortress. All rights reserved. No part of this
publication may be reproduced, stored in a retrievable system, or transmitted
in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording,
or otherwise, without the prior permission of the publisher. Write to: Per-
missions, Augsburg Fortress, 426 S. Fifth St., Box 1209, Minneapolis, MN
55440.

Cover art: Lucas Cranach, Portrait of Martin Luther from the holdings of the
art collections at Weimar.

Cover and text design: Carol Evans-Smith.

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Luther, Martin, 1483-1546.
[Selections. English. 1989]
Martin Luther’s basic theological writings / edited by Timothy F.
Lull.
p. cm. '
Translated from German and Latin.
ISBN 0-8006-2327-4
1. Theology—Early works to 1800. 1. Lull, Timothy F.

II. Title.
BR331.E5 1989a
230°.41—dc20 89-34201
CIP
Printed in the United States of America AF 1-2327

98 § 9 10

CONTENTS

Chronological List of Luthers Writings

in This VOluIme ..o ix
FOreword ..o xi
Preface ... XV

Introduction: Luthers Challenge to Theology Today 1

PART I The Task of Theology 7
1. Disputation Against Scholastic
Theology (I517) «uiirii i 13
2. The Ninety-Five Theses (1517) ..o, 21
3. Heidelberg Disputation (I518) ..............cccoociiine. 30
4. Confession Concerning Christs Supper— )
Part TIT (1528) .oiiiiie e 50
5. Preface to the Wittenberg Edition of
Luther’s German Writings (15339) ..., 63
PART II The Power of the Word of God 69

6. “Concerning the Letter and the Spirit”
from Answer to the Hyperchristian,
Hyperspiritual, and Hyperlearned Book by

Goat Emser in Leipzig (1521) ..., 74
7. A Brief Instruction on What to Look for

and Expect in the Gospels (1521) ..................o.l. 104
8. Preface to the New Testament

(1522, revised 1546) ... 112
9. Preface to the Old Testament

(1523, revised 1345) ...oooiiiiiii 118
10. How Christians Should Regard

MoseS (1525) ooiiiit i 135

v —



PART III The Righteousness of God in Christ 149
11. Two Kinds of Righteousness (1519) .................. 155
12. A Meditation on Christ’s Passion (1519) ............. 165
13. The Bondage of the Will—Introduction,

Part VI, and Conclusion (1525) ....................... 173
14. Sermon on the Afternoon of Christmas

Day (1330) .ovveeoeeee oo 297
PART IV The Promise of the Sacraments 235
15. The Blessed Sacrament of the Holy and

True Body and Blood of Christ, and the

Brotherhoods (1519) ...........cooiiiiiiiiii i, 242
16. The Babylonian Captivity of the Church—

Part T (1520) «.vvvooeeeeeeeoeeoe 267
17. The Sacrament of the Body and Blood of

Christ—Against the Fanatics (1526) .................. 314
18. Concerning Rebaptism (1528) ........................ 341
19. Confession Concerning Christs Supper—

from Part T (1528) ..o 375
PART V The Reform of the Church 405
20. Eight Sermons at Wittenberg (1522) ................ 414
21. Concerning the Order of Public

Worship (1523) «ooiiii 445
22. An Order of Mass and Communion for

the Church at Wittenberg (1523) ..................... 449
23. The Small Catechism (1529) .......................... 471
24. The Smalcald Articles (I1537) ..., 497
25. On the Councils and the Church—

Part TIE (1539) ...vvvveeoeeeeeeoeeee e 539

— vi—

PART VI Living and Dying as a Christian

26. The Freedom of a Christian (1520) ...oiiiiinnn.

97. A Sermon on the Estate of Marriage (1519)

28. A Sermon on Preparing to Die (1519) .............

29. Temporal Authority: To What Extent It

Should Be Obeyed (1523) ........cooviiiiiiiinnans

30. To the Councilmen of all Cities in
Germany That They Establish and Maintain

Christian Schools (1524) ...t

31. Whether One May Flee from a Deadly

Plague (I527) «oiuiviiiiiiiiiiieiee

— vii —



CHRONOLOGICAL LIST OF LUTHER’S
WRITINGS
IN THIS VOLUME
All references are to Luthers Works: American Edition, volumes

31-54, and to Book of Concord (ed. Tappert) published by For-
tress Press.

Disputation Against Scholastic Theology (1517)

(LW, 31: 9=16) .ottt 13
1 Ninety-Five Theses (1517) (LW, 31: 25-33) ............oo.. .. 21
Heidelberg Disputation (1518) (LW, 31: 39-58) ............... 30

A Meditation on Christs Passion (1519)
(LW, 42, pp. 7-14) ... e 165
:;\*Q\Two Kinds of Righteousness ({1519) (LW, 31: 297-306) ...... 155

A Sermon on Preparing to Die (1519) (LW, 42: 99-115) ..... 638

;}{\\A Sermon on the Estate of Marriage (1519)
TXULW, 44: T=14) oo 630

The Blessed Sacrament of the Holy and True Body
and Blood of Christ, and the Brotherhoods (1519)

(LW, 35: 49-T3) ©oove oo 242

The Babylonian Captivity of the Church—

Part I (1520) (LW, 36: 11=57) +\. o oveoeeee oo 267
5§<The Freedom of a Christian (1520) (LW, 31: 333-77) ........585
¥

“Concerning the Letter and the Spirit” from Answer to the
Hyperchristian, Hyperspiritual and Hyperlearned Book by

Goat Emser in Leipzig (1521) (LW, 39: 175-203) ............. 74
A Brief Instruction on What to Look for and Expect
in the Gospels (1521) (LW, 35: 117-24) ...................... 104
Eight Sermons at Wittenberg (1522) (LW, 51: 70-100) ...... 414

‘E’{Z“ Preface to the New Testament (1522, revised 1546)

S € R S T o A 112

Preface to the Old Testament (1523, revised 1545)
(LW, 35: 235-51) +vv v v 118
Concerning the Order of Public Worship (1523)
(LW, 535 T1=14) +ovve oo 445

—ix —



An Order of Mass and Communion for the Church at

Wittenberg (1523) (LW, 53: 1940) .................... 449
~+_Temporal Authority: To What Extent It Should Be

Obeved (1523) (LW, 45: 81-129) ........................ 655

To the Councilmen of all Cities in Germany That They

Establish and Maintain Christian Schools (1524)

(LW, 45: 347-T8) ... 704

How Christians Should Regard Moses (1525)

(LW, 35: 161-T4) ... 135
; .. The Bondage of the Will—Introduction, Part VI, and

* Conclusion (1525) (LW, 33: 15-19, 246-93) ... 173

The Sacrament of the Body and Blood of Christ—

Against the Fanatics (1526) (LW, 36: 335-61) ..., 314

Whether One May Flee from a Deadly Plague (1527)

(LW 43: 119-38) ..o 736

Concerning Rebaptism (1528) (LW, 40: 229-62) ... 341

Confession Concerning Christs Supper—

from Part I (1528) (LW, 37: 206-35) .............. . 375

Confession Concerning Christ's Supper—Part 111

(1528) (LW, 37: 360-72) ..o 50

Small Catechism (1529) (Concord: 338-56) ... 471

Sermon on the Afternoon of Christmas Day (1530)

(LW, 3L 211-18) ..o 227

Smalcald Articles (1537) (Concord: 288-318) ............... . 497

On the Councils and the Church—Part I11 (1539)

(LW, 41 143-78) .o 339

Preface to the Wittenberg Edition of Luther’s German

Writings (1539) (LW, 34: 283-88) ....................._ 63

Foreword

The preparation of collections of “basic” writings of Martin
Luther has been going on since Luthers own time. Inevitably
any such collection requires of the editor a series of decisions
about what to include, and on what basis. Indeed, even so ex-
tensive a collection as the American Edition of Luthers Works
involved a constant process of selecting and deciding: Which of
several successive editions (the first or the last) would be the
most faithful? Should we use lecture notes, either Luthers own
or those of his students, or printed versions, some of them ev-
idently doctored by editors? Where there is both a German text
and a Latin text (e.g., for The Freedom of a Christian of 1520,
and for that matter the Augsburg Confession of 1530), which
should be taken as normative? The history of such theological
compilations—like the history of anthologies, florilegia, and Sen-
tences in Byzantium and in the medieval West, and behind them
in Greek and Roman antiquity—has of course been shaped by
the presuppositions and interests of the theologians and scholars
who have prepared them. This has been true in special measure
of the history of Luther editions and of Luther study as a whole;
for as a group of us sought to show in a volume of essays published
by Fortress Press in 1968 under the title Interpreters of Luther,
the variety and complexity of Luthers thought and personality
could, and did, give rise to an astonishing variety of Lutherbilder,
each of them possessing at least some legitimate claim to accuracy
and authenticity but each of them also showing unmistakable
marks of when, by whom, and for what purpose it was drawn.

Timothy F. Lull's Luther reader also reflects the orientation
of its editor and of his time, and that in several respects. It is,
for one thing, unabashedly theological in its intent. (Somewhat
to my regret, although I do appreciate the reasons for it, that
has required him to slight the massive corpus of Luthers exe-
getical works; Luther was, after all, Doctor in Biblia and did not
teach systematic or doctrinal theology at Wittenberg, but biblical
interpretation.) But the theological concentration of the book
also protects it from capitulating, as so much of contemporary
theological literature does, to the trendy and the excessively
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topical. Much of the debate over the thought of Luther since
the vears of the church struggle under the Nazis has, for un-
derstandable reasons, concentrated on his political ideas, and
has done so, moreover, even when it was debating his theological
ideas. The issue of the relation betrween Law and Gospel is, as
Professor Lull notes in his introductions, basic to Luthers
thought about the Bible, about the nature of God, and about
the economy of God’s dealing with the human race. But it is also
an important element—and, in the judgment of so profound an
interpreter as Karl Barth, a fatal one—in Luther’s interpretation
of the authority of temporal government and in his views about
the validity and the limits of the Christian witness of the Word
of God in relation to government. Several of the selections in
Part VI have been chosen with this debate in mind, but they
come where they do because the editor believes, and rightly,
that the fundamental theses about the Word of God that are the
business of Part IT and about grace and justification that appear
in Part IIT must be clear if the reader is to make sense of the
social and political ethics of Part VI. There is no apology here
for taking Christian doctrine seriously as an object of study in
its own right, not merely as a preface to politics.

Much of what Luther said and wrote about politics pertained
chiefly to his own time and place, but the Luther who speaks
in this volume is primarily an international figure. As Heinrich
Heine observed in his brilliant essay on the Reformation, there
was something quintessentially Germanic about Luther’s char-
acter as well as about his writings. I have reason to know that
no translation can hope to capture the riches of his language,
especially in the German works. Sometimes he saw himself in
almost exclusively German terms, as “the prophet of the Ger-
mans’ and as the defender of Germanic values against Roman
ones. But more often he strove to articulate his teachings in a
larger, more international context. Like Moscow after the Rev-
olution, the Wittenberg of Luthers day became a crossroads for
students from many countries—it should be recalled that Ham-
let, prince of Denmark, is described as having studied there—
who returned to bring the Reformation to their own peoples and
churches. For much of its history, Luther study has likewise
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been almost exclusively a German preserve, and none of us could
get anvwhere in the field without the pioneering work that has
been done for all these vears by German scholars and editors.
But in the twentieth century, and especially since the Second
World War, that has changed substantially, as Luther scholars
in many lands have gone on from the tutelage of their German
mentors to create a truly international community, reflected for
example in the attendance at the International Congresses for
Luther Research since 1956, in which researchers from Europe,
America, and Asia have all participated.

Those researchers also come from all the branches of Prot-
estantism and from Roman Catholicism. Like the Congress for
Luther Research, therefore, this compendium is also explicitly
ecumenical in its orientation and intent. In the history of theo-
logical controversy Luther occupies a special place, both because
he had a remarkable intuition for recognizing the key issue in a
doctrinal debate (what he himself called, in the conflict with
Erasmus, an instinct for the jugular, although he was referring
to Erasmus rather than to himself) and because his powers as a
veritable sorcerer of language enabled him to express that rec-
ognition with a pungency and force that was always memorable
and that often verged on polemical overkill. With a few excep-
tions, such as the Wittenberg Concord of 1536 and his negoti-
ations with the Hussites during those same years, Luther was
usually suspicious of the “ecumenical” efforts of his own time,
and he even found the Augsburg Confession, as authored by
Philip Melanchthon, to be a bit too gentle. That Luther, the
archpolemicist and descendant of Epiphanius and Jerome (and
of Saint Paul), is represented here, for example in substantial
selections from The Bondage of the Will in 1525 and from the
defenses of Baptism and the Real Presence in 1526 and 1528.
But these are outweighed, quantitatively and especially quali-
tatively, by those writings in which Luther is expressing, with
characteristic force and eloquence, the great consensus of most
Christian teachers and of their churches. That is, it seems to
me, as it should be, for in a variety of ways the Luther study of
our time has been locating him within the spectrum of that
consensus.
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Closely related to the ecumenism of this compend is its
churchly orientation. Luther has often been seen as the proto-
typical modern individualist: “you must do your own believing,”
he said, “as vou must do your own dying.” But if twentieth-
century Luther research has made any point that is sure to remain
central in future study, it is that, according to Luther, this be-
lieving and this dying must go on in the company of the church
as it listens to the Word of God and as it prays. A Reformation
treatise like Luther’s Babylonian Captivity of the Church of 1520
is not an attack on the church, but a defense of the church by
its faithful servant, against all its enemies foreign and domestic.
His Small Catechism of 1529 stands alongside his translations of
the Bible as a contribution to the total life of the Church. And
On the Councils and the Church of 1539 is documentation for
the thesis that even twenty years after the Leipzig Disputation
Luther was still probing the meaning of the doctrine of the church
both in its theological dimensions and in its practical implications.
Luther on the reading of the Old Testament and the New, Luther
on the sacramental life, Luther on the liturgy, Luther on daily
life—this is the theologian who speaks in these pages.

For it is ultimately with the practical implications—that is,
with the implications for Christian praxis—that Martin Luther
was concerned, and that Timothy Lull is concerned. If my read-
ing of the state of the church—and the state of all the churches—
is accurate, the crisis both of their praxis and of their doctrine
has reached the point where it will require the witness of the
communion of saints “of every time and every place” to summon
them to discipleship. In that communion of saints, Luther oc-
cupies a special place, and in this volume his witness comes
through, loud and clear.

Jaroslav Pelikan
Sterling Professor of History
Yale University
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Preface

Martin Luther has been much discussed in recent years,
especially during the 500th anniversary of his birth in 1983. Many
splendid new books about Luther have recently been published.
But there is still need for a new one-volume anthology of Luthers
basic theological writings.

Luther did not write a single compend of theology com-
parable to Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologiae, Calvin’s Insti-
tutes of the Christian Religion, or Schleiermacher’s The C hristian
Faith. Because of this his important proposals concerning issues
in current theological discussion are sometimes hard to find. This
volume is intended to help readers correlate Luthers various
writings with some major topics in theology, so Luther can be
seen as a formidable and perhaps even systematic theologian,
without losing the contextual nature of his writings.

His most important treatises are readily available in English
thanks to the 55-volume American edition of Luthers Works
published by Concordia Publishing House and Fortress Press.
This splendid scholarly tool, edited by Jaroslav Pelikan and Hel-
mut T. Lehmann, provided the texts for this collection. But the
documents that are included here are scattered in fifteen of those
volumes (and in The Book of Concord.) Serious readers of Luther
will want to buy several of the volumes of the American edition,
but even those who already have all those volumes in their library
may need help in focusing their reading.

There is an even more pressing reason for a new anthology.
In a changed ecumenical situation many now are willing to admit
that Luther is not so much a Lutheran or Protestant figure as
an important theologian of the church catholic—doctor ecclesiae
(doctor of the church). This volume has been prepared with the
hope of introducing Luther to a wider range of readers, and to
speak to those questions that have emerged in the last twenty
years of ecumenical dialog and study.

One curious person asked the editor whether this meant
“cleaning Luther up.” This is both impossible (as the reader who
confronts Luther’s bold style for the first time will see) and quite
unnecessary. But it has been one of my goals to include selections
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that may have bearing on the current debates among the church-
es.

For example, a much wider range of Luther’s sacramental
writings is needed than was included in some earlier collections
in order to do justice to the complexity of his thought in this
area. Many older interpretations tended to concentrate on his
writings through 1520; for all the importance of the early Luther
this approach failed to show how Luther’s thought continued t(;
develop (including its more catholic side) when he was no longer
simply fighting the Roman authorities but also other versions of
reform.

This anthology has been assembled with the hope of in-
cluding both the most important of Luther’s shorter writings and
showing the range of his theological interests. Wherever possible
(in 25 of the 31 documents contained in this anthology) entire
treatises have been presented. In the case of the six partial
documents, all but one of these are self-contained sections.

The material has been arranged in six parts, as one sug-
gestion of how these texts might be studied. But any number of
ways might be proposed to approach these writings. Luther’s
own method leads him to range widely while discussing any
subject, and one who wanted to read these selections chrono-
If)gu':aHy instead could easily do so by consulting the chronological
list included after the table of contents.

Because of the wide range and great length of Luthers
writings, a decision had to be made to limit the kinds of material
included. The most basic decision was to include only those
documents from the so-called Reformation writings Luther’s
Works, American Edition, volumes 31-54 (Fortress Press). It
would take another anthology of at least this length to give a fair
sampling of Luther as biblical interpreter.

A second difficult decision had to do with three important
treatises of 1520: “Appeal to the German Nobility,” “The Bab-
ylonian Captivity of the Church,” and “The Freedom of a Chris-
tian.” These documents are readily available in an inexpensive
paperback edition, and two of them are rather long. But they
do have a major claim on the reader of Luther.

— XVi —

Preface

The decision was to include in its entirety “The Freedom
of a Christian” and Part I of “The Babylonian Captivity,” with
the hope that this new volume might be seen as a companion
piece to the Three Treatises (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1970),
rather than as a substitute for it. This strategy allowed many
shorter works to be included that do show something of Luthers
range over a longer period of time and that have been less widely
known. (Actually, a fourth key writing from 1520, “On Good
Works” [Luthers Works 44] also had to be omitted because of
its length.)

Next were the questions of what to do about Luthers three
writings that have been included in the official collection of
confessions of the Lutheran church, The Book of Concord (Phil-
adelphia: Fortress Press, 1959). The “Large Catechism” is simply
too long to reproduce in a volume of this size, despite the im-
portance of Lutherss treatment of the First Commandment in it.
But we have provided the other two items because of their
importance for Luther’s theology.

The “Small Catechism™ has surely been the most widely
known writing of Luther, and it is here along with his “Smalcald
Articles” of 1537. The catechism shows Luther’s pastoral energy
engaged to give an irenic summary of the basics of the faith. The
articles, written at a time rather late in his career when Luther
was full of fear about the coming general council, show his per-
sonal and fully developed views about what matters could not
be compromised.

Finally, one should be aware that Luthers controversial
writings could not be given much space in this anthology. Some
of these are crucial for understanding Luther in his times, and
certainly his limitations—especially those concerning the papacy,
the Jews, and the peasants” war. But Luther’s sharp tongue and
polemical judgments are not completely absent from this volume.

Limitations of space have made it impossible to include an
introduction to Luthers life or thought. Among the books now
available, readers of this volume will be especially helped by
consulting two excellent recent works: Bernard Lohse’s Martin
Luther: An Introduction to His Life and Work (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1986), and Eric Gritsch’s Martin—God’s Court
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Jester (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983). Gritsch provides an
excellent eighty-page summary of the career of Luther in the
first part of his book; both volumes, in somewhat different for-
mats, discuss the intellectual background, major controversies,
and Luthers own writings.

But for all that has not been included, much is here—
especially for those who are just beginning to know Luther and
those who want an essential and ecumenical Luther anthology.
My chief concern has been to let Luther speak—to all the church-
es and to the theological task today throughout the world. This
means, above all, letting the reader encounter Luther directly
without too much interference.

For this volume’s appearing, many deserve thanks. Col-
leagues at the Lutheran Theological Seminary at Philadelphia,
especially Lyman T. Lundeen and Christopher R. Seitz (now of
Yale Divinity School), offered suggestions and encouragement
while this work wag being planned. Pastors Joseph A. Burgess
and Richard E. Koenig helped me think about what such a book
might include and about its potential audience.

Other theologians offered detailed reactions to an anony-
mous proposal for such an anthology that was circulated to them.
They will see that we have been able to include many (although
not all) of their good suggestions. But we were not able, within
the scope of this project, to do anything about the very real need
for new translations of several of these documents.

Pastor Ross Goodman offered a great deal of technical as-
sistance while he was a graduate student at the Lutheran Theo-
logical Seminary at Philadelphia. That seminary’s library staff was
consistently helpful throughout the editing of this book. The
seminary also provided funds for research expenses, and our
faculty secretary Laurie E. Pellman took charge of manuscript
corrections. St. Edmund’s College, Cambridge, England, pro-
vided computer facilities in the summer of 1987.

The editors at Fortress Press, especially Thelma Megill Cob-
bler, Harold W. Rast, and John A. Hollar, and at a later stage
Stefanie Ormsby Cox, deserve special thanks for their support
for this project throughout its long development.
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Anyone who has ever written, edited, or even read a bpok
will understand that I also wish to thank my family, especially
my wife, Mary Carlton Lull, and our sons Christopher and Peter,
for their very concrete help, encouragement, and support in this
project. Many thousands of books have been written with such
thanks at the end of the preface, but this will be a worse :VOrld
when that custom stops. Here is one “human tradition” that
Luther himself would have applauded. .

This anthology is dedicated to Professor Brevard S. Childs
of Yale Divinity School. Over twenty years ago he was one of
the strong voices at that school urging me to read more Luther
(and, to be sure, also Calvin). The whole church has benefited
from the way in which he has pointed to the richness and con-
tinuing relevance of reformation theology in his teachlpg and
writing. But of course his deeper importance is that, like the
reformers themselves, he has always pointed to the Word of God
as that living voice through which the Spirit still instructs the

church.

Timothy F. Lull
Cambridge, England
and Philadelphia
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Introduction

[LUTHER'S CHALLENGE TO
THEOLOGY TODAY

This anthology has been prepared with the special hope
that it might be useful in making the writings of Martin Luther
available as a resource for contemporary work in theology, both
in academic settings and in current struggles about theology in
the life of the churches. Is this hope realistic? There are several
obstacles.

First of all, there is no question that Luther is interesting
nowadays—historically, psychologically, and ecumenically.
There is also no question that Luther—in contrast to some other
theologians—is a man whose life and work are closely connected,
so that his own particular voice and struggles come through
clearly in his writings. But can the theologians and the churches
actually hear Luther today? What is initially interesting can come
to seem merely personal.

Second, Luther is an occasional theologian, not a sys-
tematic theologian! He wrote no single summary of his own
teaching that can stand next to the greatest compends of Christian
doctrine. The person who wants to listen to Luther has to follow
him through the concrete struggles for the gospel in the context
of the sixteenth century church and society. This serves as val-
uable protection against bringing Luther into current discussions
in too facile or immediate a way, but it also makes him seem
somewhat dated, time-bound, and even old-fashioned.

Third, Luther has extremely strong views about theology
and is hard on opponents (and on himself, to be fair about the
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matter). He is extreme in language and is passionate about any
issue that seems to have bearing on how the gospel is heard in
the church. This makes Luther a lively person to read and study.
But the impression persists that he is unfair, unbalanced, and
not a steady guide to the subtle distinctions of which much of
theology consists.

Finally, the deepest obstacle to hearing Luther in today’s
theological discussions is that his theology is so rich, complex,
and dialectical that he seems unreliable both as an opponent and
as an ally. There is always with Luther the element of surprise.
That s...ne “on the other hand . . .” which seems to give depth
to Thomas Aquinas leads many people to distrust this element
in Luther as a sign of muddled thinking or evasive paradox.

That impression is correct in one sense. Luther concen-
trates on the question of the gospel and the right way of speaking
of God so intently that he can rarely offer a simple ves or no to
a question. A survey of his concerns in this anthology will show
that he is at odds with many of the favorite causes and slogans
in contemporary theology.

But a closer look might show that Luther is not simply
one who would say no (or Nein!) to the hopes and legitimate
concerns of theology today. He is a valuable resource and a classic
source for theology partly because he is able to generate dialog.
A careful reading of these writings of Luther will both challenge
and affirm many of the char~:teristic features of current theology.

Three examples can help to show how Luther can offer
us a very stimulating yes and no:

1. The Question of Theological Method (See Part 1 of this
anthology). Luther’s authorship, as contained in these selections,
begins with the “Disputation Against Scholastic Theology” from
1517. Here he makes a powerful case that the reigning scholastic
method, with its dependence on certain forms of philosophy, has
played a major role in obscuring the gospel. That word of grace
from God in Jesus Christ is not something that emerges within
human wisdom or moral achievement but is a word of judgment
and mercy set over against even the best that humans could
achieve. The heavy dependence of theology on philosophy, he
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argues, has led to a situation in which the distinctiveness of the
gospel was so blunted that it could not be understood.

Luther’s judgments against reason sound harsh when ap-
plied to recent theology with its high level of interest in dialog
with philosophy, with the social sciences, with culture and with
the world religions. It also seems narrow and triumphantly Chris-
tian. But contemporary theologians who favor apologetics and
try to fit the gospel into the needs and world-view of modern
humanity need to consider to what extent Luthers critique is a
fair judgment on their work. Or is the situation now so different
from that of late scholasticism that Luthers warnings are irrel-

evant to contemporary projects?

theology of the cross™ set forth in the “Heidelberg Disputation”

/ Yet other starting points may be more promising. In his

./ of 1518 (see again Part I), Luther develops a theme that could

open an interesting and more positive dialog with current the-
ology. His insistence that God is not to be found in the great
successes of humanity, whether intellectual or moral, but instead
in the cross of Jesus, has an affinity with some strands of liberation
theology. Of course Luther was no proto-Marxist, no friend of
political revolution in any form. But this sense that God has been
hidden from the powerful and the wise and revealed to the lowly
and the humble could be the starting point for a fruitful and
perhaps surprising dialog.

2. The Bondage of the Will (See Part I1I of this anthology).
Luther considered his finest theological work to be his defense
of the bondage of the human will against the views of Desiderius
Erasmus. Those who read this anthology will find this theme
was already central to his theology as early as 1517. Yet the
bondage of the will is a particularly distasteful theme for theology
today!

Most contemporary theologians wish to set a different
course, developing a basically positive or affirming view of human
capacity. They often claim that Scripture has been misread in a
negative way by the Christian tradition. Or they insist that hu-
manity be held more accountable than a grace-centered theology
would seem to do. Others argue that concepts like sin and guilt
have been too prominent in past theologies.

3
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freedom and service together as the indivisible marks of what

Over against this, Luther’s insistence on the bondage of :
life in Christ must include.

the will deserves exploration. Two things emerge quickly: First, e d . —
of course, Luther speaks of the bondage of the will not in terms Agalns.t those who ree}t1 y ho Iresen ) uman }alzt irsl be;)t ,
! | of human capacity for ordinary or even extraordinary action, but ~ who are convinced that the church always knows w

/ ’ _ ) i ; vocate of Christian liberty. ;
' in reference to that salvation question—the God relationship— for people, Luther-is-avigorous advocate- of Christian -

P Ly . . .1 ; i i to an opportunity for
.. which is always the center of his thinking. But against any reduction of this freedom to an opportunity for}

/ Second, Luther insists that the bondage of the will has

"' less to do with pessimism about humanity (although some of that
is surely there) than with the grace of God that has been revealed
in Jesus Christ. The bondage of the will is an implication of his
Christology, rather than an item of free-floating pessimism about
human nature.

Modern theology would benefit from a close dialog with
~ Luther on these issues. Does optimism about human will in its
! theoretical form really lead to humanity’s being more accountable

and more responsible? Or do many other factors come into play?
And what does modern theology say about the connection be-
tween its typically optimistic view of human prospects and its
own Christology? It may be that the contemporary sense of
discontinuity with classical Christology is to be found not only
because the categories seem alien, but more basically because
there is little for Jesus to do or to be, beyond serving as moral
exemplar or a sage for the ages.

3. The Shape of Christian Ethics (See Part VI of this
anthology). Contemporary ethics seems to be deeply divided
about the general form that Christian action ought to take. Many
Christian theologians, fearing the current moral laxity and per-
missive society of the West, are eager to find new ways to ground
a binding moral code of human behavior to stand against the
relativism of the age. Other Christian theologians, and many
nonreligious persons, see in this new stress on virtue and char-
acter the old Christian tyranny of standing against human free-
dom, particularly in such an area as sexual behavior.

Luther, often dismissed as an antinomian or a dispenser
of “cheap grace,” actually has something vital to offer to this
debate. His own proposal about the shape of the Christian life,
as set out in “The Freedom of a Christian” from 1520, places

— 4

ersTuther makes the service of others the hallmark and gz)?al
of how Christian liberty is to be used.

Other examples of how Luther might address contem-
porary theology could be developed from the other sections of
this anthology:

o Luthers hermeneutic of law and gospel (See Part II) can
be misused, and often has been, as when the law/gospel
distinction is seen as setting the New Testament against
the Old. But Luther offers a clear and preachable approach
in striking contrast to many of the current proposals that
appear too complex ever to influence the life of the church.

- Luther’s view of the sacraments (See Part IV) insists on
critique in light of the gospel, to ensure that the sacra-
ments are the means of grace rather than human tasks,
however gloriously performed. But the mystery of God
in Christ present in water, bread, and wine is vigorously
preserved against all attempts of interpretation to give a
rationalizing account.

o Luther’s approach to reform in the church (See Part V) is
striking in its caution and deliberation. But his insistence
on education and on concern for popular understanding
of what the church is doing could be a crucial missing
factor in many of the current church campaigns which
seem to falter when the dreams of the leaders are set over
against the wishes and opinions of the people.

The best connections that the reader can make may well be
the ones that she or he is personally able to discover. The way
to read this book as a text in theology is with both generosity
toward Luther’s own context, so that he is not dismissed by the
critical standards of the twentieth century, and with imagination

licetrse; selffﬁfeoccamérenéé to the needs of oth-"
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about those academic and pastoral problems with which the
reader is currently engaged.

For in many instances Luther has been there before us, in
this task of faithful reforming, and he is always at least a helpful
case-study, whether his own proposals are embraced, altered,
or rejected. Luther deserves more from the church today than
to be ignored or consigned to being an interesting exhibit in the
museum of church history. Luther deserves to be read rather
than read about. This anthology seeks to bring his voice more
fully into both the study of theology and our current debates.

PART I

THE TASK OF THEOLOGY

In this first part the reader will find five documents
that reveal Luthers basic stance toward theology and show
his own major convictions, from early and from much later
in his career. Though the first three selections are difficult
reading (because of their compressed format as theses for
debate), all of them reveal Luthers distinctive sharp lan-
guage and passionate way of speaking of God and salvation.

By Luthers time Christians had developed a rich
and diverse set of answers to the question of how theology
should be pursued. Luther looked at all of these answers
critically in light of the Word of God in Scripture, and he
felt especially uncomfortable with the dominant scholastic
theology of his own day.



L. The Task of Theology

1 Disputation Against Scholastic Theology

In this crucial document from the early fall of 1517, Luther
offers a number of theses for debate that are sharply critical of

+ the currently reigning method of scholastic theology, with its

high confidence in human reason and free will. The philosophical
dependence of theology on Aristotle, going back two hundred
and fifty years to St. Thomas Aquinas, may initially have been
a creative and worthwhile experiment. But now as Luther views
the scholastic theology of his own time, this approach has blunted
the distinctiveness of the gospel.

The reader may well find the thesis-form forbidding and
find some of the issues that Luther is addressing difficult to
understand. These theses were written for a student to defend
in an academic exercise at the University of Wittenberg and
therefore were designed only to provide initial clues about these
positions. Their very pointed, exaggerated nature is part of the
intellectual challenge of the disputation for those who must de-
velop and defend them.

But the reader who perseveres will find in them many of
the major themes of Luthers own theology as they had been
emerging in his biblical lectures of the preceding years. One can

~at least see that Luther already had strong convictions on a

number of issues, especially the relations between sin, grace,
free will, and good works, even before the debate about indul-
gences began.

Luther’s language is sharp, but his official posture is still
deferential. He concludes the attack on scholastic theology with
the claim that “we believe we have said nothing that is not in
agreement with the Catholic church and the teachers of the
church.” But within weeks Luther had launched a debate about
the selling of indulgences that brought him and his theology to
the attention of the highest church authorities.

2 The Ninety-Five Theses

This document, which is officially a “Disputation on the
Power and Efficacy of Indulgences,” is one of Luther’s best-known

8
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writings. It shows that from the beginning his concern about the
right formulation of the gospel was not simply one regarding
church teaching or theology but intended to provide a critique
of church practice as well.

The selling of indulgences developed slowly throughout the
Middle Ages. Originally its conception was limited to removing
the temporal or earthly punishment that the church had the right
toimflict as part of the sacra_x@?o penance. But it was clear
to Luther that many simple persons were not understanding
indilgences in this way. Those who arranged for their sale had
their own stake in keeping the precise theology of indulgences

opscure.
Luther wrote the “Ninety-Five Theses™ as a call for debate,

similar to that called for regarding the nature of theology in the
preceding documment. He seems to have offered these theses for
discussion on October 31, 1517. (This date has often been con-
sidered the beginning of the Lutheran Reformation. Where and
even whether Luther posted these theses is a major subject of
debate among contemporary historians.)

While the initial reaction to the call for debate was disap-
pointing, subsequent translation into German and publication
of the document set off a storm of comment. It was clear that
Luther had touched a vital nerve, both from the support that
he generated and the hostility with which some church author-
ities began to view his work. The reader will want to explore
the many points at which these first two documents are con-
nected, especially in the centrality of Luther’s concern for a right
understanding of sin and forgiveness in the church. (Lutherss
ideas on purgatory, papal authority, and the sacraments were
soon to undergo considerable development.)

3 Heidelberg Disputation

The next spring, in April of 1518, the Augustinian order of
Germany held its General Chapter at Heidelberg. Luther was
by this time under a great cloud of controversy, and so he was

— 9
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asked to present and defend his theological thinking to his fellow
Augustinians. He did this in the form of a third set of theses
named for the town where that meeting took place.

This is perhaps the most important of the five documents
in Part I for understanding Luthers developed theology. Here
he not only expanded his theology of sin, grace, and free will,
but also offered his own positive theological agenda centered in
the “theology of the cross” (theologia crucis). In this formulation
of theological method we begin to hear Luther’s distinctive con-
tribution.

Luther had come to think that the trouble with the whole
Aradition that had developed from Thomas Aquinas was that it
/' tended to be dominated by its opening theological moves. Since
the existence of God could be shown rationally or philosophically,
astyle of theology developed that moved too smoothly from what
. could be known and comprehended clearly in creation to the

grace of God in Jesus Christ. Though Thomas himself was clear
that the saving mysteries could not be known by reason, much
of the energy of subsequent theology went into these founda-
tional questions.

This could obscure what St. Paul had taught so forcefully:
‘the cross of Christ is not a concept compatible with human

" wisdom and philosophy, but only with deep folly and offense.
' The cross is not inspiring but a scandal. Therefore the true
theologian is not the one who argues from visible and evident
things (following Aristotle), but rather the one who has learned
from the cross that the ways of God are hidden (deus abscon-
ditus), even in the revelation of Jesus Christ.

This document is more developed than the first two selec-
tions. Why? Here Luther provides not only theological and phil-
osophical theses, but also elaborations of each one, showing the
connection of many of the issues which he is discussing with the
views of Scripture and various theologians.

What emerges in this document is Luther’s radically grace-
centered theology that sets the righteousness of God not only
against the claims of philosophy for wisdom, but also against all

— 10— N
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the best moral achievement of humanity. It is an appeal to re-
discover the sharp voice of Augustine (especially in his contro-
versy with Pelagius), which apparently had become muted even
in the Augustinian order.

4 Confession Concerning Christ’s
Supper—~Part 111

The fourth document in Part I comes from almost a decade
later. This period (late 1527/early 1528) was a difficult time for
Luther. He was experiencing illness himself and in his family,
plague in Wittenberg, and deepening sacramental controversy
with the Swiss and the Strassburgers over the Lords Supper.

At that point in the controversy Luther wrote a major re-
futation of Zwinglis views in a lengthy treatise. This key work
will be discussed more fully in the introduction to Part IV of this
anthology. But here we have included the final part of that con-
fession, which is a summary by Luther of his developed theology.

The reader will find here Luthers mature views, organized
in relation to the doctrine of the Trinity. Luther strongly affirms
the historic trinitarian and christological dogmas of the church
catholic. He continues to protest against the concept of free will
or human merit playing any role in salvation. He offers his re-
flections on the sacraments and the church and explains his
reasons for distrusting monasticism. He provides a foundation
for Christian ethics in the concept of orders and institutions
linked with the “common order of Christian love.”

This important summary of Luther’s thought, prepared be-
cause both friends and enemies were thought to be misrepre-
senting him, influenced the Schwabach Articles and the structure
of the “Augsburg Confession” itself. But it is not Luthers last
word on the task and content of theology.

— 11—
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5 Preface to the Wittenberg Edition

The final document in Part I is a personal preface that Luther
wrote to an edition of his German writings that was being pfe-
pared in 1539. Luther had not been enthusiastic about this proj-
ect of some friends in Strassbourg because it seemed to mark a
moment of turning him into a monument, rather than a living
voice pointing toward Christ as known in the Word. But even
as Luther complains about the danger of other books (including
his own books) obscuring the Book, the Bible, he offers some
reflections looking back on most of his writings concerning the
three marks of a theologian.

The first mark of a good theologian (despairing of your own
reason) reaches back to the first documents in this anthology.
The second (the need to meditate on the Word day and night)
points forward to Part II. The third (the inevitability of suffering),
is not only a true reflection of the uncertainty and danger that
Luther experienced throughout his career, but also a clear im-
plication of what it means to do theology as “theology of the
Cross.

And yet the last word is not somber but joyful. Luther was
himself sustained by the grace of God, but also by his own sense
of humor. The end of this preface is a famous moment of irony
about self and accomplishment that has often been cited (noted
even by the young theologian Karl Barth as a reminder not to
take himself too seriously). It is good warning from Luther not
to be unduly dazzled by any of the five selections in Part I or
by anything in the subsequent parts of this book.

— 12— N
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DISPUTATION AGAINST
SCHOLASTIC THEOLOGY

1. To say that Augustine exaggerates in speaking against
heretics is to say that Augustine tells lies almost everywhere. This
is contrary to common knowledge.

2. This is the same as permitting Pelagians' and all heretics
to triumph, indeed, the same as conceding victory to them.

8. It is the same as making sport of the authority of all doctors

of theology.
4. It is therefore true that man, being a bad tree, can only will

and do evil [Cf. Matt. 7: 17-18]. ...’

5. It is false to state that man’s inclination is free to choose
between either of two opposites. Indeed, the inclination is not free,
but captive. This is said in opposition to common opinion,

6. It is false to state that the will can by nature conform to
correct precept. This is said in opposition to Scotus? and Gabriel.®

7. As a matter of fact, without the grace of God the will pro-

duces an act that is perverse and evil.

8. It does not, however, follow that the will is by nature evil,
that is, essentially evil, as the Manichaeans* maintain.

! Pelagius (3607-420?), a native of Britain, denied original sin. He held that
justifying grace is given according to merit and regarded sinless perfection
possible after baptism. His teachings were vigorously attacked by St. Augustine
(354—430), bishop of Hippo. R

? John Duns Scotus (d. 1308) was the leader of the Scotist school which taught
freedom of the will and the superiority of the will over the intellect. He denied
the real distinction between the soul and its faculties.

* Gabriel Biel (1425P-1495) was “the last of the scholastics” and the first pro-
fessor of theology in the newly founded University of Tiibingen. He was the
author of The Canon of the Mass which Luther studied diligently as a young
man.

* Manichaeism is a form of religious dualism consisting of Zoroastrian dualism,
Babylonian folklore, and Buddhist ethics superficially combined with Christian
elements. It was founded in the latter half of the third century by the Persian
prophet Mani (215P-276P). According to Mani, everything material and sen-
sual is created evil and must be overcome.
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9. It is nevertheless innately and inevitably evil and corrupt.

10. One must concede that the will is not free to strive toward
whatever is declared good. This in opposition to Scotus and Gabriel.

11. Nor is it able to will or not to will whatever is prescribed.

12. Nor does one contradict St. Augustine when one says that
nothing is so much in the power of the will as the will itself.

18. It is absurd to conclude that erring man can love the
creature above all things, therefore also God. This in opposition
to Scotus and Gabriel.

14. Nor is it surprising that the will can conform to erroneous
and not to correct precept.

15. Indeed, it is peculiar to it that it can only conform to erro-
neous and not to correct precept.

- 16. One ought rather to conclude: since erring man is able
. 'to love the creature it is impossible for him to love God.

17. Man is by nature unable to want God to be God. Indeed,
he himself wants to be God, and does not want God to be God.
- 18. To love God above all things by nature is a fictitious term, a
-~ chimera, as it were. This is contrary to common teaching,

19. Nor can we apply the reasoning of Scotus concerning the
brave citizen who loves his country more than himself.

20. An act of friendship is done, not according to nature, but

ording to prevenient grace. This in opposition to Gabriel.

21. No act is done according to nature that is not an act of

oncupiscence against God. ST

22. Every act of concupiscence against God is evil and a forni-
cation of the spirit.

23. Nor is it true that an act of concupiscence can be set aright
by the virtue of hope. This in opposition to Gabriel.

24. For hope is not contrary to charity, which seeks and de-
sires only that which is of God.

25. Hope does not grow out of merits, but out of suffering
which destroys merits. This in opposition to the opinion of many.

26. An act of friendship is not the most perfect means for ac-
complishing that which is in one.® Nor is it the most perfect means

*“To do what is in one” is a scholastic phrase which impli istian
es that
can do meritorious works agreeable to God. P at e Ch

BN
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for obtaining the grace of God or turning toward and approaching
God. ,
97. But it is an act of conversion already perfected, following
grace both in time and by nature.

98. If it is said of the Scripture passages, “Return to me, . . . and
I will return to you” [Zech. 1:3.], “Draw near to God and he will
draw near to you” [Jas. 4:8], “Seek and you will ind” [Matt. 7:7],
“You will seek me and find me” [Jer. 29:13], and the like, that one
is by nature, the other by grace, this is no different from asserting
what the Pelagians have said.

99. The best and infallible preparation for grace and the sole
disposition toward grace is the eternal election and predestination
of God.

30. On the part of man, however, nothing precedes grace except
indisposition and even rebellion against grace.

31. Tt is said with the idlest demonstrations that the predes-
tined can be damned individually but not collectively. This in op-
position to the scholastics.

39. Moreover, nothing is achieved by the following saying:
Predestination is necessary by virtue of the consequence of God’s
willing, but not of what actually followed, namely, that God had
to elect a certain person.

33. And this is false, that doing all that one is able to do can
remove the obstacles to grace. This in opposition to several au-
thorities.

34. In brief, man by nature has neither correct precept nor
good will. ' Co e T

35. It is not true that an invincible ignorance excuses one com-
pletely(all scholastics notwithstanding) ;

36. For ignorance of God and oneself and good work is always

invincible to nature.
37. Nature, moreover, inwardly and necessarily glories and

takes pride in every work which is apparently;angi ’c‘)}}_tiwagdly,_good.

.

38. There is no moral virtue Withéut_eitﬁer pride or sorrow,

that is, without sin.
<Y We are not masters of our actions, from’kiigillgg_g to end,
But servants. This I OppOsItion t0 the phitosophers.
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-! but, having been made righteous, we do righteous deeds. This in
opposition to the philosophers. ” »

41. \f'Lr.tuaHy the entire Ethics of Aristotle is the worst enemy of
grace. This in opposition to the scholastics. T
. 49. I.t is an error to maintain that Aristotle’s statement concern-
ing happiness does not contradict Catholic doctrine. This in opposi-
tion to the doctrine on morals.

. 43. It 1s an error to say that no man can become a theologian
without Aristotle. This in opposition to common.opim’on.

44. Indeed, no one can become a theologian unless he becomes
one without Aristotle,

45. To 'state that a theologian who is not a logician is a mon-
strous heretic—this is a monstrous and heretical statement., This in
opposition to common opinion.

46. In vain does one fashion a logic of faith, a substitution
brought about without regard for limit and measure. This in op-
position to the new dialecticians.

' 457. No syllogistic form is valid when applied to divine terms.
This in opposition to the Cardinal 8

48. Nevertheless it does not for that reason follow that the
Fruth of the doctrine of the Trinity contradicts syllogistic forms. This
in opposition to the same new dialecticians and to the Cardinal.

49, If a syllogistic form of reasoning holds in divine matters
then the doctrine of the Trinity is demonstrable and not the object
of faith.

50. Briefly, the whole Aristotle” is to theology as darkness is
to light. This in opposition to the scholastics.

51. It is very doubtful whether the Latins comprehended the
correct meaning of Aristotle.

s
.

8 Luther refers to the Cardinal of Cambrai, Pierre d’Ai
. s illy (1350-1420

st,};?o'loglfalilth a comEentator on the Sentences of Pete¥ Lombard a31’da gFififir;ICl};

irit of the conciliar movement which I i i
S}oEstalnce DAPEiTS w. ed to the calling of the Council of
The logical and metaphysical writings of Aristotle

s ) were well kno i
lt\"hddle Ages and were incorporated in scholasticism. His scientiﬁ‘gnwllfl}ﬁztxgz
became known to E}uropea.ns in the late Middle Ages and caused much concern
ecause they contained statements contrary to Christian doctrine. It is to thes
writings that Luther refers in his phrase “the whole Aristotle.” ' ©

BN

40. We do not become righteous by doing righteous deeds.
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59. It would have been better for the church if Porphyry® with
his universals had not been born for the use of theologians.

53. Even the more useful definitions of Aristotle seem to beg
the question.

54. For an act to be meritorious, either the presence of grace
is sufficient, or its presence means nothing. This in opposition to
Gabriel.

55. The grace of God is never present in such a way that it is
inactive, but it is a living, active, and operative spirit; nor can it
happen that through the absolute power of God an act of friendship
may be present without the presence of the grace of God. This in
opposition to Gabriel.

56. It is not true that God can accept man without his justifying
grace. This in opposition to Ockham.?

“— 57Tt Ts dangerous to say that the law commands that an act of
obeying the commandment be done in the grace of God. This in
opposition to the Cardinal and Gabriel.

58. From this it would follow that “to have the grace of God”
is actually a new demand going beyond the law.

59. It would also follow that fulfilling the law can take place

without the grace of God.
60. Likewise it follows that the grace of God would be more

hateful than the law itself.

61. Tt does not follow that the law should be complied with and
fulfilled in the grace of God. This in opposition to Gabriel.

62. A@ﬁt’hﬁ}_l@;@_fgrghgy\_{ho is outside the grace. of God sins

incessantly, even when he does not kill, commit adultery, or become

angry. T
63. But it follows ;_that he sins because he does not §piritually

il the W e e
64. Spiritually that person does not kill, does not do evil, does

"' not become enraged when he neither becomes angry nor lusts.

s Porphyry (233-303) was a Neoplatonic follower of Plotinus and a bitter

opponent of Christianity.
s William of Ockham (ca. 1980-1349) was a Franciscan schoolman, a nomi-

nalist who stated that reason could not be applied to theology. He published
commentaries on Aristotle and Porphyry.

17—
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65. Outside the grace of God it is indeed impossible not to
become angry or lust, so that not even in grace is it possible to
fulfil the law perfectly.

66. It is the righteousness of the hypocrite actually and out-
wardly not to kill, do evil, etc.

67. It is by the grace of God that one does not lust or become
enraged,

68. Therefore it is impossible to fulfil the law in any way
without the grace of God. T -

69. As a matter of fact, it is more accurate to say that the law
is destroyed by nature without the grace of God, ™~~~ -

70. A good law will of necessity be bad for the natural will,

71. Law and will are two implacable foes without the grace of
God.

72. What the law wants, the will never wants, unless it pretends

to want it out of fear or love.

78. The law, as taskmaster of the will, will not be overcome
except by the “child, who has been born to us” [Isa. 9:6].

74. The law makes sin abound because it irritates and repels
the will [Rom. 7:13].

75. The grace of God, however, makes justice abound through
Jesus Christ because it causes one to be pleased with the law.

, 76. Every deed of the law without the grace of God appears
good outwardly, but inwardly it is sin. This in opposition to the
scholastics. ' EE
- T1. The will is always averse to, and the hands inclined toward,
\_the law of the Lord without the grace of God.

78. The will which is inclined toward the law without the grace
of God is so inclined by reason of its own advantage. .

79. Condemned are all those who do the works of the law.

80. Blessed are all those who do the works of the grace of God.

81. Chapter Falsas concerning penance, dist. 5,19 confirms the
fact that works outside the realm of grace are not good, if this is not
understood falsely.

** Decretum Magistri Gratiani, Decreta Secunda Pars, causa XXXIII, ques.
III, dist. V, cap. 6. Corpus luris Canonici, ed. Aemiliug Friedberg (Graz,

1955), I, col. 1241. Cf. Migne 187, 1636. \
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82. Not only are the religious ceremonials not the good law
and the precepts in which one does not live (in opposition to many
teachers);

83. But even the Decalogue itself and all that can be taught and
prescribed inwardly and outwardly is not good law either.

84. The good law and that in which one lives is the love of
God, spread abroad in our hearts by the Holy Spirit.

85. Anyone’s will would prefer, if it were possible, that there
would be no law and to be entirely free.

86. Anyone’s will hates it that the law should be imposed upon
it; if, however, the will desires imposition of the law it does so out
of love of self.

87. Since the law is good, the will, which is hostile to it, cannot
be good.

88. And from this it is clear that everyone’s natural will is
iniquitous and bad.

89. Grace as a mediator is necessary to reconcile the law with
the will,

90. The grace of God is given for the purpose of directing the
will, lest it err even in loving God. In opposition to Gabriel.

91. It is not given so that good deeds might be induced more
frequently and readily, but because without it no act of love is
performed. In opposition to Gabriel.

92. It cannot be denied that love is superflucus if man is by
nature able to do an act of friendship. In opposition to Gabriel.

93. There is a kind of subtle evil in the argument that an act
is at the same time the fruit and the use of the fruit. In opposition
to Ockham, the Cardinal, Gabriel.

94. This holds true also of the saying that the love of God may
continue alongside an intense love of the creature.

95. To love God is at the same time to hate oneself and to
know noth"-ﬁg\b‘fft”CcSaT ST

96. We must make our will conform in every respect to the
will of God (in opposition to the Cardinal );

97. So that we not only will what God wills, but also ought
to will whatever God wills.
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In these statements we wanted to say and believe we have said

nothing that is not in agreement with the Catholic church and the
teachers of the church.

1517
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2.
NINETY-FIVE THESES

or

DISPUTATION ON THE
POWER AND EFFICACY
OF INDULGENCES

Out of love and zeal for truth and the desire to bring it to light,
the following theses will be publicly discussed at Wittenberg under
the chairmanship of the reverend father Martin Lutther," Master
of Arts and Sacred Theology and regularly appointed Lecturer on
these subjects at that place. He requests that those who cannot be
present to debate orally with us will do so by letter.2

In the Name of Our Lord Jesus Christ. Amen.

1. When our Lord and Master Jesus Christ said, “Repent”
[Matt. 4:17],® he willed the entire life of believers to be one of
repentance.

2. This word cannot be understood as referring to the sacra-
ment of penance that is, confessmn and sahsfactlon as admmls-
tered by the clergy. - '

3. Yet it does not mean solely inner repentance; such inner
repentance is worthless unless it produces vanous outward morti-

fications of the flesh.

* Luther spelled his name Lutther in this preamble.

* There was actually no debate, for no one responded to the invitation. The
contents of the ninety-five theses were soon widely disseminated by word of
mouth and by the printers, and in effect a vigorous debate tock place that
lasted for a number of years.

2The Latin form, poemtenttam agite, and the German tut Busse, may be
rendered in two ways, “repent,” and “do penance.”

— 9] —
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4. The penalty of sin* remains as long as the hatred of self,
that is, true inner repentance, until our entrance into the kingdom
f heaven.

xcept those imposed by his own authority or that of the canons.?
‘ 6. The pope cannot remit any guilt, except by declaring and
showing that it has been remitted by God; or, to be sure, by re-
mitting guilt in cases reserved to his judgment. If his right to grant
remission in these cases were disregarded, the guilt would certainly
remain unforgiven. ‘ o

7. God remits guilt to no one unless at the same time he
humbles him in all things and makes him submissive to his vicar,

~ the priest. (

’ 8. The penitential canons are imposed only on the living, and,
according to the canons themselves, nothing should be imposed on
the dying.

9. Therefore the Holy Spirit through the pope is kind to us
insofar as the pope in his decrees always makes exception of the
article of death and of necessity.®

10. Those priests act ignorantly and wickedly who, in the case
of the dying, reserve canonical penalties for purgatory.

11. Those tares of changing the canonical penalty to the penalty
of purgatory were evidently sown while the bishops slept [Matt.
13:25].

12. In former times canonical penalties were imposed, not after,
but before absolution, as tests of true contrition,

13. The dying are freed by death from all penalties, are already
dead as far as the canon laws are concerned, and have a right to be
released from them. - o O S T

14. Imperfect piety or love on the part of the dying person

\ 5. The pope neither desires nor is able to remit any penalties
e

necessarily brings with it great fear; and the smaller the love, the ™.

greater the fear.

¢ Catholic theology distinguishes between the “guilt” and the “penalty” of sin.
5 The canons, or decrees of the church, have the force of law. Those referred
to here and in Theses 8 and 85 are the so-called penitential canons.

® Commenting on this thesis in the Explanations of the Ninety-five Theses (p.
114), Luther distinguishes between temporal and eternal necessity. “Necessity
knows no law.” “Death is the necessity of necessities.” Cf. WA 1, 549.

99
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r is sufficient in itself, to say nothing of

i horro .
15. This fear or e ory

other things, to constitute the penalty of purgatory,
near the horror of despair.
16. Hell, purgatory, ave
despair, fear, and assurance of salvation. .
pl7§ It seems as though for the souls in purgatory fear should
necessarily decrease and love increase.

18. Furthermore, it does not seem proved, either by reason or

Scripture, that souls in purgatory aré outside the state of merit, that o

is, unable to grow in love. .
19. Nor does it seem proved that souls in purgatory, at least

not all of them, are certain and assured of their own salvation, eve

if we ourselves may be entirely certain of it. “
90. Therefore the pope, when he uses the words “plenary re-

mission of all penalties,” does not actually mean “all penalties,

but only those imposed by himself. .

o Q'If.y‘Th'us those indulgence preachers are in error who say fih:it
a man is absolved from every penalty and saved by papal indul-

and heaven seem to differ the same as

ences. '
; 99. As a matter of fact, the pope remits to souls in purgatory no

penalty which, according to canon law, they should have paid in
this life.

93. If remission of all penalties whatsoever could be granted
to anyone at all, certainly it would be granted only to the most

erfect, that is, to very few. ' .
’ 94. For this reason most people are necessarily deceived by that

indiscriminate and high-sounding promise of release from penalty.

95. That power which the pope has in general over purga.tory
corresponds to the power which any bishop or curate has in a
particular way in his own diocese or parish.

96. The pope does very well when he grants remission to souls 7 7

in purgatory, not by the power of the keys, which he does not-
have,” but by way of intercession for them.
" 97. They preach only human doctrines who say that as soon

i that is, the power to forgive
* This is not a denial of the power of the keys, 2
ar?ﬁolieltlain sin, but merely an assertion that the power of the keys does not

extend to purgatory.
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as the money clinks into the money chest, the soul flies out of

pugpgatory.
28. It is certain that when money clinks in the money chest,

greed and avarice can be increased; but when the church intercedes,
the result is in the hands of God alone.

29. Who knows whether all souls in purgatory wish to be re-
deemed, since we have exceptions in St. Severinus and St. Paschal,®
as related in a legend.

80. No one is sure of the integrity of his own contrition, much
less of having received plenary remission.

81. The man who actually buys indulgences is as rare as he
who is really penitent; indeed, he is exceedingly rare.

82. Those who believe that they can be certain of their salva-
tion because they have indulgence letters will be eternally damned,
together with their teachers.

33. Men must especially be on their guard against those who
say that the pope’s pardons are that inestimable gift of God by
which man is reconciled to him.

34. For the graces of indulgences are concerned only with the
penalties of sacramental satisfaction? established by man.

85. They who teach that contrition is not necessary on the part
of those who intend to buy souls out of purgatory or to buy con-
fessional privileges!® preach unchristian doctrine.

86. Any truly repentant Christian has a right to full remission
of penalty and guilt,'! even without indulgence letters.

® Luther refers to this legend again in the Explanations of the Ninety-five
Theses below, p. 178. The legend is to the effect that these saints, Pope Severi-
nus (638-640) and Pope Paschal I (817-824), preferred to remain longer in
purgatory that they might have greater glory in heaven.

® Satisfaction is that act on the part of the penitent, in connection with the
sacrament of penance, by means of which he pays the temporal penalty for
his sins. If at death he is in arrears in paying his temporal penalty for venial
sins, he pays this penalty in purgatory. Indulgences are concerned with this
satisfaction of the sacrament of penance—they permit a partial or complete
(plenary) remission of temporal punishment. According to Roman Catholic
theology, the buyer of an indulgence still has to confess his sins, be absclved
from them, and be truly penitent.

19 These are privileges entitling the holder of indulgence letters to choose his
own canfessor and relieving him, the holder, of certain satisfactions.

11 To justify the placing of absolution before satisfaction, contrary to the prac-
tice of the early church. theologians distinguished between the guilt and the
penalty of sins,
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rticipates in

Christian, whether living or dead, pa
37. Any true is e

all the blessings of Christ and the church; and this is gr
by God, even without indulgence letters. ‘

38. Nevertheless, papal remission and blessing a
to be disregarded, for they are, as I have said [

roclamation of the divine remission. .
i 39. It is very difficult, even for the most learned theologians,

at one and the same time to commend to the people the bounty of
indulgences and the need of true contrition,

4g0. A Christian who is truly contrite seeks and loves to pay
penalties for his sins; the bounty of indulgences, however, rela>.<es
penalties and causes men to hate them—at least it furnishes occasion
for hating them. . .

41, Papal indulgences must be preached with caution, lest peo-
ple erroneously think that they are preferable to other good works

of love. : .
49. Christians are to be taught that the pope does not mtefld
that the buying of indulgences should in any way be compared with
rey.
Workis(.)f(r]nhiist};ans are to be taught that he who gives to the. poor
or lends to the needy does a better deed than he who buys indul-
gencz: Because love grows by works of love, man thereby bec.:omes
better. Man does not, however, become better by means of indul-
/ A gences but is merely freed from penalties.
\ o \\ 45. Christians are to be taught that he who sees a needy man
s ﬂ\}"\and passes him by, yet gives his money for indulgences, does not
> Bﬁy bal indulgences but God’s wrath.
 46. Christians are to be taught that, unless they have more
/ Y\[/[ an they need, they must reserve enough for their family needs
\, 7 : and by no means squander it on indulgences. '
’ 47. Christians are to be taught that the buying of indulgences
) 48 er of free choice, not commanded.
§7,)\j/éj/ls aIzg.ttChristians are to be taught that the pope, in granting in-
/ dulgences, needs and thus desires their devout prayer more than

their money. ‘
49. Christians are to be taught that papal indulgences are use-

re by no means

Thesis 6], the

re
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ful only if they do not put their trust in them, but very harmful if
they lose their fear of God because of them.

50. Christians are to be taught that if the pope knew the
exactions of the indulgence preachers, he would rather that the
basilica of St. Peter were burned to ashes than built up with the
skin, flesh, and bones of his sheep.

51. Christians are to be taught that the pope would and should
wish to give of his own money, even though he had to sell the
basilica of St. Peter, to many of those from whom certain hawkers
of indulgences cajole money.

52. It is vain to trust in salvation by indulgence letters, even
though the indulgence commissary, or even the pope, were to offer
his soul as security.

33. They are enemies of Christ and the pope who forbid al-
together the preaching of the Word of God in some churches in
order that indulgences may be preached in others.

54. Injury is done the Word of God when, in the same sermon,
an equal or larger amount of time is devoted to indulgences than
to the Word.

55. It is certainly the pope’s sentiment that if indulgences,
which are a very insignificant thing, are celebrated with one bell,
one procession, and one ceremony, then the gospel, which is the
very greatest thing, should be preached with a hundred bells, a hun-
dred processions, a hundred ceremonies.

56. The treasures of the church,® out of which the pope distrib-
utes indulgences, are not sufficiently discussed or known among the
people of Christ.

57. That indulgences are not temporal treasures is certainly
clear, for many [indulgence] preachers do not distribute them freely
but only gather them.

58. Nor are they the merits of Christ and the saints, for, even
without the pope, the latter always work grace for the inner man,
and the cross, death, and hell for the outer man.

59. St. Laurence said that the poor of the church were the

* The treasury of merits is a reserve fund of good works accumulated by Christ
and the saints upon which the pope could draw when he remitted satisfaction
in indulgences.
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treasures of the church, but he spoke according to the usage of the

word in his own time. .
60. Without want of consideration we say that the keys of the

61. For it is clear that the pope’s power is of itself sufficient
for the remissi iti cases reserved by himself,

62. The true treasure of the church is the most holy gospel of

the glory and grace of God. . .
63. But this treasure is naturally most odious, for it makes the

first to be last [Matt. 20:16]. .
64. On the other hand, the treasure of indulgences is naturally
most acceptable, for it makes the last to be first. _ .
65. Therefore the treasures of the gospel are nets with which
one formerly fished for men of wealth. SIS = N

church,!® given by the merits of Christ, are that treasure; /7 %{4(7
4
Fotp A

66. The treasures of indulgences are nets with which one now & pn..

fishes for the wealth of men.

67. The indulgences which the demagogues acclaim as the

greatest graces are actually understood to be such only insofar as
they promote gain. o

68. They are nevertheless in truth the most insignificant graces
when compared with the grace of God and the piety of th'e cross.

69. Bishops and curates are bound to admit the commissaries of
papal indulgences with all reverence. . .

70. But they are much more bound to strain their eyes and
ears lest these men preach their own dreams instead of what the

pope has commissioned. ‘ |
71. Let him who speaks against the truth concerning papa

indulgences be anathema and accursed; .
7%2. But let him who guards against the lust and license of the

indulgence preachers be blessed;

78. Just as the pope justly thunders against those who by any
means whatsoever contrive harm to the sale of indulgenc?s.

74. But much more does he intend to thunder against those

i he celebrating of the
** The office of the keys: the preaching of th_e gospel, t of t
saga;:nts, the remitting of sins to the penitent, and the excommunicating

of impenitent sinners.
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who use indulgences as a pretext to contrive harm to holy love and the granting of indulgences as though they were still alive and in

truth. force?” ,

75. To consider papal indulgences so great that they could 86. Again, “Why does not the pope, whose wealth is today
absolve a man even if he had done the impossible and had violated o \‘\J geatm‘_ww—wd-%#one
the mother of God is madness. \& hasilica of St-Peter with his own money rather than with the money

76. We say on the contrary that papal indulgences cannot i} -of poor believers?”

87. Again, “What does the pope remit or grant to those who
by perfect contrition already have a right to full remission and ~ _

blessings?™5
T ss. Again, “What greater hlessing could come to the church
pope whatsoever, has greater graces at his disposal, that is, the than er—r;ffgtow these remissions and blessings on
gospel, spiritual powers, gifts of healing, etc., as it is written in I,Cor. every belisver a hundred times a day, as he now does but once?™®™
mope seeks the salvation of souls rather than

12 [:28].
/ money bBy-his—imdulgerices, why does he suspend the indulgences

79. To say that the cross emblazoned with the papal coat of S

;rfz;n'z_, and set up by the indulgence preachers, is equal in worth to an'-\ee—’iL Pre"mr; y grante hWhen they fiavi_ :l?uald 'teyfﬁgacg?”n

L i sphemy. — IoTepress these very sharp arguments of the lar y torce

80. The bishops, curates, and theologians who permit such alone, and not to resolve them by giving reasons, is to expose the

talk to be sPread among the people will have to answer for this, chufcl.l and the pope to the ridicule of their enemies and to make

o T unpridled preaching of indulgences makes it difficult Chn;tianlsf u:h}:eaZfée indulgences were preached according to the
I T X u

even for learned men to rescue the reverence which is due the
(,  Ppope from slander or from the shrewd questions of the laity spirit and intention of the pope, all these doubts would be readily
y ’ resolved. Indeed, they would not exist.

RN 82. Such as: © does not the pope empty purgatory for th |
AN \5_;@ sake of holy love and ire need of the souls that &z r};re : \ 92. Away then with all those prophets who say to the people

Nv 3 ol 3 e » 3
y {\ réteems an 1 nfinite number of souls for the sake of miserable money of Christ, “Peace, peace,” and there is no peacel [Jer. 6:14].
. \\I N ..

remove the very least of venial sins as far as guilt is concerned.
/’;7 . %vem St. Peter, if he were now pope, could not
grant greater graces is blasphemy against St. Peter and the pope.
78. We say on the contrary that even the present pope, or any

with which to build a church? The former reas ons would be most Chrigt&“glessed be ”all ;ht(l)]se p.rophets vx;ho say to the people of
e st, “Cross, cross,” and there is no cross

just; thelakter is most trivial.”
deadsi'o Ajjin,d “VVSY eﬁe éuner:}ill and anniversary masses for the Chnsgt4 ' t}?;;litizs :E;:jghbgezi?gei;;thbea:éh%zgf in following
ntnued and w. oes he t tu : s 3 3 ) ’ s
drawal of the endowmer}:ts foundedmf)orrih e::, 2;5:1:1; the with- 95. And thus be confident of entering into heaven through many
pray for the redeemed?” wrong to tribulations rather than through the false security of peace [Acts
14:22].

84. Again, “What is this new piety of God and the pope that i

N
v

for a consideration of money they permit a man who is impious
and their enemy to buy out of purgatory the pious soul of a friend
of God and do not rather, because of the need of that pious and
beloved soul, free it for pure love’s sake?”

85. Again, “Why are the penitential canons, long since abro-
gated and dead in actual fact and through disuse, now satisfed by

— 28—

*¢ Marcus Licinjus Crassus (115-53 B.C.), also called Dives (“the Rich”), was
noted for his wealth and luxury by the classical Romans. Crassus means “the
Fat.”

8 See Theses 36 and 37.
¢ The indulgence letter entitled its possessor to receive absolution once during

his lifetime and once at the approach of death.
1 During the time when the jubilee indulgences were preached, other indul-

gences were suspended.
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HEIDELBERG
DISPUTATION

Brother Martin Luther, Master of Sacred Theology, will preside
and Brother Leonhard Beier, Master of Arts and Philosophy, wﬂi
defend the following theses before the Augustinians of this re-

nowned city of Heidelberg in the custom 1
18 ary place. In the month of

THEOLOGICAL THESES

Distrusting completely our own wisdom, according to that
counsel of the Holy Spirit, “Do not rely on your own insight” [Prov
3:5], we humbly present to the judgment of all those who wish tc;
be here these theological paradoxes, so that it may become clear
whether they have been deduced well or poorly from St. Paul, the
especially chosen vessel and instrument of Christ and.also ;rom
St. Augustine, his most trustworthy interpreter. ,

1. The law of God, the most salutary doctrine of life, cannot
advance man on his way to righteousness, but rather hind,ers him.

2. Much less can human works, which are done over and over
again with the aid of natural precepts, so to speak, lead to that end

3. Althou works of man always seem attractive and *good.
they cvertheless ikely tobe mortal sins. o
4. Although the works of God always seem unattractive and
appear evil, they are nevertheless really eternal merits. o

5. The works of men are thus not mortal sins (we speak of
works which are apparently good), as though they were crimes.

6. The works of God (we speak of those which he does
through man) are thus not merits, as though they were sinless.

* This i . . .
1518? is an approximate date. The disputation actually took place April 26,
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7 The works of the righteous would be mortal sins if they
would not be feared as mortal sins by the righteous themselves out
of pious fear of God. '

8. By so much more are the works of man mortal sins when
they are done without fear and in unadulterated, evil self-security.

9. To say that works without Christ are dead, but not mortal,
appears to constitute a perilous surrender of the fear of God.

10. Indeed, it is very difficult to see how a work can be dead
and at the same time not a harmful and mortal sin.

11. Arrogance cannot be avoided or true hope be present unless
the judgment of condemnation is feared in every work.

12. In the sight of God sins are then truly venial when they are
feared by men to be mortal.

13. Free will, after the fall, exists in name only, and as long -

as it does what it is able to do, it commits a mortal sin.”

14. Free will, after the fall, has power to do good only in a

passive capacity, but it can always do evil in an active capacity.
" 15. Nor could free will endure in a state of innocence, much
Jess do good, in an active capacity, but only in its passive capacity.

16. The person who believes that he can obtain grace by doing
what is in him? adds sin to sin so that he becomes doubly guilty.

17. Nor does speaking in this manner give cause for despair,
but for arousing the desire to humble oneself and seek the grace of
Christ.

18. It is certain that man must utterly despair of his own ability
before he is prepared to receive the grace of Christ.

19. That person does not deserve to be called a theologian who
looks upon the invisible things of God as though they were clearlyy,
perceptible in those things which have actually happened [Rom.
1:20].

90. He deserves to be called a theologian, however, who com-
prehends the visible and manifest things of God seen through suffer-
ing and the cross. ‘

21. A theologian of glory calls evil good and good evil. A theo-
logian of the cross calls the thing what it actually i, o

99 That wisdom which sees the invisible things of God in

I —
°Cf. p. 14, n. 3.
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works as perceived by man is completely puffed up, blinded, and

hardened.
23. The law brings the wrath of God, kills, reviles, accuses,

1. The Task of Theology

judges, and condemns everything that is not in Christ [Rom. 4:15]. -

24. Yet that wisdom is not of itself evil, nor is the law to be
evaded; but without the theology of the cross man misuses the best
in the worst manner.

25, He is not righteous who does much, but he who, withoyt

26. The law says, “do this,” and it is never done. Grace says,
“believe in this,” and everything is already done.

27. Actually one should call the work of Christ an acting work
and our work an accomplished work, and thus an accomplished
work pleasing to God by the grace of the acting work.

28. The love of God does not find, but creates, that which is
pleasing to it. The love of man comes into being through that
which is pleasing to it.

PHILOSOPHICAL THESES

29. He who wishes to philosophize by using Aristotle without
danger to his soul must first become thoroughly foolish in Christ.

30. Just as a person does not use the evil of passion well
unless he is a married man, so no person philosophizes well unless
he is a fool, that is, a Christian.

31. It was easy for Aristotle to believe that the world was
eternal since he believed that the human soul was mortal.

32. After the proposition that there are as many material
forms as there are created things had been accepted, it was neces-
sary to accept that they all are material.

33. Nothing in the world becomes something of necessity;
nevertheless, that which comes forth from matter, again by neces-
sity, comes into being according to nature.

34. If Aristotle would have recognized the absolute power of
God, he would accordingly have maintained that it was impos-
sible for matter to exist of itself alone.

35. According to Aristotle, nothing is infinite with respect to ac-

— 32—
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tion, yet with respect to power and matter, as many things as have
been created are infinite,

36. Aristotle wrongly finds fault with and derides the ideas of
Plato, which actually are better than his own.

37. The mathematical order of material things is ingeniously
maintained by Pythagoras, but more ingenious is the interaction of
ideas maintained by Plato.

38. The disputation of Aristotle lashes out at Parmenides’ idea
of oneness® (if a Christian will pardon this) in a battle of air.

39. If Anaxagoras posited infinity as to form, as it seems he did,
he was the best of the philosophers, even if Aristotle was unwilling
to acknowledge this.

40. To Aristotle, privation, matter, form, movable, immovable,
impulse, power, ete. seem to be the same.

PROOFS OF THE THESIS DEBATED IN THE CHAPTER
AT HEIDELBERG, MAY, 1518, A.D.

1

The law of God, the most salutary doctrine of life, can-
not advance man on his way to righteousness, but rather
hinders him. . /el

This is made clear by the Apostle in his letter to the Romans (3.
[: 217): “But now the righteousness of God has been manifested
apart from the law.” St. Augustine interprets this in his book, The
Spirit and the Letter (De Spiritu et Littera): “Without the law,
that is, without its support.” * In Rom. 5 [:20] the Apostle states,
“Law intervened, to increase the trespass,” and in Rom. 7 [:9]
he adds, “But when the commandment came, sin revived.” For
this reason he calls the law a law of death and a law of sin in Rom.:

8 [:2]. Indeed, in II Cor. 8 [:6] he says, “the written code kills,”

 Parmenides was a well-known Greek philosopher who, with Zeno, headed
the Eleatic school and taught a monistic cosmology.

‘In Basic Writings of St. Augustine, trans. P. Holmes, ed. Whitney J. Oates
(2 vols.; New York, 1948) 1, 461-518. Cf. Migne 44, 199-2486.

;33__
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which St. Augustine throughout his book, The Spirit and the Letter,
understands as applying to every law, even the holiest law of God.

2
Much less can human works which are done over and over

 again with the aid of natural precepts, so to speak, lead
to that end.

Since the law of God, which is holy and unstained, true, just, etc.,
Is given man by God as an aid beyond his natural powers to en-
lighten him and move him to do the good, and nevertheless the
opposite takes place, namely, that he becomes more wicked, how
can he, left to his own power and without such aid, be induced
to do good? If a person does not do good with help from without,
hﬂill do even less by his own strength. Therefore the Apostle, in
Rom. 8 [:10-12], calls all persons corrupt and impotent who nei};her

understand nor seek-God;—for all_he sayshavé gone astray.

Although the works of man always seem attractive and
good, they are nevertheless likely to be mortal sins.

- Human works appear attractive outwardly, but within they are
filthy, as Christ says concerning the Pharisees in Matt. 23 [:27].
For they appear to the doer and others good and beautiful, yet
God does not judge according to appearances but searches “the
minds and hearts” [Ps. 7:9]. For without grace and faith it is im-

possible to have a pure heart. Acts 15 [:9]: “He cleansed their ;

hearts by faith.”

The thesis is proven in the following way: If the works of
righteous men are sins, as Thesis 7 of this disputation states, this
is much more the case concerning the works of those who are not

righteous. But the just speak in behalf of their works in the fol- .

lowing way: “Do not enter into judgment with thy servant, Lord,

for no man living is righteous before thee” [Ps. 143:2]. The Apostle -
speaks likewise in Gal. 8 [:10], “All who rely on the works of the
law are under the curse.” But the works of men are the works

Heidelberg Disputation

of the law, and the curse will not be placed upon venial sins.
Therefore they are mortal sins. '

In the third place, Rom. 2. [:21] states, “You who teach
others not to steal, do you steal?” St. Augustine interprets this to
mean that men are thieves according to their guilty consciences even
if they publicly judge or reprimand other thieves.

SR Ve .
Although the works of God always seem unattractive and
appear evil, they are nevertheless really eternal merits.

That the works of God are unattractive is clear from what is said in H i

Isa. 533 [:2], “He had no form of comeliness,” and in I Sam. 2 [:6],
“The Lord kills and brings 1o life; he brings down to Sheol and
raises up.” This is understood to mean that the Lord humbles and
frightens us by means of the law and the sight of our sins so that we

[g2 =
seem in the eyes of men, as in our own, as nothing, foolish, and

confess this, these is no form or beauty in us, but our life is hidden /

lar

Ko

AN

. ¥y-
wicked, for we are in truth that. Insofar as we acknowledge and“'—'-iét 7

in God (j.c. in the bare confidence in his mercy) finding in ourselves
nothing but sin, foolishness, death, and hell, according to that verse
of the Apostle in II Cor. 6 |:9-10], “As sorrowful, vet always rejoic-
ing; as dying, and behold we live.” And that it is which Isa. 28 [:21]
calls the alien work of God that he may do his work (that is, he
humbles us thoroughly, making us despair, so that he may cxalt us

in his mercy, giving us hope), just as Hab. 3 [:2] states, “In wrath—

remember mercy.” Such @ man therefore 1s displeased with all bis
WOrks; he sces no beauty, but only his ugliness. Indeed, he alsg
does those things which appear foolish and disgusting to others.

Mever, TOTICSs_nto being in us_either when

 God punishes us or when we accuse ourselves, as I Cor. 11 [:31]

says, “If we judged ourselves truly, we-should not be judged” by the
Lord. Deut. 32 [:36] also states, “The Lord will vindicate his people
and have compassion on his servants.” In this way, consequently,
the unattractive works which God docs ﬁlﬁi,l‘ffat is, those which
are humble and devouit, are really cternal, for humility and fear of

God arc our entire merit.
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5
The works of men are thus not mortal sins (we speak of
works which are apparently good), as though they were
crimes. |

For crimes are such acts which can also be condemned before men,
such as adultery, theft, homicide, slander, etc. Mortal sins, on
other hand, are those which seem good yet are essentially fruits of

aW& Augustine states this in the fourth baok

of Against Julian (Contra Julianum).5

6
The works of God (we speak of those which he does
through man) are thus not merits, as though they were
sinless.

In Eccles. 7 [:20], we read, “Surely there is not a righteous man on
earth who does good and never sins.” In this connection, however,
some people® say that the righteous man indeed sins, but not when
he does good. They may be refuted in the following manner: “If
that is what this verse wants to say, why waste so many words?” or
does the Holy Spirit like to indulge in loquacious and foolish bab-
ble? For this meaning would then be adequately expressed by the
following: “There is not a righteous man on earth who does not sin.”
Why does he add “who does good,” as if another person were right-
eous who did evil? For no one except a righteous man does good.
Where, however, he speaks of sins outside the realm of good works
he speaks thus [Prov. 24:16], “The righteous man falls seven times a
day.” Here he does not say, “A righteous man falls seven times a day
when he does good.” This is a comparison. If someone cuts with a
rusty and rough hatchet, even though the worker is a good crafts-
man, the hatchet leaves bad, jagged, and ugly gashes. So it is when
God works through us.

7
The works of the righteous would be mortal sins if they

® Migne 44, 641-880.
° By “some people” Luther means St. Jerome above all.
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would not be feared as mortal sins by the righteous them-
selves out of pious fear of God.

This is clear from Thesis 4. To trust in works, which one ought to
do in fear, is equivalent to giving oneself the honor and taking it

" from God, to whom fear is due in connéction with every work. But

this is completely wrong, namely to please oneself, fo enjoy oneself
in one’s works, and to adore otieself s an idol: He who is self-con-
fident and without fear of God, however, acts entirely in this
manner. For if he had fear he would not be self-confident, and for
this reason he would not be pleased with himself, but he would be
pleased with God.

In the second place, it is clear from the words of the Psalmist
[Ps. 143:2], “Enter not into judgment with thy servant,” and Ps. 32
[:51, “I said, ‘I will confess my transgressions to the Lord’” etc.
But that these are not venial sins is clear because these passages
state that confession and repentance are not necessary for venial
sins. If, therefore, they are mortal sins and all the saints intercede
for them, as it is stated in the same place, then the works of the
saints-are mortal sins. But the works of the saints are good works,
wherefore they are meritorious for them only through the fear of
their humble confession.

In the third place, it is clear from the Lord’s Prayer, “Forgive
us our trespasses” [Matt. 6:12]. This is a prayer of the saints, there-
fore those trespasses are good works for which they pray. But that
these are mortal sins is clear from the following verse, “If you do
not forgive men their trespasses, neither will your father forgive
your trespasses” [Matt. 6:15]. Note that these trespasses are such
that, if unforgiven, they would condemn them, unless they pray this
prayer sincerely and forgive others.

In the fourth place, it is clear from Rev. 21 [:27], “Nothing un-
clean shall enter into it” [the kingdom of heaven]. But everything
that hinders entrance into the kingdom of heaven is mortal sin (or
it would be necessary to interpret the concept of mortal sin in an-
other way). Venial sin, however, hinders because it makes the soul
unclean and has no place in the kingdom of heaven, Consequently,

etc.
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8
By so much more are the works of man mortal sins when

they are done without fear and in unadulterated, evil self-
security. -

The inevitable deduction from the preceding thesis is clear. For
where there is no fear there is no humility. Where there is no
~ humility there is pride, and where there is pride there are the wrath
and judgment of God, for God opposes the haughty. Indeed, if pride
would cease there would be no sin anywhere.

9
To say that works without Christ are dead, but not mortal,

appears to constitute a perilous surrender of the fear of
God.

For in this way men become certain and therefore haughty, which
is perilous. For in such a way God is constantly deprived of the
glory which is due him and which is transferred to other things,
since one should strive with all diligence to give him the glory—
the sooner the better. For this reason the Bible advises us, “Do not
delay being converted to the Lord.”” For if that person offends
him who withdraws glory from him, how much more does that
person offend him who continues to withdraw glory from him and
does this boldly! But whoever is not in Christ or who withdraws
from him withdraws glory from him, as is well known.

10
Indeed, it is very difficult to see how a work can be dead

and at the same time not a harmful and mortal sin.

This I prove in the following way: Scripture does not speak of
dead things in such a manner, stating that something is not mortal
which is nevertheless dead. Indeed, neither does grammar, which
says that “dead” is a stronger term than “mortal.” For the gram-

;;rohis quotation is from Sirach 5:8. The Vulgate Bible contained the apocryphal
ks.
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marians call a mortal work one which kills, a dead work not one
that has been killed, but one that is not alive. But God despises
what is not alive, as is written in Prov. 15 [:8], “The sacrifice of the
wicked is an abomination to the Lord.”

Second, the will must do something with respect to such a
dead work, namely, either love or hate it. The will cannot hate
a dead work since the will is evil. Consequently the will loves a
dead work, and therefore it loves something dead. In that act itself
it thus induces an evil work of the will against God whom it should
love and honor in this and in every deed.

11

, Arrogance cannot be avoided or true hope be present unless
- the judgment of condemnation is feared in every work.

This is clear from Thesis 4. For it is impossible to hope in God
unless one has despaired in all creatures and knows that nothing
can profit one without God. Since there is no person who has this
pure hope, as we said above, and since westill place some con-
fidence in the creature, it is clear that we must, because of im-
purity in all things, fear the judgment of God. Thus arrogance
must be avoided, not only in the work, but in the inclination also,
that is, it must displease us still to have confidence in the creature.

12 '
In the sight of God sins are then truly venial when they are
feared by men to be mortal.

This becomes sufficiently clear from what has been said. For as
much as we accuse ourselves, so much God pardons us, according
to the verse, “Confess your misdeed so that you will be justified”
[Cf. Isa. 43:26], and according to another [Ps. 141:4], “Incline
not"i'r'/ny heart to any evil, to busy myself with wicked deeds.”

13

Free will, after the fall, exists in name only, and as long as
it does what it is able to do, it commits a mortal sin.

The first part is clear, for the will is captive and subject to sin.
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Not that it is nothing, but that it is not free except to do evil. Ac-
> cording to John 8 [:34, 36], “Every one who commits sin is a slave
to sin. . . . So if the Son makes you free, you will be free indeed.”
Hence St. Augustine says in his book, The Spirit and the Letter,
“Free will without grace has the power to do nothing but sin”;® and
in the second book of Against Julian, “You call the will free, but
in fact it is an enslaved will,” and in many other places.

The second part is clear from what has been said above and
from the verse in Hos. 13 [:9], “Israel, you are bringing misfortune
upon yourself, for your salvation is alone with me,” 1 and from
similar passages.

14

Free will, after the fall, has power to do good only in a
passive capacity,” but it can always do evil in an active
capacity.

An illustration will make the meaning of this thesis clear. Just as
a dead man can do something toward life only in a passive capacity,
so can he do something toward death in an active manner while
he lives. Free will, however, is dead, as demonstrated by the dead
whom the Lord has raised up, as the holy teachers of the church

say. St. Augustine, moreover, proves this same thesis in his various
writings against the Pelagians.

15
Nor could free will endure in a state of innocence, much
less do good, in an active capacity, but only in its passive
capacity.

The Master of the Sentences,'? quoting Augustine, states, “By these
q g Aug y

* Chap. 8, par. 5, Migne 44, 203.

® Chap. 8, par. 23, Migne 44, 689.

**This is a free rendering of the passage, “I will destroy you, O Israel; who
can help you?”

* This is Luther’s way of stating that the free will could before the fall de-
termine to do good. That it could do so after the fall would seem likely because
of its name, but not in actual fact.

¥ Peter Lombard. Migne 192, 519-964. The chapter to which Luther refers
is in col. 5886.
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testimonies it is obviously demonstrated that man received a right-
eous nature and a good will when he was created, and also the
help by means of which he could prevail. Otherwise it would
appear as though he had not fallen because of his own fault.” He
speaks of the active capacity, which is obviously contrary to Augus-
tine’s opinion in his book, Concerning Reprimand and Grace (De
Correptione et Gratia), where the latter puts it in this way: “He re-
ceived the ability to act, if he so willed, but he did not have the
will by means of which he could act.”® By “ability to act” he
understands the passive capacity, and by “will by means of which he
could,” the active capacity.

The second part, however, is sufficiently clarified by the Master
in the same distinction.

16
The person who believes that he can obtain grace by doing

what is in him adds sin to sin so that he becomes doubly
guilty.

On the basis of what has been said, the following is clear: While
a person is doing what is in him, he sins and seeks himself in every-
thing, But if he should suppose that through sin he would become
worthy of or prepared for grace, he would add haughty arrogance
to his sin and not believe that sin is sin and evil is evil, which
is an exceedingly great sin. As Jer. 2 [:13] says, “For my people
have committed two evils: they have forsaken me, the fountain of
living waters, and hewed out cisterns for themselves, broken cis-
terns, that can hold no water,” that is, through sin they are far
from me and yet they presume to do good by their own ability.
Now you ask, “What then shall we do? Shall we go our way
with indifference because we can do nothing but sin?” I would
reply, By no means. But, having heard this, fall down and pray for
grace and place your hope in Christ in whom is our salvation, life,
and resurrection. For this reason we are so instructed-for this
reason the law makes us aware of sin so that, having recognized our
sin, we may seek and receive grace. Thus God “gives grace to the

12 Migne 44, 915-948.
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humble” [I Pet. 5:5], and “whoever humbles himself will be ex-
alted” [Matt. 23:12]. The law humbles, grace exalts. The law
effects fear and wrath, grace effects hope and mercy. “Through the
law comes knowledge of sin” [Rom. 3:20], through knowledge
of sin, however, comes humility, and through humility grace is ac-
quired. Thus an action which is alien to God’s nature results in a
deed belonging to his very nature: he makes a person a sinner so
that he may make him righteous.

17
Nor does speaking in this manner give cause for despair,
but for arousing the desire to humble oneself and seek the

grace of Christ.

This is clear from what has been said, for, according to the gospel,
the kingdom of heaven is given to children and the humble [Mark
10:14, 16], and Christ loves them. They cannot be humble who do
not recognize that they are damnable whose sin smells to high
heaven. Sin is recognized only through the law. It is apparent that
not despair, but rather hope, is preached when we are told that
we are sinners. Such preaching concerning sin is a preparation for
grace, or it is rather the recognition of sin and faith in such preach-
ing. Yearning for grace wells up when recognition of sin has
arisen. A sick person seeks the physician when he recognizes the
seriousness of his illness. Therefore one does not give cause for
despair or death by telling a sick person about the danger of his
illness, but, in effect, one urges him to seek a medical cure. To say
that we are nothing and constantly sin when we do the best we
can does not mean that we cause people to despair (unless they are
fools); rather, we make them concerned about the grace of our
Lord Jesus Christ.
18
It is certain that man must utterly despair of his own ability

before he is prepared to receive the grace of Christ.

The law wills that man despair of his own ability, for it leads him
into hell and makes him a poor man and shows him that he is a
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sinner in all his works, as the Apostle does in Rom. 2 and 3 [:9],
where he says, “I have already charged that all men are under the
power of sin.” However, he who acts simply in accordance with his
ability and believes that he is thereby doing something good does
not seem worthless to himself, nor does he despair of his own
strength. Indeed, he is so presumptuous that he strives for grace
in reliance on his own strength.

19
That person does not deserve to be called a theologian who

looks upon the invisible things of God as though they were
clearly perceptible in those things which have actually
happened [Rom. 1:20].

This is apparent in the example of those who were “theologians” and
still were called fools by the Apostle in Rom. 1 {:22]. Furthermore,
the invisible things of God are virtue, godliness, wisdom, justice,
goodness, and so forth. The recognition of all these things does not
make one worthy or wise.

20
He deserves to be called a theologian, however, who com-
prehends the visible and manifest things of God seen
through suffering and the cross.

The “back” and visible things of God are placed in opposition
to the invisible, namely, his human nature, weakness, foolishness.
The Apostle in I Cor. 1 [:25] calls them the weakness and folly of
God. Because men misused the knowledge of God through works,
God wished again to be recognized in suffering, and to condemn
wisdom concerning invisible things by means of wisdom concern-
ing visible things, so that those who did not honor God as mani-
fested in his works should honor him as he is hidden in his suf-
fering. As the Apostle says in I Cor. 1 [:21], “For since, in the wis-
dom of God, the world did not know God through wisdom, it
pleased God through the folly of what we preach to save those
who believe.” Now it is not sufficient for anyone, and it does him no
good to recognize God in his glory and majesty, unless he recognizes
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him in the humility and shame of the cross. Thus God destroys the
wisdom of the wise, as Isa. [45:15] says, “Truly, thou art a God
who hidest thyself.”

So, also, in John 14 [:8], where Philip spoke according to the
theology of glory: “Show us the Father.” Christ forthwith set aside
his flighty thought about seeking God elsewhere and led him to him-
self, saying, “Philip, he who has seen me has seen the Father”
[John 14:9]. For this reason true theology and recognition of God
are in the crucified Christ, as it is also stated in John 10 [John 14:6]:
“No one comes to the Father, but by me.” “I am the door” [John
10:9], and so forth.

21
A theologian of glory calls evil good and good evil. A
theologian of the cross calls the thing what it actually is.

This is clear: He who does not know Christ does not know God
hidden in suffering. Therefore he prefers works to suffering, glory
to the cross, strength to weakness, wisdom to folly, and, in general,
good to cvil. These are the people whom the apostle calls “enemies
of the cross of Christ” [Phil. 3:18], for they hate the cross and
suffering and love works and the glory of works. Thus they call
the good of the cross cvil and the evil of a deed good. God can be
found only in suffering and the cross, as has already been said.
Therefore the friends of the cross say that the cross is good and
works are evil, for through the cross works are destroyed and the
old Adam, who is especially edified by works, is crucified. It is
impossible for a person not to be puffed up by his good works
unless he has first been deflated and destroyed by suffering and
evil until he knows that he is worthless and that his works are not
his but God’s.

22
That wisdom which sees the invisible things of God in
works as perceived by man is completely puffed up,

blinded, and hardened.

This has already been said. Because men do not know the cross
and hate it, they necessarily love the opposite, namely, wisdom,
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glory, power, and so on. Therefore they become increasingly blinded
and hardened by such love, for desire cannot be satisfied by the
acquisition of those things which it desires. Just as the love of money
grows in proportion to the increase of the money itself, so the
dropsy of the soul becomes thirstier the more it drinks, as the poet
says: “The more water they drink, the more they thirst for it.” The
same thought is expressed in Eccles. 1 [:8]: “The eye is not
satisfied with seeing, nor the ear filled with hearing.” This holds
true of all desires.

Thus also the desire for knowledge is not satisfied by the
acquisition of wisdom but is stimulated that much more. Likewise
the desire for glory is not satisfied by the acquisition of glory, nor
is the desire to rule satisfied by power and authority, nor is the
desire for praise satisfied by praise, and so on, as Christ shows in
John 4 [:13], where he says, “Every one who drinks of this water
will thirst again.”

The remedy for curing desire does not lie in satisfying it, but
in extinguishing it. In other words, he who wishes to become wise
does not seek wisdom by progressing toward it but becomes a fool
by retrogressing into seeking folly. Likewise he who wishes to
have much power, honor, pleasure, satisfaction in all things must
flee rather than seek power, honor, pleasure, and satisfaction in all
things. This is the wisdom which is folly to the world.

23
The law brings the wrath of God, kills, reviles, accuses,
judges, and condemns everything that is not in Christ
[Rom. 4:15].

Thus Gal. 3 [:13] states, “Christ redeemed us from the curse of
the law”; and: “For all who rely on works of the law are under
the curse” [Gal. 3:10]; and Rom. 4 [15]: “For the law brings wrath”;
and Rom. 7 [:10]: “The very commandment which promised life
proved to be the death of me”; Rom. 2 [:12]: “All who have sinned
without the law will also perish without law.” Therefore he who
boasts that he is wise and learned in the law boasts in his confusion,
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his damnation, the wrath of God, in death. As Rom. 2 [:23] puts it:
“You who boast in the law.”*

24
Yet that wisdom is not of itself evil, nor is the law to be

evaded; but without the theology of the cross man misuses
the best in the worst manner.

Indeed the law is holy [Rom. 7:12], every gift of God good [I
Tim. 4:4], and everything that is created exceedingly good, as in
Gen. 1 [:31]. But, as stated above, he who has not been brought
low, reduced to nothing through the cross and suffering, takes
credit for works and wisdom and does not give credit to God. He
thus misuses and defiles the gifts of God.

He, however, who has been emptied [Cf. Phil. 2:7] through
suffering no longer does works but knows that God works and does
all things in him. For this reason, whether man does works or not,
it is all the same to him. He ncither boasts if he does good works,
nor is he disturbed if God does not do good works through him.
He knows that it is sufficient if he suffers and is brought low by
the cross in order to be annihilated all the more. It is this that
Christ says in John 3 [:7], “You must be born anew.” To be born
anew, onc must consequently first die and then be raised up with
the Son of Man. To die, I say, means to feel death at hand.

25
He is not righteous who does much, but he who, without

work, believes much in Christ.

For the righteousness of God is not acquired by means of acts
frequently repeated, as Aristotle taught, but it is imparted by
faith, for “He who through faith is righteous shall live” (Rom. 1
[:17]1), and “Man believes with his heart and so is justified” (Rom.
10 [:10]). Therefore I wish to have the words “without work” un-
derstood in the following manner: Not that the righteous person

4 The editor has followed the text in CL 5, 390 rather than WA 1, 363.
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does nothing, but that his works do not make him righteous, rather
that his righteousness creates works. For grace and faith are in-
fused without our works. After they have been imparted the works
follow. Thus Rom. 3 [:20] states, “No human being will be justi-
fied in His sight by works of the law,” and, “For we hold that man
is justified by faith apart from works of law” (Rom. 3 [:28]). In
other words, works contribute nothing to justification. Therefore
man knows that works which he does by such faith are not his
but God’s. For this reason he does not seek to become justified
or glorified through them, but seeks God. His justification by faith
in Christ is sufficient to him. Christ is his wisdom, righteousness,
etc., as I Cor. 1 [:30] has it, that he himself may be Christ’s action
and instrument.

26
The law says, “do this,” and it is never done. Grace says,
“believe in this,” and everything is already done.

The first part is clear from what has been stated by the Apostle
and his interpreter, St. Augustine, in many places. And it has been
stated often enough above that the law works wrath and keeps all
men under the curse. The second part is clear from the same
sources, for faith justifies. “And the law (says St. Augustine) com-
mands what faith obtains.” For through faith Christ is in us, indeed,
one with us. Christ is just and has fulfilled all the commands of
God, wherefore we also fulfil everything through him since he was
made ours through faith.

27
Actually one should call the work of Christ an acting work

and our work an accomplished work, and thus an accom-
plished work pleasing to God by the grace of the acting
work.

Since Christ lives in us through faith so he arouses us to do good

works through that living faith in his work, for the works which
he does are the fulfilment of the commands of God given us
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through faith. If we look at them we are moved to imitate them.
For this reason the Apostle says, “Therefore be imitators of God,
as beloved children” [Eph. 5:1]. Thus deeds of mercy are aroused
by the works through which ke has saved us, as St. Gregory says:
“Every act of Christ is instruction for us, indeed, a stimulant.”
If his action is in us it lives through faith, for it is exceedingly at-
tractive according to the verse, “Draw me after you, let us make
haste” [Song of Sol. 1:4] toward the fragrance “of your anoint-
ing oils” [Song of Sol. 1:3], that is, “your works.”

28
The love of God does not find, but creates, that which is
pleasing to it. The love of man comes into being through
that which is pleasing to it.

The second part is clear and is accepted by all philosophers and\
theologians, for the object of love is its cause, assuming, according
to Aristotle, that all power of the soul is passive and material and
active only in receiving something. Thus it is also demonstrated that
Aristotle’s philosophy is contrary to theology since in all things it
seeks those things which are its own and receives rather than gives
something good. The first part is clear because the love of God
which lives in man loves sinners, evil persons, fools, and weaklings
in order to make them righteous, good, wise, and strong. Rather
than seeking its own good, the love of God flows forth and
bestows good. Therefore sinners are attractive because they are
loved; they are not loved because they are attractive. For this rea-
son the love of man avoids sinners and evil persons. Thus Christ
says: “For I came not to call the righteous, but sinners” [Matt.
9:137. This is the love of the cross, born of the cross, which turns
in the direction where it does not find good which it may enjoy,
but where it may confer good upon the bad and needy person. “It
is more blessed to give than to receive” [Acts 20:35], says the
Apostle. Hence Ps. 41 [:1] states, “Blessed is he who considers the
poor,” for the intellect cannot by nature comprehend an object
which does not exist, that is the poor and needy person, but only
a thing which does exist, that is the true and good. Therefore it
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judges according to appearances, is a respecter of persons, and
judges according to that which can be seen, etc.
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CONFESSION CONCERNING
CHRIST’S SUPPER

The Third Part

I see that schisms and errors are increasing proportionately
with the passage of time, and that there is no end to the rage and
fury of Satan. Hence lest any persons during my lifetime or afte'r
my death appeal to me or misuse my writings to confirm thfau'
error, as the sacramentarian and baptist fanatics are already begin-
ning to do, I desire with this treatise to confess my faith before
God and all the world, point by point. I am determined to abide
by it untl my death and (so help me God!) in this faith to
depart from this world and to appear before the judgment seat
of our Lord Jesus Christ. Hence if any one shall say after my death,
“If Luther were living now, he would teach and hold this or that
article differently, for he did not consider it sufficiently,” etc., .le:t
me say once and for all that by the grace of God I have most dili-
gently traced all these articles through the Scriptures, have ex-
amined them again and again in the light thereof, and have
wanted to defend all of them as certainly as I have now defended
the sacrament of the altar. I am not drunk or irresponsible. I know

270 i t carry out his intention directly, though he did preach on
ohrI; ué}:lzeé_gédi;xoa se?iZs of sermons, 1530-1582, transcripts of Whid:l were
published by Aurifaber in 1565. LW 23, 7 ff. Melanchthon s Annotat'zons on
the Gospel of John had been published in 1523, John Brenz’s Exposition of
the Gospel of John in 1527. WA 28, 498, n. 1.
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what I am saying, and I well realize what this will mean for me
before the Last Judgment at the coming of the Lord Jesus Christ.
Let no one make this out to be a joke or idle talk; I am in dead
earnest, since by the grace of God I have learned to know a
great deal about Satan. If he can twist and pervert the Word of
God and the Scriptures, what will he not be able to do with my
or someone else’s words? 271

First, I believe with my whole heart the sublime article of the
majesty of God, that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, three
distinct persons, are by nature one true and genuine God, the
Maker of heaven and earth; in complete opposition to the Arians,
Macedonians, Sabellians,2"? and similar heretics, Genesis 1 [:1].
All this has been maintained up to this time both in the Roman
Church and among Christian churches throughout the whole
world.

Secondly, I believe and know that Scripture teaches us that
the second person in the Godhead, viz. the Son, alone became true
man, conceived by the Holy Spirit without the co-operation of
man, and was born of the pure, holy Virgin Mary as of a real
natural mother, all of which St. Luke clearly describes and the
prophets foretold;?™ so that neither the Father nor the Holy Spirit
became man, as certain heretics have taught.?%

271 This Earagraph is quoted in the Formula of Concord, Solid Declaration,
VII, 29 £ :
272 Of the heresies listed here only Arianism is mentioned by name in the
Book of Concord, e.g. Augsburg Confession, Art. 1. Cf. p. 120, n. 198, above.
Macedonianism, named after Macedonius, a fourth century archbishop of
Constantinople, affirmed that the Holy Spirit is less than divine, not one of
the divine persons; this view was condemned at a council at Alexandria in
362 and subsequently. Sabellianism, a third century form of Modal Mon-
archianism, treated the terms Father, Son, and Holy Spirit not as distinct
divine persons but simply as different modes or even successive phases of
the one God. It was Arius’ accusation of Sabellianism against his bishop
which opened the controversy leading to the Council of Nicaea, 325, where
both Arianism and Sabellianism were excluded.

2713 Cf. Luke 1:26 ff. With the Middle Ages generally, Luther found the
virgin birth foretold in other prophecies besides Isa. 7:14, e.g. Isa. 9:6 (cf.
WA 40LI, 680), but eventually he rejected most of those interpretations as
farfetched.

274 The second and third century Patripassians (Monarchians) Noetus and
Praxeas, opposed by Tertullian, taught the absolute unity of God in such a
way as to affirm that the Father in the Yerson of Jesus suffered on the cross.
Montanus, a second century prophet, claimed to be the incarnation of the
Holy Spirit.
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Also that God the Son assumed not a body without a soul, as
certain heretics have taught,?" but also the soul, i.e. full, complete
humanity, and was born the promised true seed or child of Abra-
ham and of David and the son of Mary by nature, in every way
and form a true man, as I am myself and every other man, except
that he came without sin, by the Holy Spirit of the Virgin Mary
alone.

And that this man became true God, as one eternal, indivisible
person, of God and man, so that Mary the holy Virgin is a real,
true mother not only of the man Christ, as the Nestorians teach,?™
but also of the Son of God, as Luke says [1:35], “The child to be
born of you will be called the Son of God,” i.e. my Lord and the
Lord of all, Jesus Christ, the only, true Son by nature of God and
of Mary, true God and true man.

I believe also that this Son of God and of Mary, our Lord
Jesus Christ, suffered for us poor sinners, was crucified, dead, and
buried, in order that he might redeem us from sin, death, and the
eternal wrath of God by his innocent blood; and that on the third
day he arose from the dead, ascended into heaven, and sits at the
right hand of God the Father almighty, Lord over all lords, King
over all kings and over all creatures in heaven, on earth, and under
the earth, over death and life, over sin and righteousness.

For I confess and am able to prove from Scripture that all
men have descended from one man, Adam; and from this man,
through their birth, they acquire and inherit the fall, guilt and
sin, which the same Adam, through the wickedness of the devil,
committed in paradise; and thus all men along with him are born,
live, and die altogether in sin, and would necessarily be guilty
of eternal death if Jesus Christ had not come to our aid and taken
upon himself this guilt and sin as an innocent lamb, paid for us
by his sufferings, and if he did not still intercede and plead for us
as a faithful, merciful Mediator, Savior, and the only Priest and

Bishop of our souls. .
I herewith reject and condemn as sheer error all doctrines

275 Apollinaris in the fourth century taught that the Word assumed human
flesh and biological life (psuché) but not a human higher soul or mind.
Apollinarianism was condemned in the 370’s.

278 On Nestorianism see p. 212, n. 75, p. 202, n. 218.
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which glorify our free will 2 as diametrically contrary to the help
and grace of our Savior Jesus Christ. Outside of Christ death and
sin are our masters and the devil is our god and lord, and there
is no power or ability, no cleverness or reason, with which we can
prepare ourselves for righteousness and life or seek after it. On
the contrary, we must remain the dupes and captives of sin and
the property of the devil to do and to think what pleases them
and what is contrary to God and his commandments 278

Thus I condemn also both the new and the old Pelagians?™
who will not admit original sin to be sin, but make it an infirmity
or defect. But since death has passed to all men, original sin must
be not merely an infirmity but enormous sin, as St. Paul says, “The
wages of sin is death” [Rom. 6:23], and again, “Sin is the sting
of death” [I Cor. 15:56]. So also David says in Psalm 51 [:5],
“Behold, I was conceived in sin, and in sin did my mother bear
me.” He does not say, “My mother conceived me with sin,” but,
“I-I myself—1 was conceived in sin, and in sin did my mother
bear me,” i.e. in my mother’s womb I have grown from sinful seed,
as the Hebrew text signifies.

Next, I reject and condemn also as sheer deceptions and errors
of the devil all monastic orders, rules, cloisters, religious founda-
tions, and all such things devised and instituted by men beyond
and apart from Scripture, bound by vows and obligations,280
although many great saints have lived in them, and as the elect of
God are misled by them even at this time, yet finally by faith in
Jesus Christ have been redeemed and have escaped. Because these
monastic orders, foundations, and sects have been maintained and

277 Luther is thinking particularly of Scotist and Occamist scholasticism, cf.
Disputation Against Scholastic Theology, 1517. LW 31, 9 f., and Erasmus’
humanism, cf. Bondage of the Will, 1525. LCC 17, 101 £. Erasmus in tum
influenced many of the left-wing reformers.

278 This paragraph is quoted in the Formula of Concord. Solid Declaration,
II, 48.

279 Pelagianism is condemned in the Augsburg Confession, Arts. II and XVIIL.
Pelagius, a fifth century heretic opposed especially by Augustine, taught that
man’s salvation was due to the faithful exercise of his free will. Though
Pelagianism was condemned at councils in Ephesus, 431, and Orange, 529,
subtle versions of this doctrine of self-salvation persistently reappeared.
Luther objected to Zwingli’s conception of original sin, cf. p. 16, n. 7, as well
as that of the modemist scholastics and the humanists.

230 Cf. Address to the Nobility, 1520. LW 44, 179 fi.; On Monastic Vows,
1521. LW 44, 251 #.
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perpetuated with the idea that by these ways and works men may
seek and win salvation, and escape from sin and death, they
are all a notorious, abominable blasphemy and denial of the
unique aid and grace of our only Savior and Mediator, Jesus
Christ. For “there is no other name given by which we must
be saved” than this, which is Jesus Christ [Acts 4:12]. And it is
impossible that there should be more saviors, ways, or means to
be saved than through the one righteousness which our Savior
Jesus Christ is and has bestowed upon us, and has offered to God
for us as our one mercy seat, Romans § [:25].28¢

It would be a good thing if monasteries and religious founda-
tions were kept for the purpose of teaching young people God’s
Word, the Scriptures, and Christian morals, so that we might train
and prepare fine, capable men to become bishops, pastors, and
other servants of the church, as well as competent, learned people
for civil government, and fine, respectable, learned women capable
of keeping house and rearing children in a Christian way. But as
a way of seeking salvation, these institutions are all the devil’s
doctrine and creed, I Timothy 4 [:1 ff.], etc.

But the holy orders and true religious institutions established by
God are these three: the office of priest, the estate of marriage, the
civil government.?$2 All who are engaged in the clerical office or
ministry of the Word are in a holy, proper, good, and God-pleasing
order and-estate, such as those who preach, administer sacraments,
supervise the common chest, sextons and messengers or servants
who serve such persons. These are engaged in works which are
altogether holy in God’s sight.

Again, all fathers and mothers who regulate their household
wisely and bring up their children to the service of God are
engaged in pure holiness, in a holy work and a holy order. Simi-
larly, when children and servants show obedience to their elders
and masters, here too is pure holiness, and whoever is thus engaged
is a living saint on earth.

281 The term “mercy seat,” propitiatorium (cf. Luther’s gloss on Rom. 3:25
in Commentary on Romans, 1515-1516. WA 56, 37 f.) is more accurately
referred to Heb. 9:5, cf. Exod. 25:17 ff.

282 Luther does not always name the “orders,” i.e. the basic social units, in
just this fashion. Cf. Large Catechism, Fourth Commandment, 158, and

Melanchthon’s Augsburg Confession, Art. XVI.
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Moreover, princes and lords, judges, civil officers, state officials,
notaries,?®3 male and female servants and all who serve such per-
sons, and further, all their obedient subjects—all are engaged in
pure holiness and leading a holy life before God. For these three
religious institutions or orders are found in God’s Word and com-
mandment; and whatever is contained in God’s Word must be
holy, for God’s Word is holy and sanctifies everything connected
with it and involved in it.

Above these three institutions and orders is the common order
of Christian love, in which one serves not only the three orders,
but also serves every needy person in general with all kinds of
benevolent deeds, such as feeding the hungry, giving drink to the
thirsty, forgiving enemies, praying for all men on earth, suffering
all kinds of evil on earth, etc.284 Behold, all of these are called
good and holy works. However, none of these orders is a means
of salvation. There remains only one way above them all, viz.
faith in Jesus Christ. ,

For to be holy and to be saved are two entirely different
things. We are saved through Christ alone; but we become holy
both through this faith and through these divine foundations and
orders. Even the godless may have much about them that is holy
without being saved thereby. For God wishes us to perform such
works to his praise and glory. And all who are saved in the faith
of Christ surely do these works and maintain these orders.

What was said about the estate of marriage, however, should
also be applied to widows and unmarried women, for they also
belong to the domestic sphere. Now if these orders and divine
institutions do not save, what can we say about the effects of the
devil’s institutions and monasteries, which have sprung up entirely
without God’s Word, and further, rage and contend against the
one and only way of faith?

Thirdly, I believe in the Holy Spirit, who with the Father
and the Son is one true God and proceeds eternally from the

283 Amptleute are civil officers in general. The title Cantzl

z te . er not onl
bcha.ncellors Sathcozrt but also includes many of their underh’ngnsyirxzn eeamnf
assies, ete. Schreiber (scribes) include prothonotar i

state officials in small localities. P roteries, notartes, and other
28¢ The medieval church had commended the “seven acts ”

. 3 . Of -
sisting of the six acts mentioned in Matt, 25:85 f., plus buryin gmtir;yc’leas?n
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Father and the Son, yet is a distinct person in the one divine
essence and nature. By this Holy Spirit, as a living, eternal, divine
gift and endowment, all believers are adorned with faith and
other spiritual gifts, raised from the dead, freed from sin, and made
joyful and confident, free and secure in their conscience. For this
is our assurance if we feel this witness of the Spirit in our hearts,
that God wishes to be our Father, forgive our sin, and bestow
everlasting life on us.

These are the three persons and one God, who has given
himself to us all wholly and completely, with all that he is and has.
The Father gives himself to us, with heaven and earth and all the
creatures, in order that they may serve us and benefit us. But
this gift has become obscured and useless through Adam’s fall
Therefore the Son himself subsequently gave himself and bestowed
all his works, sufferings, wisdom, and righteousness, and reconciled
us to the Father, in order that restored to life and righteousness,
we might also know and have the Father and his gifts.

But because this grace would benefit no one if it remained so
profoundly hidden and could not come to us, the Holy Spirit
comes and gives himself to us also, wholly and completely. He
teaches us to understand this deed of Christ which has been mani-
fested to us, helps us receive and preserve it, use it to our
advantage and impart it to others, increase and extend it. He
does this both inwardly and outwardly—inwardly by means of
faith and other spiritual gifts, outwardly through the gospel, bap-
tism, and the sacrament of the altar, through which as through
three means or methods he comes to us and inculcates the suf-
ferings of Christ for the benefit of our salvation.

Therefore I maintain and know that just as there is nc more
than one gospel and one Christ, so also there is no more than
one baptism. And that baptism in itself is a divine ordinance, as
is his gospel also. And just as the gospel is not false or incorrect
for the reason that some use it or teach it falsely, or disbelieve
it, so also baptism is not false or incorrect even if some have
received or administered it without faith, or otherwise misused it.
Accordingly, I altogether reject and condemn the teaching of the
Anabaptists and Donatists, and all who rebaptize.?*

285 Cf. Babylonian Captivity of the Church, 1520, LW 36, 57 ., and On
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In the same way I also say and confess that in the sacrament
of the altar the true body and blood of Christ are orally eaten and
drunk in the bread and wine, even if the priests who distribute
them or those who receive them do not believe or otherwise misuse
the sacrament. It does not rest on man’s belief or unbelief but on
the Word and ordinance of God—unless they first change God’s
Word and ordinance and misinterpret them, as the enemies of
the sacrament do at the present time. They, indeed, have only
bread and wine, for they do not also have the words and insti-
tuted ordinance of God but have perverted and changed it accord-
ing to their own imagination.?3¢

Next, I believe that there is one holy Christian Church on
earth, ie. the community or number or assembly of all Christians
in all the world, the one bride of Christ, and his spiritual body of
which he is the only head. The bishops or priests are not her
heads or lords or bridegrooms, but servants, friends, and—as the
word “bishop” implies—superintendents, guardians, or stewards.?s?

This Christian Church exists not only in the realm of the
Roman Church or pope, but in all the world, as the prophets fore-
told that the gospel of Christ would spread throughout the world,
Psalm 2 [:8], Psalm 19 [:4]. Thus this Christian Church is physi-
cally dispersed among pope, Turks, Persians, Tartars, but spiritually
gathered in one gospel and faith, under one head, i.e. Jesus Christ.
For the papacy is assuredly the true realm of Antichrist, the real
anti-Christian tyrant, who sits in the temple of God and rules
with human commandments, as Christ in Matthew 24 [:24] and
Paul in IT Thessalonians 2 [:3 f.] declare; although the Turk and

Rebaptism, 1528. LW 40, 229 ff., and Augsburg Confession, Art. IX. The
Donatists were a rigorist sect in North Africa, originating in the fourth
century, who insisted that the holiness of the church must be judged in terms
of the moral purity of its members, and that the ministerial acts of an
unholy priest were invalid. Baptism in the orthodox church therefore was
invalid, and converts from that church had to submit to a true baptism.
What the Christian Roman empire thus considered “rebaptism™ was made
punishable by death in the Code of Justinian, as subversive of Christian
society itself, and on that basis the sixteenth century “Anabaptists” were
persecuted.

286 This paragraph is quoted in the Formula of Concord, Solid Declaration,
VII, 82. Cf. also Augsburg Confession, Arts. X and VIIL

287 Cf, Augsburg Confession, Art. VII. On the word “bishop,” see Answer
to Goat Emser, 1521. LW 39, 154 f.; Misuse of the Mass, 1322, LW 36,
135 ff.; and Augsburg Confession, Art. XXVIIL
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all heresies, wherever they may be, are also included in this
abomination which according to prophecy will stand in the holy
place, but are not to be compared to the papacy.?®®

In this Christian Church, wherever it exists, is to be found the
forgiveness of sins, i.e a kingdom of grace and of true pardon.
For in it are found the gospel, baptism, and the sacrament of the
altar, in which the forgiveness of sins is offered, obtained, and
received. Moreover, Christ and his Spirit and God are there. Out-
side this Christian Church there is no salvation®®® or forgiveness
of sins, but everlasting death and damnation; even though there
may be a magnificent appearance of holiness and many good
works, it is all in vain. But this forgiveness of sins is not to be
expected only at one time, as in baptism, as the Novatians teach,
but frequently, as often as one needs it, till death.2%¢

For this reason I have a high regard for private confession, for
here God’s word and absolution are spoken privately and indi-
vidually to each believer for the forgiveness of his sins, and as
often as he desires it he may have recourse to it for this forgive-
ness, and also for comfort, counsel, and guidance. Thus it is a
precious, useful thing for souls, as long as no one is driven to
it with laws and commandments but sinners are left free to make
use of it, each according to his own need, when and where he
wishes; just as we are free to obtain counsel and comfort, guidance
and instruction when and where our need or our inclination moves
us. And as long as one is not forced to enumerate all sins but only
those which oppress him most grievously, or those which a person
will mention in any case, as I have discussed in my Little Book on
Prayer 2%

288 From 1520 on (cf. Address to the Nobility. LW 44, 133) Luther’s writings
regularly identified the papacy with the Antichrist. On the Turk, see War
Against the Turk, 1529. LW 46, 181, 196.

289 On Luther’s understanding of this famous dictum of Cyprian see Large
Catechism, Creed, Art. III, 56, where Luther closely connects the church
with the forgiveness of sins.

290 Novatian, a third century rigorist, insisted that once baptized, a Christian
could not be forgiven a grave sin. Some Left-Wing Protestants revived this
teaching, of. The Keys, 1530. LW 40, 374. The Augsburg Confession, Art.
XII, condemns Novatianism.

291 This paragraph was added by Luther when Part III of this treatise was
issued separately. On private confession see Babylonian Captivity of the
Church, LW 36, 86 ff.; The Sacrament—Aguinst the Funatics, 1526, LW 36,
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But the pardons or indulgences which the papal church has
and dispenses are a blasphemous deception, not only because it
invents and devises a special forgiveness beyond the general for-
giveness which in the whole Christian Church is bestowed through
the gospel and the sacrament and thus desecrates and nullifies the
general forgiveness, but also because it establishes and bases satis-
faction for sins upon the works of men and the merits of saints,
whereas only Christ can make and has made satisfaction for us.22

As for the dead, since Scripture gives us no information on
the subject, I regard it as no sin to pray with free devotion in this
or some similar fashion: “Dear God, if this soul is in a condition
accessible to mercy, be thou gracious to it.” And when this has
been done once or twice, let it suffice. For vigils and requiem
masses and yearly celebrations of requiems are useless, and are
merely the devil’s annual fair.23

Nor have we anything in Scripture concerning purgatory. It
too was certainly fabricated by goblins. Therefore, I maintain it
is not necessary to believe in it; although all things are possible
to God, and he could very well allow souls to be tormented after
their departure from the body. But he has caused nothing of
this to be spoken or written, therefore he does not wish to have
it believed, either. I know of a purgatory, however, in another
way, but it would not be proper to teach anything about it in
the church, nor on the other hand, to deal with it by means of
endowments or vigils.?9

354 fl.; the two Catechisms, and Augsburg Confession, Arts. XI and XXV.
282 A full year before posting his Ninety-five Theses, Luther had publicly
criticized the current indulgence doctrine. In the Theses, 1517, and the
Explanations of the Ninety-five Theses, 1518 (LW 381, 25 ff., 83 ff.)
Luther questioned the propriety of the practice and the clarity of the
doctrine; by late 1520 he rejected indulgences in principle, cf. Babylonian
Captivity of the Church. LW 36, 11; Defense amf Explanation of All the
Articles, 1521. LW 82, 33 f., 64 f.

233 A requiem mass (seelmesse) is celebrated on the anniversary of de-
cease; a vigil is a commemoration on the eve of the anniversary. Luther had
questioned the celebration of masses for the dead in Thesis 83 of the
Ninety-five Theses. LW 31, 32; he sharply criticized the practice in Ad-
dress to the Nobility, 1520. LW 44, 180 f.

294 On Luther’s reinterpretation of purgatory see Explanations of the Ninety-
five Theses. Thesis 15. LW 31, 125 f., and Defense and Explanation of
All the Articles, esp. Arts. 4 and 37, LW 32,31 f, 95 ff.
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Others before me have attacked the invocation of saints, and
this pleases me. I believe, too, that Christ alone should be invoked
as our Mediator, a truth which is scriptural and certain. Of the
invocation of saints nothing is said in Scripture; therefore it is
necessarily uncertain and not to be believed.29

If unction were practiced in accordance with the gospel, Mark
6 [:13] and James 5 [:14], I would let it pass. But to make a
sacrament out of it is nonsense. Just as, in place of vigils and
masses for the dead, one might well deliver a sermon on death
and eternal life, and also pray during the obsequies and meditate
upon our own end, as it seems was the practice of the ancients,
so it would also be good to visit the sick, pray and admonish,
and if anyone wished in addition to anoint him with oil, he should
be free to do in the name of God.2%¢

Neither is there any need to make sacraments out of marriage
and the office of the priesthood. These orders are sufficiently holy
in themselves.®®? So, too, penance is nothing else than the practice
and the power of baptism.?*8 Thus two sacraments remain, bap-
tism and the Lord’s Supper, along with the gospel, in which the
Holy Spirit richly offers, bestows, and accomplishes the forgive-
ness of sins.

As the greatest of all abominations I regard the mass when it

285 Precursors in criticizing the cult of saints included high ecclesiastics,
e.g. Gerson, popular preachers, e.g. Berthold of Regensburg, would-be re-
formers, e.g. Huss, humanists, e.g. Erasmus. On Luther’s critique see Ex-
planations of the Ninety-five Theses, Thesis 58. LW 31, 212 ff., Fourteen
Consolations, 1520. LW 42, 121 ff. Cf. Augsburg Confession, Art. XXI.
Matters treated in these four paragraphs above are crisply criticized by
Luther as a “vermin-brood and poison of idolatries” begotten by the “dragon’s
tail,” the mass, in Smalcald Articles, 1537, 11, Art. I, 11 f.; cf. Augsburg
Confession, Art. XXIV,
298 Cf. Babylonian Capticity of the Church. LW 86, 118 f.
297 Cf. Babylonian Captivity of the Church. LW 86, 92 ff., 106 ff. Melanch-
thon would not have been averse to calling ordination, properly understood,
a sacrament. Apology, Art. XIII, 11. He was less willing to call marriage a
sacrament. Ibid., 14 #. Cf. Sasse, This Is My Body, p. 25, n. 10.
298 The Wittenbergers wavered for a long time between acknowledging and
not acknowledging absolution—part of the Roman Catholic sacrament of
nance—as a third sacrament; see the ambiguity on the subject in Baby-
onian Captivity of the Church. LW 36, 18 and 124, and Melanchthon’s ex-
plicit recognition of it in Apology, Art. XIII, 4. Luther preferred to subsume
repentance under baptism, Babylonien Captivity of the Church. LW 36, 58
f, 61, 69, 81 ff.; Large Catechism, Baptism, 74 ff. Cf. Augsburg Con-
fession, Art. XIL
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is preached or sold as a sacrifice or good work, which is the basis
on which all religious foundations and monasteries now stand,?*
but, God willing, they shall soon be overthrown. Although I have
been a great, grievous, despicable sinner, and wasted my youth
in a thoughtless and damnable manner, yet my greatest sins were
that I was so holy a monk, and so horribly angered, tortured, and
plagued my dear Lord with so many masses for more than fifteen
years.?® But praise and thanks be to his unspeakable grace in
eternity, that he led me out of this abomination, and still continues
to sustain and strengthen me daily in the true faith, despite my
great ingratitude.

ccordingly, I have advised and still advise people to abandon
religious foundations and monasteries and their vows and come
forth into the true Christian orders, in order to escape these
abominations of the mass and this blasphemous holiness, i.e.
“chastity, poverty, and obedience,” by which men imagine they
are saved.’®! Excellent as it was in the early days of the Christian
Church to maintain the state of virginity, so abominable is it now
when it is used to deny the aid and grace of Christ. It is entirely
possible to live in a state of virginity, widowhood, and chastity
without these blasphemous abominations.

Images, bells, eucharistic vestments, church ornaments, altar
lights, and the like I regard as things indifferent. Anyone who
wishes may omit them. Images or pictures taken from the
Scriptures and from good histories, however, I consider very
useful yet indifferent and optional. I have no sympathy with the
iconoclasts.302

299 Babylonian Captivity of the Church. LW 36, 35 f.; Treatise on the New
Testament, 1520. LW 35, 75 ff. Cf. Augsburg Confession, Art. XXIV.

800 Luther’s reminiscences about his life in Roman Catholicism are collected
in Scheel, Dokumente zu Luthers Entwicklung, (2nd ed.; Tiibingen, 1929);
cf. also WA 58I, Gesamtregister. Interpretations in Bainton, Here I Stand
(New York, 1950), esp. chaps. 1-3; Rupp, Luther’s Progress to the Diet of
Worms (Chicago, 1951); Fife, Revolt of Martin Luther (New York, 1857),
esp. chaps. 6-8, 11.

301 Luther here lists the traditional monastic vows; “chastity” here means
celibacy. Cf. Babylonian Captivit% of the Church. LW 36, 74 f£; On
Monastic Vows, 1521. LW 44, 251 f. Augsburg Confession, Art. XXVIIL.

302 Cf, Luther’s Eight Wittenberg Sermons, 1522. LW 51, 70 ff., and his
writings against Karlstadt and Miinzer in 1524-1525, LW 40; and Formula
of the Mass, 1523. LW 53, 30 ff.
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Finally, I believe in the resurrection of all the dead at the
Last Day, both the godly and the wicked, that each may receive
in his body his reward according to his merits. Thus the godly
will live eternally with Christ and the wicked will perish eternally
with the devil and his angels. I do not agree with those who
teach that the devils also will finally be restored to salvation.303

This is my faith, for so all true Christians believe and so the
Holy Scriptures teach us. On subjects which I have treated too
briefly here, my other writings will testify sufficiently, especially
those which have been published during the last four or five years.
I pray that all godly hearts will bear me witness of this, and pray
for me that I may persevere firmly in this faith to the end of my
life. For if in the assault of temptation or the pangs of death I
should say something different—which God forbid—let it be dis-
regarded; herewith I declare publicly that it would be incorrect,
spoken under the devil’s influence. In this may my Lord and
Savior Jesus Christ assist me: blessed be he for ever, Amen.

303 Origen in the third century taught that the devils would ultimately be
converted. Though this view was condemned at Constantinople in 533, it
was revived in the sixteenth century.
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/ Dr. Martin Luther’s Preface

I would have been quite content to see my books, one and all, remain
in obscurity and go by the board. Among other reasons, I shudder
to think of the example I am giving, for I am well aware how little
the church has been profited since they have begun to collect many
books and large libraries, in addition to and besides the Holy
Scriptures, and especially since they have stored up, without discrimi-
nation, all sorts of writings by the church fathers, the councils, and
teachers. Through this practice not only is precious time lost, which
could be used for studying the Scriptures, but in the end the pure
knowledge of the divine Word is also lost, so that the Bible lies
forgotten in the dust under the bench (as happened to the book of
Deuteronomy, in the time of the kings of Judah!).

Although it has been profitable and necessary that the writings
of some church fathers and councils have remained, as witnesses and
histories, nevertheless I think, “Est modus in rebus,”? and we need
not regret that the books of many fathers and councils have, by
God’s grace, disappeared. If they had all remained in existence, no
room would be left for anything but books; and yet all of them
together would not have improved on what one finds in the Holy
Scriptures.

It was also our intention and hope, when we ourselves began to
translate the Bible into German,® that there should be less writing,

1 Cf. IT Kings 22:8. In Luther’s German Bible, Deuteronomy is referred to as
“the fifth book of Moses.”

2 “There is a reason for the way things happen.” Horace Satires I, 1, 108.

3 Luther began to translate the Bible into German during his confinement to the
Wartburg. In a letter to Johann Lang, December 18, 1521, he announced his
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and instead more studying and reading of the Scriptures. For all
other writing is to lead the way into and point toward the Scriptures,
as John the Baptist did toward Christ, saying, “He must increase, but
I must decrease” [John 8:30], in order that each person may drink
of the fresh spring himself, as all those fathers who wanted to accom-
plish something good had to do.

Neither councils, fathers, nor we, in spite of the greatest and
best success possible, will do as well as the Holy Scriptures, that is,
as well as God himself has done. (We must, of course, also have the
Holy Spirit, faith, godly speech, and works, if we are to be saved.)
Therefore it behooves us to let the prophets and apostles stand at
the professor’s lectern, while we, down below at their feet, listen to
what they say. It is not they who must hear what we say.

I cannot, however, prevent them from wanting to collect and
publish my works through the press (small honor to me), although it
is not my will. I have no choice but to let them risk the labor and
the expense of this project. My consolation is that, in time, my books
will lie forgotten in the dust anyhow, especially if I (by God’s grace)
have written anything good. Non ero melior Patribus meis.* He who
comes second should indeed be the first one forgotter. Inasmuch as
they have been capable of leaving the Bible itself lying under the
bench, and have also forgotten the fathers and the councils—the
better ones all the faster—accordingly there is a good hope, once the
overzealousness of this time has abated, that my books also will not
Iast long. There is especially good hope of this, since it has begun
to rain and snow books and teachers, many of which already lie there
forgotten and moldering. Even their names are not remembered any
more, despite their confident hope that they would eternally be on
sale in the market and rule churches.

Very well, so let the undertaking proceed in the name of God,
except that I make the friendly request of anyone who wishes to
have my books at this time, not to let them on any account hinder
him from studying the Scriptures themselves. Let him put them to
use as I put the excrees and excretals® of the pope to use, and the

intention to translate the New Testament into German. WA, Br 2, 413. This
letter contains the first reference to Luther’s intention to translate the Bible.

41 Kings 19:4. “I am no better than my fathers.”

& That is, “decrees and decretals.” The translator has attempted to render
Luther’s pun “Drecket und Drecketal” in English.
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books of the sophists. That is, if I occasionally wish to see what they
have done, or if I wish to ponder the historical facts of the time, I
use them. Bt I do not study in them or act in perfect accord with
what they deemed good. I do not treat the books of the fathers and
the councils much differently.

Herein I follow the example of St. Augustine,® who was, among
other things, the first and almost the only one who determined to be
subject to the Holy Scriptures alone, and independent of the books
of all the fathers and saints. On account of that he got into a fierce
fight with St. Jerome, who reproached him by pointing to the books
of his forefathers; but he did not turn to them. And if the example of
St. Augustine had been followed, the pope would not have become
Antichrist, and that countless mass of books, which is like a crawling
swarm of vermin, would not have found its way into the church, and
the Bible would have remained on the pulpit.

Moreover, I want to point out to you a correct way of studying
theology, for I have had practice in that. If you keep to it, you will
become so learned that you yourself could (if it were necessary)
write books just as good as those of the fathers and councils, even as
I (in God) dare to presume and boast, without arrogance and lying,
that in the matter of writing books I do not stand much behind some
of the fathers. Of my life I can by no means make the same boast.
This is the way taught by holy King David (and doubtlessly used
also by all the patriarchs and prophets) in the one hundred nine-
teenth Psalm. There you will find three rules, amply presented
throughout the whole Psalm. They are Oratio, Meditatio, Tentatio.®

Firstly, you should know that the Holy Scriptures constitute a
book which turns the wisdom of all other books into foolishness,
because not one teaches about eternal life except this one alone.
Therefore you should straightway despair of your reason and under-
standing. With them you will not attain eternal life, but, on the
contrary, your presumptuousness will plunge you and others with
you out of heaven (as happened to Lucifer) into the abyss of hell.
But kneel down in your little room [Matt. 6:6] and pray to God with
real humility and earnestness, that he through his dear Son may give

¢ Epistols 82. Migne 88, 277.
7 Prayer, meditation, Anfechtung.
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you his Holy Spirit, who will enlighten you, lead you, and give you
understanding.

Thus you see how David keeps praying in the above-mentioned
Psalm, “Teach me, Lord, instruct me, lead me, show me,” and many
more words like these. Although he well knew and daily heard and
read the text of Moses and other books besides, still he wants to lay
hold of the real teacher of the Scriptures himself, so that he may not
seize upon them pell-mell with his reason and become his own
teacher. For such practice gives rise to factious spirits who allow
themselves to nurture the delusion that the Scriptures are subject to
them and can be easily grasped with their reason, as if they were
Markolf® or Aesop’s Fables, for which no Holy Spirit and no prayers
are needed.

Secondly, you should meditate, that is, not only in your heart,
but also externally, by actually!® repeating and comparing oral
speech and literal words of the book, reading and rereading them
with diligent attention and reflection, so that you may see what the
Holy Spirit means by them. And take care that you do not grow
weary or think that you have done enough when you have read,
heard, and spoken them once or twice, and that you then have com-
plete understanding. You will never be a particularly good theolo-
gian if you do that, for you will be like untimely fruit which falls to
the ground before it is half ripe.

Thus you see in this same Psalm how David constantly boasts
that he will talk, meditate, speak, sing, hear, read, by day and night
and always, about nothing except God’s Word and commandments.
For God will not give you his Spirit without the external'! Word; so
take your cue from that. His command to write, preach, read, hear,
sing, speak, etc., outwardly'? was not given in vain.

Thirdly, there is tentatio, Anfechtung. This is the touchstone

8 Ps. 119:26 et al.

9 The very popular medieval legend of Solomon and Markolf was treated in a
verse epic, chapbooks, dialogues, and farces. The figure of Markolf, a sly and
unprincipled rogue, was known in Germany as early as the tenth century.

10 Eusserlich.,

11 Eusserlich.

12 Eusserlich. The correspondence Luther intends to show between actual (eus-
serlich) study of the Bible in its outward (eusserlich) form and the external
(eusserlich) Word as a medium of God’s address cannot be rendered in idio-
matic English by translating eusserlich with one word.
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which teaches you not only to know and understand, but also to
experience how right, how true, how sweet, how lovely, how mighty,
how comforting God’s Word is, wisdom beyond all wisdom.

Thus you see how David, in the Psalm mentioned, complains so
often about all kinds of enemies, arrogant princes or tyrants, false
spirits and factions, whom he must tolerate because he meditates,
that is, because he is occupied with God’s Word (as has been said)
in all manner of ways. For as soon as God’s Word takes root and
grows in you, the devil will harry you, and will make a real doctor
of you, and by his assaults'® will teach you to seek and love God’s
Word. I myself (if you will permit me, mere mouse-dirt, to be
mingled with pepper) am deeply indebted to my papists that through
the devil’s raging they have beaten, oppressed, and distressed me so
much. That is to say, they have made a fairly good theologian of
me, which I would not have become otherwise. And I heartily grant
them what they have won in return for making this of me, honor,
victory, and triumph, for that’s the way they wanted it.

There now, with that you have David’s rules. If you study hard
in accord with his example, then you will also sing and boast with
him in the Psalm, “The law of thy mouth is better to me than thou-
sands of gold and silver pieces” [Ps. 119:72]. Also, “Thy command-
ment makes me wiser than my enemies, for it is ever with me. I have
more understanding than all my teachers, for thy testimonies are my
meditation. I understand more than the aged, for I keep thy pre-
cepts,” ete. [Ps. 119:98-100]. And it will be your experience that the
books of the fathers will taste stale and putrid to you in comparison.
You will not only despise the books written by adversaries, but the
longer you write and teach the less you will be pleased with yourself.
When you have reached this point, then do not be afraid to hope
that you have begun to become a real theologian, who can teach not
only the young and imperfect Christians, but also the maturing and
perfect ones. For indeed, Christ’s church has all kinds of Christians
in it who are young, old, weak, sick, healthy, strong, energetic, lazy,
simple, wise, etc.

If, however, you feel and are inclined to think you have made
it, flattering yourself with your own little books, teaching, or writing,

13 Anfechtungen.
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because you have done it beautifully and preached excellently; if
you are highly pleased when someone praises you in the presence of
others; if you perhaps look for praise, and would sulk or quit what
you are doing if you did not get it—if you are of that stripe, dear
friend, then take yourself by the ears, and if you do this in the right
way you will find a beautiful pair of big, long, shaggy donkey ears.
Then do not spare any expense! Decorate them with golden bells,
so that people will be able to hear you wherever you go, point their
fingers at you, and say, “See, See!l There goes that clever beast, who
can write such exquisite books and preach so remarkably well.”
That very moment you will be blessed and blessed beyond measure
in the kingdom of heaven. Yes, in that heaven where hellfire is ready
for the devil and his angels. To sum up: Let us be proud and seek
honor in the places where we can. But in this book the honor is
God’s alone, as it is said, “God opposes the proud, but gives grace
to the humble” [I Pet. 5:5]; to whom be glory, world without end,
Amen_‘li

14 The last two sentences are in Latin in the original test.
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PART II

THE POWER OF THE WORD
OF GOD

Luther’s passion for a grace-centered theology
came neither simply from dissatisfaction with current op-
tions, nor from personal preference and need. He had the
courage to speak of God in this way because of his work as
a professor of Scripture, lecturing extensively in the years
between 1513 and 1518 on the Psalms, Romans, Galatians,
and Hebrews. The bulk of his theological writing did not
involve the kinds of documents included in this anthology,
but lectures on the various books of the Bible. In addition,
he became a major translator of Scripture. See, for instance,
his “Prefaces to the Books of the Bible” (Luthers Works,
vol. 35, p.225).

Luther became convinced that the standard ap-
proach of interpreting the Bible in light of tradition, while
not altogether useless, had greatly blunted the biblical
teaching about the righteousness of God in Christ. He used
Scripture, especially certain parts that seemed to him to

‘present the gospel in an especially clear way, as a means

to critique both theology and current church practice. This
method was exciting, at times radical, and yet reasonably
subtle because Luther was convinced that the message
contained in the Bible was itself complex. A simple appeal
to Scripture would not do.
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6 “Concerning the Letter and the Spirit”

An early opponent, Hieronymous or Jerome Emser of Leip-
zig (1478-1527), engaged in a series of polemical exchanges with
Luther, attacking him for his failure to heed papal authority and
for what Emser saw as Luthers simplistic or literal approach.
Emser took Luther to task using the Pauline distinction from 2
Cor. 3:6: “The letter kills, but the Spirit gives life.” Emser seemed
to be suggesting that Luther wanted to solve every complex
problem in the church by a direct appeal to the Bible.

This gave Luther an excellent opportunity to show how his
own Biblical theology was conceived. Selection 6 is a portion of
Luther’s sharp response, “Answer to the Hyperchristian, Hy-
perspiritual, and Hyperlearned Book by Goat Emser in Leipzig.”
Drawing on Augustine’s famous treatise, “On the Spirit and the
Letter,” Luther demonstrated that one could not simply extol
the spiritual interpretation of all passages (which Emser saw as
equivalent to the traditional development of Catholic practice).
At points the literal sense was best; at other points a spiritual
interpretation was demanded by the text itself.

But Luthers real attack on Emser came in his charge that
the Leipzig theologian had totally misunderstood the Pauline
passage from which he took his text. There Paul was distinguish-
ing the letter of the law, which can only bring judgment and
death, from the life-giving and grace-bringing Spirit. And what
Spirit brings, which was especially missing in the church of their
day, is freedom. The Pope, says Luther, actually opposes the
Spirit by structuring a church in which everything, even the
basic message, is law. This treatise will challenge the reader, but
there are many lively (even outrageous) passages along the way
in the spirit of sixteenth century polemic.

7 A Brief Instruction on What to Look for
and Expect in the Gospels

Luther’s concept of the power of the Word and its proper
interpretation is even more clearly spelled out in the four trea-
tises (7-10) that follow. Selections 7 and 8 deal with how to read
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the Bible, especially the New Testament. In 1521, while in exile
at Wartburg Castle, Luther had begun a series of model sermons
for the Sundays of the church year. As an introduction, but also
as a separate short consideration of the nature of the good news,
Luther published in the spring of 1522 “A Brief Instruction on
What to Look for and Expect in the Gospels.”

Luther teaches that while many different books are to be
found in the Bible, there is only one gospel: “a story about Christ,
God’s and David’s Son, who dies and was raised and is established
as Lord.” The gospel is not a literary genre but a name for the
message on which the church is founded and in which Christians
put their hope. That gospel is to be found not only in the Gospels
of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John, but at any place in Scripture
where human beings are taught to put their trust in this gracious
God.

Luther believed that this message was missing in the church
of his day. Instead, Christ had been made into a new Moses, a
law-giver, or at best an example. Christ is an example, of course,
but for Luther this was to fail to grasp the “higher level” of Christ
as gift. Only preaching Christ as the Crucified One brings hu-
manity to the true and central message of the gospel, “the over-
whelming goodness of God,” or “. . . the great fire of the love
of God for us, whereby the heart and conscience become happy,
secure and content.”

8 Preface to the New Testament

These same themes are restated in selection 8, “Preface to
the New Testament” (1522, revised last in 1546), written to
introduce Luther’s fresh translation of the New Testament. Here

~ again Luther insists that the chief thing the gospel demands is

not the good works that we expect God to want from us. “Rather
the gospel demands faith in Christ.”

This led Luther to see all of Scripture as valuable, since the
law and the gospel are each parts of the story of God that we
need to hear repeatedly. But it led him to value most highly
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those parts of Scripture in which the gospel as grace and promise
is most clearly expressed. This means that for Luther the most
valuable books are not the four Gospels themselves, but the
Gospel of John and the gospel proclaimed in certain of Paul’s
epistles.

9 Preface to the Old Testament

This strongly gospel-centered theology has often led critics
to charge Luther with being a Marcionite—one who presents
the God of the Old Testament in overly sharp contrast to the
God of the New. To explore the truth or falsity of this common
charge against Luther, the reader has two good sources in se-
lections 9 and 10 of this anthology (and even more extensive
evidence in Luther’s writings on the Old Testament in Luthers
Works, vols. 1-20).

Luther goes right to the heart of this accusation in his “Pre-
face to the Old Testament” (1523, revised 1545). He admits that
some have little use for the Old Testament. But they are wrong,
for in it, despite “the simplicity of language and stories frequently
encountered there,” are found “the very words, works, judg-
ments, and deeds of the majesty, power, and wisdom of the most
high God.”

The popular contrast between Old and New Testament is
partly correct. The chief work of the New Testament is “the
proclamation of grace and peace through the forgiveness of sins
in Christ” just as the chief message of the Old Testament is “the
teaching of laws, the showing up of sin, and the demanding of
good.” But Luther knows full well that both law and gospel are
found in both Old and New Testament. There follows an exten-
sive discussion of the Torah, the five traditional books of Moses.

Introduction

10 How Christians Should Regard Moses

This question of the authority of the Old Testament is taken
up by Luther again two years later in “How Christians Should
Regard Moses” (1525). This is a reworking of a sermon on the
book of Exodus preached on August 27, 1525. It was directed
especially against those enthusiastic opponents of Luther who
found in the Old Testament, especially in the Law of Moses, a
detailed model for society in Luther’s time, and one that they
thought could be actually realized.

Basically Luther counters these contemporaries by the
strong insistence in the first part of this treatise that “the law of
Moses binds only the Jews and not the Gentiles.” Here he follows
St. Paul, especially in Galatians, in celebrating the freedom of
dependence on the law that the gospel brings to Christians.

But Luther’s approach to the Old Testament is more subtle
and complex than rejection. Moses is to be retained (and the
whole Old Testament with him) for three reasons: (1) He gives
laws that are wise and useful for the structuring of society (a
different aspect or use of the law for Luther than that of driving
us to God’s grace in Christ). (2) In many passages in Moses and
in the whole Old Testament are “promises and pledges of God
about Christ.” (3) Finally, the Old Testament is filled with helpful
examples of “faith, love and the cross” for those who read them
with right understanding.

Law and gospel together serve as Luthers hermeneutical
key to unlock the knowledge of God in the Bible. But these are
keys that he uses skillfully, and the reader (perhaps especially
today’s reader) would do well to notice Luther’s warning against
a too facile application of the biblical text to a current situation:

One must deal cleanly with the Scriptures. From the very
beginning the word has come to us in various ways. It is not enough
simply to look and see whether this is God’s word, whether God
has spoken it; rather we must look and see to whom it has been
spoken, whether it fits us. That makes all the difference between
night and day (p. 144).
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ANSWER TO THE HYPERCHRISTIAN,
HYPERSPIRITUAL, AND HYPER-
LEARNED BOOK BY GOAT EMSER
IN LEIPZIG—INCLUDING SOME
THOUGHTS REGARDING HIS
COMPANION, THE FOOL MURNER*

* Murnarr, 2 pun on the name Murner.
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Concerning the Letter and the Spirit

St. Paul says, in II Corinthians 4 [3:6], “The letter kills, but
the Spirit gives life.” My Emser uses and interprets this to mean
that Scripture has a twofold meaning, an external one and a hidden
one, and he calls these two meanings “literal” and “spiritual.” The
literal meaning is supposed to kill, the spiritual one is supposed to
give life. He builds here upon Origen,** Dionysius,** and a few
others who taught the same thing. He thinks he has hit the mark
and need not look at clear Scripture because he has human teaching.
He would also like me to follow him, to let Scripture go and take up
human teaching. This I refuse to do, even though I too have made
the same error. I intend, in precisely this example, to give reasons
and to show clearly that Origen, Jerome, Dionysius, and some
others have erred and failed in this matter, that Emser builds upon
sand, and that it is necessary to compare the fathers’ books with
Scripture and to judge them according to its light.

First, if their opinion were correct that the spiritual meaning
gives life and the literal one kills, we would have to confess that
all sinners are holy and all saints are sinners. Indeed, Christ
himself, together with all the angels, would have to be simulta-
neously alive and dead. We intend to make this so clear that even
Emser with all his lying powers cannot fight against it. We shall
consider the passage from Paul in Galatians 4 [:22], “Abraham
had two sons, Isaac and Ishmael, by two women, Sarah and Hagar.”
This is said according to the literal meaning and the letter. Now
this is the meaning Christ has. God the Holy Spirit and all angels
and saints hold fast to it and insist that it is as the literal meaning
and the letter say, and this is truly the way it is. What now, Emser?

- Where is your Origen? If you are really the man who does not

® Origenr of Alexandria (ca. 184-253), a Greek church father whose principles of
allegorical exegesis were the source of many lengthy controversies. Cf. The
Babylonian Captivity of the Church, 1520. LW 36, 30.

* Dionysius (ca. 500), the “Areopagite” (a pseudonym based on Acts 17:34), is
associated with Christian neo-Platonism and mystical ideas about the church. Cf.
LW 36, 109.
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strike with the sheath and wounds only with the blade, you had
better say now that the letter and literal meaning kill Christ and
the Holy Spirit together with all the angels and saints. What can
anyone say more blasphemously than that the truth in all of Scrip-
ture is deadly and harmful, as Emser rages here?

Again, (as you say) the spiritual meaning is that Abraham is
Ckhrist, the two women are the two testaments [Gal. 4:24], the two
sons are the people of the two testaments, as St. Paul interprets.
Now not only the saints but also the worst sinners, indeed, even the
devils in hell, hold to this same meaning, So step onto the battlefield,
my Emser, strike out merrily with the blade, and say that all the
devils and knaves are alive and holy since the Holy Spirit gives life.
Now admit it: is it not true that if you take this piece of Origen,
Dionysius, Jerome, and many others, you have taken almost all
their skill? Is not Scripture here clearer than all of them put
together? With what do I test, judge, condemn, and defeat them
all so that no one can deny it, other than with the same passage
of St. Paul which they take as their basis, namely, “The letter kills,
the Spirit gives life” [II Cor. 3:6]? What kind of glosses do I add?
Is not the text itself so clearly against them that everyone is forced
to say Yes?

This is the way one should deal with the whole Scripture, even
with the ancient figures like the one prohibiting Jews from eating
either pork or rabbit since pigs and rabbits do not ruminate [Lev.
11:6-7]. This was the literal meaning and letter. This is the way
David, all the holy prophets, and Christ himself with his disciples
have understood it and obeyed it. If they had not understood and
obeyed it in this way they would have been in opposition to God.
Then why did the letter not kill them? On the other hand, great
deadly sinners and, above all, devils may understand that the pig
means carnal teaching, or whatever one wants to interpret here
spiritually; so why does the Spirit not give them life? Where are
you now, man from Leipzig with the cutting sword? Better go and
write even more about me, that I have praised ceremonies as being
“holy, just, and good, given by a good God.” You yourself must now
see and confess that the result is as I said it would be. Did I not
tell you that you do not know even one jot about what Spirit and
letter are in Scripture? You should mind your own business and
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leave Scripture in peace. Do you see now what good it does to
refer to many teachers and to rely on their writings?

St. Paul says further in Romans 7 [:14], “Divine law is spiritual
but I am carnal,” and he cites one of the Ten Commandments, “Non
concupisces, you shall not covet!” [Rom. 7:7]. He argues here with
rich words and wisdom that this same spiritual law kills. What do
you intend to do here, Emser? Where are you, man with the spear,
dagger, and cutting sword? St. Paul says here, “The spiritual law
kills”; you say, “The spiritual meaning gives life.” Start whistling;
let us hear your skill: which is the literal and which is the spiritual
meaning in this commandment, “You shall not covet™® You certainly
cannot deny that no other meaning can be understood here but the
one given by the letters themselves; and he speaks here of the evil
lusts of the flesh. Yet St. Paul still calls the law spiritual and says it
kills. And you say that it would be better to read a poetic fable than
such a meaning of Scripture. St. Paul thinks that anyone who under-
stands a meaning different from this literal meaning in regard to the
evil lusts does not understand anything at all in this commandment.
How nicely Emser harmonizes with St. Paul, just like the ass with
the nightingale. This is the way one must deal with all of God’s
commandments, be they ceremonial or other commandments, small
or great. Thus it is quite obvious that Emser fails miserably here
and knows less about Scripture than a child.

Moreover, his erroneous and false understanding leads to the
humiliation of all of Scripture as well as to his own great disgrace.
For the diligence and efforts of all teachers are directed solely to
discovering the literal meaning which alone is valid for them too.
Thus Augustine also writes that “figures prove nothing.”®® This
means that Emser’s spiritual understanding counts for nothing; but
the other one [the literal one] is the highest, best, strongest, in
short, the whole substance, nature, and foundation of Holy Scrip-

- ture. If one abandoned it, the whole Scripture would be nothing.

But the spiritual one, which Emser inflates, counts in no dispute
and does not stand the test; it would not matter at all even if no
one knew it, as I have proven in my book on the papacy.®® For it

® Cf. On the Unity of the Church, 1, 5, 8. MPL 43, 396.
®Cf. On the Papacy in Rome, 1320. LW 39, 70.
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would not matter if no one knew that Aaron is spiritually Christ, nor
can it be proven. One must let Aaron be just Aaron in the simple
sense, unless the Spirit himself interprets him in a new sense, which
then would be a new literal sense—as when St. Paul makes Christ
out of Aaron for the Hebrews [Hebrews 9-10].

Why are you so bold now, Emser, that you dare to say that this
literal meaning is deadly? You babble on, not knowing yourself
what you are saying, when you claim it is better to read one of
Virgil’s fables than such a meaning in Scripture. This means to
condemn the whole Scripture and to prefer the devil’s lies or fables
to the holy word of God, especially since it [Scripture] has no
other meaning that counts but the one you teach as deadly and to
be avoided. This is called striking with the blade and a true
Emserian spiritual interpretation! This is the way to strike the
heretic Luther! Turn the leaf over, Emser, and you will find that
the meaning you call spiritual and alive is precisely the one which,
if one adheres to it alone and lets the literal meaning go, would
better be replaced by the mere fables of poets. For it is dangerous,
and Scripture can exist without it. But Scripture cannot exist with-
out the other meaning. That is why Origen received his due reward
a long time ago when his books were prohibited, for he relied too
much on this same spiritual meaning, which was unnecessary, and
he let the necessary literal meaning go. When that happens Scrip-
ture perishes and really good theologians are no longer produced.
Only the true principal meaning which is provided by the letters
can produce good theologians.

The Holy Spirit is the simplest writer and adviser in heaven
and on earth. That is why his words could have no more than the
one simplest meaning which we call the written one, or the literal
meaning of the tongue. But [written] words and [spoken] language
cease to have meaning when the things which have a simple mean-
ing through interpretation by a simple word are given further
meanings and thus become different things [through a different
interpretation] so that one thing takes on the meaning of another.
This is true for all other things not mentioned in Scripture because
all God’s creatures and works are sheer living signs and words of
God, as Augustine and all the teachers say. But one should not
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therefore say that Scripture or God’s word has more than one
meaning. ,

The fact that a painted picture signifies a living man without
any words or writing should not cause you to say that the little word
“picture” has two meanings, a literal one, signifying the picture,
and a spiritual one, signifying the living man. Likewise, even
though the things described in Scripture mean something further,
Scripture should not therefore have a twofold meaning. Instead, it
should retain the one meaning to which the words refer. Beyond
that we should give idle spirits permission to hunt and seek the
manifold interpretations of the things indicated besides the words.
But they should beware of losing themselves in the hunt or the
climb, as happens to those who climb after chamois, and as also
happened to Origen. It is much more certain and much safer to
stay with the words and the simple meaning, for this is the true
pasture and home of all the spirits.

Now see how well Emser rides along with his twofold Bible.
The result [of his effort] is that nothing remains certain. When: St.
Peter says, “We are all priests” [I Pet. 2:9], he says this is said in
the spiritual sense and not in the literal one. But when I ask why
it is not the literal sense, he answers, because the literal sense kills.
He does not understand a jot of what he says. He does not see
that he himself now really disgraces his own priesthood by teach-
ing clearly that it is not the living and spiritual, but rather the
literal, deadly, and harmful priesthood, and that it would really be
better to be a poet-priest than such a literal priest. If whatever is
not Spirit does not live and cannot be understood according to the
spiritual meaning, then it must certainly be understood according
to the letter as dead, harmful, and worse than pagan, if the high
and hyperspiritual theology of Emser is to endure. That is why it
would be good if a smith remained a smith, a verse-maker a verse-
maker, and let those who have power and marrow in their fists
and arms wield the spiritual sword. Scripture does not tolerate the
division of letter and Spirit, as Emser so outrageously [divides
them]. It contains only a simple priesthood and a simple meaning.

Those who have called the letter a veiled and hidden word,
as Augustine also did for a while, have committed a more reason-
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able error. For example, if I said, “Emser is a crude ass,” and a
simple man following the words understood Emser to be a real ass
with long ears and four feet, he would be deceived by the letter,
since through such veiled words I wanted to indicate that he had
a crude and unreasonable mind. One teaches such flowery words
to boys in school, calling them schemata in Greek and figurae in
Latin, because one dresses up and ornaments speech with them
just as one ornaments a body with a jewel. Scripture is full of
such flowers, especially in the prophets. For example, John and
Christ in Luke 3 [:7] call the Jews “a brood of vipers.” And St.
Paul calls them “dogs” in Colossians 2 [Phil. 3:2]. Psalm 110 [:3]
says, “The dew of your children will come from the womb of the
morning.” Again, “The Lord will send forth from Zion the scepter
of your power” [Ps. 110:2], that is, Christ’s children will not be
born from the womb of a physical woman or mother, but rather
without the work of a man, like the dew from the sky, from the
womb of the morning of the Christian church. Again, Christ, in
Matthew 5 [:13-14] says, “You are the salt of the earth, and the
light of the world.” But St. Paul does not mean a letter like this;
this belongs to grammar and to elementary school.

If you can humble yourself and not despise me completely,
then listen to me: I shall do my Christian duty toward you as I
am bound to do it to my enemy; and I shall not withhold from you
God’s gift to me. In this matter I shall teach you better (to speak
without boasting) than you have ever been taught by any other
teacher, with the exception of St. Augustine—if you have read his
On the Spirit and the Letter.5” None of the others will teach you
this. You will not find a single letter in the whole Bible that agrees
with what you, along with Origen and Jerome, call the “spiritual
meaning.” St. Paul calls it mysteria, that is, veiled and secret
meaning. Therefore, the earliest fathers called it anagogas, that is,
“the more withdrawn meanings, separate knowledge” (remotiores
sensus, separatas intelligentias). At times they also called it “alle-
gory,” as St. Paul himself does, Galatians 4 [:24]; but this is not
yet Spirit, although the Spirit grants this as well as the letter and
all gifts. As we read in I Corinthians 14 [:2], “The Spirit utters the
hidden meaning.” Some people, out of ignorance, therefore,

* De spiritu et litera, ad Marcellinum (412). MPL 44, 199-246; PNF 5, 83-114.
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attributed a fourfold meaning to Scripture: the literal, the alle-
gorical, the anagogical, and the tropological. But there is no basis
for it. '

Thus “literal meaning” is not a good term, because Paul inter-
prets the letter quite differently than they do. Those who call it
“grammatical, historical meaning” do better. It would be appro-
priate to call it the “meaning of the tongue or of language” as St.
Paul does in I Corinthians 14 [:2-19], because, according to the
sound of the tongue or speech, it is understood in this way by
everyone. For the language or tongue which hears that Abraham
had two sons from two wives retains this same meaning and does
not think beyond the meaning [given] by the tongue or language
until the Spirit leads it on and discloses the hidden understanding
about Christ, about two kinds of testaments and peoples. These
are called mysteria, just as Paul, Ephesians 5 [:32], calls [the unity
of] Christ and the church in one body mysterium, although Scrip-
ture and the letter speak of husband and wife—Genesis 2 [:24].
But here it is necessary that no one invent mysteries on his own,
as some people have done and are still doing. The Spirit himself
must do it—or else one must prove it with Scripture, as I have
written in the book on the papacy.®®

That is why Paul’s saying, II Corinthians 4 [3:6], “The letter
kills, but the Spirit gives life,” harmonizes with these two meanings,
the literal and the spiritual, as well as Emser’s mind harmonizes
with philosophy and theology. At the moment I shall ignore how
and why Origen, Jerome, and some other fathers have stretched
and misused this passage. Certainly they stretched more passages
in the same way to fend off Jews and heretics, as everyone well
knows or is able to know. They should be excused for this, but we
should not follow them in this as these unclean animals are doing
who have no judgment with regard to the work and teaching of
the fathers; they gobble up everything they find until they obey
the fathers only in those things in which the dear fathers slipped
as men. And they drop them when they did well, as I could easily
prove with regard to all the teachings and lives now held to be the
very best.

SCf. LW 39, 73.
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Let us deal now with the passage concerning the Spirit and
the letter. In this passage [II Cor. 3:6], St. Paul does not write one
iota about these two meanings, only about two kinds of preaching
or preaching offices. One is that of the Old Testament, the other is
that of the New Testament. The Old Testament preaches the letter,
the New [ Testament] preaches the Spirit. And, to avoid the kind of
dreaming goat Emser does, let us hear the Apostle’s own clear words
spoken about the servants or preachers of the New Testament. They
are written in IT Corinthians 4 {3:3-6]: “You are a letter from Christ
made through our preaching and written not with ink but with the
Spirit of the living God, not on stone tablets but on tablets of human
hearts. That is why we need no other letter of recommendation.
Such is the confidence we have through Christ in God. Not that we
are sufficient in ourselves to claim anything as coming from us; our
sufficiency is from God, who has qualified us to be servants and
preachers of the New Testament, not of the letter but of the Spirit;
for the letter kills, but the Spirit gives life,” etc.

Are not these clear words about preaching? Here we see clearly
that St. Paul names two tablets and two sermons. Moses™ tablets
were made of stone in which God’s finger inscribed the law, Exodus
20 [:1-17; 24:12; 31:18]. Christ’s tablets, or (as he says here)
Christ’s letters, are the hearts of Christians in which not letters, as
in Moses™ tablets, but the Spirit of God is inscribed through the
preaching of the gospel and through the office of the apostles.
What does all this mean? The letter is nothing but divine law or
commandment which was given in the Old Testament through
Moses and preached and taught through Aaron’s priesthood. It is
called “letter” because it is written in letters on stone tablets and
in books. It remains letter, and does not yield more than that,
because no man improves through the law; he only becomes worse.
Thus the law does not help, nor does it grant grace; it only com-
mands and orders something done which man is neither able nor
willing to do. But the Spirit, the divine grace, grants strength and
power to the heart; indeed, he creates a new man who takes
pleasure [in obeying] God’s commandments and who does every-
thing he should do with joy.

This Spirit can never be contained in any letter. It cannot be
written, like the law, with ink, on stone, or in books. Instead, it is

— 82—

Concerning the Letter and the Spirit

inscribed only in the heart, and it is a living writing of the Holy
Spirit, without [the aid of] any means. That is why St. Paul calls
it Christ’s letter and not Moses” tablets, for it is not written with ink
but with God’s Spirit. Through this Spirit or grace man does what
the law demands. He pays what he owes the law, and thus becomes
liberated from the letter which kills him, living now through the
grace of the Spirit. For everything which does not have the grace
of the living Spirit is dead, even though external obedience to the
whole law glitters. That is why the Apostle says of the law that it
kills, gives no one life, and holds one eternally in death if grace
does not arrive to redeem and give life.

These then are the two ways of preaching: the priests,
preachers, and sermons of the Old Testament deal with no more
than the law of God. The Spirit and grace are not yet openly
preached. But in the New Testament only Spirit and grace, given
to us through Christ, are preached. For the New Testament preach-
ing is but an offering and presentation of Christ, through the sheer
mercy of God, to all men. This is done in such a way that all who
believe in him will receive God’s grace and the Holy Spirit, whereby
all sins are forgiven, all laws fulfilled, and they become God’s
children and are eternally blessed. Thus St. Paul here calls the
New Testament preaching the “ministry of the Spirit” [II Cor. 3:6],
that is, the office of preaching whereby God’s Spirit and grace are
offered and put before all those who are burdened by the law, who
are killed, and who are greedy for grace. He calls this law “a
ministry of the letter,” that is, the office of preaching whereby no
more is given than the letter or law. No life flows from it, the law is
not fulfilled by it, and man can never satisfy it. That is why it
remains letter, and in the letter it can do no more than kill man, that
is, show him what he should do and yet cannot do. Thus he recog-
nizes that he is dead and without grace before God and that he
does not fulfil the commandment, which, however, he should fulfil.

From this it is now clear that the words of the apostle, “The
letter kills, but the Spirit gives life,” could be said in other words:
“The law kills, but the grace of God gives life.” Or, “Grace grants
help and does everything that the law demands and yet is unable to
do by itself.” St. Paul therefore calls the law of God a law of death
and of sin, saying in Romans 8 [:2-4], “The law of the Spirit of
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life in Christ has set me free from the law of sin and death. For it
was impossible for the law to help me; indeed, it only made things
worse because of the malice of the old flesh. That is why God sent
his Son in our likeness and let him put on our sinful flesh. Thus he
destroyed our sin through the sin Christ took upon himself in his
suffering, in order that the just requirement of the law might be
fulfilled in us.” Thus we see that in a masterful way St. Paul
teaches us how to understand Christ, God’s grace, and the New
Testament correctly—namely, that it is nothing but [the story] of
how Christ stepped into our sins, carried them on the cross in his
flesh, and destroyed them, so that all who believe in him are set
free from sin through him and receive the grace to enable them
from now on to satisfy the law of God and the letter that kills,
and to live in eternity. You see, this is “ministry of the Spirit and
not of the letter,” the preaching of the Spirit, the preaching of
grace, the preaching of true indulgence, the preaching about Christ.
This is the New Testament about which there would be much to
say if the evil spirit had not blinded the world through the pope
and had not led human teaching into the abyss of utter darkness.
Now we see that all commandments are deadly, since divine
commandments are also deadly. For everything that is not Spirit or
grace is death. Therefore, it is a crude misunderstanding to call
allegories, tropologies, and the like “Spirit,” since all of them are
contained in letters and cannot give life. Grace has no other vessel
than the heart. Now just as not all men accept the life of this
Spirit—indeed, the majority let this Spirit’s servants present and
preach this rich grace in vain, and do not believe the gospel—so too,
not everyone takes up the ministry of the letter or the preaching
of the law. They do not want to let themselves be killed; that is,
they do not understand God’s law, and they go on without receiving
either the letter or the Spirit. But let us set forth goat Emser’s blind
mind even more clearly: he thinks the letter should be avoided and
the death of the letter should be escaped. This is what happens to
those who read only the books of the fathers and leave Scripture
aside. They juggle with their spears and daggers, making an obscure
fog out of Scripture and a light out of the teaching of the fathers.
The Apostle does not want us to avoid the letter or to escape
its death. Indeed, he complains in the same passage [II Cor. 3:7]
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that there was a veil hanging over the law for the Jews, just as over
the face of Moses (Exodus 34 [:33-35]), so that they failed to see
the letter, its death, or its brilliance. He wants us to preach and
make the letter clear and to lift the veil from Moses’ face. This is
how it happens: he who understands the law of God correctly and
looks it in the face—without the veil—will find that the works of all
men are sin and that there is nothing good in them unless the
grace of the Spirit enters into them. This then is the end of the law
and its meaning, of which Paul speaks in II Corinthians 4 [3:13],
“They did not see the end of Moses.” For it [the law] wants to
make everyone a sinner and all that is ours into sin; in this way it
wants to show us our misery, our death, and our merit, and lead us
into true knowledge of ourselves. As St. Paul says, Romans 7 [:7],
“If it had not been for the law, I should not have known sin”; and
Romans 3 [Gal. 3:22], “Scripture consigned all men to sin,” so
that the whole world’s mouth might be stopped and it might know
that no man can be upright before God without grace, even though
he does works of the law.

Those who want to emphasize their good works and boast
about free will do not allow all human works to be sin. They still
find something good in nature, just as the Jews and our sophists,
together with the pope, do. They are the ones who do not want to
let Moses’ face shine clearly. They put a veil over the law and do
not really look it in the face. They refuse to let everything belong-
ing to them be either sin or death before God; that is, they do not
really want to know themselves or to be humble. They only
strengthen their pride. They flee the letter and a true understand-
ing of it, just as the Jews fled the face of Moses. That is why their
mind remains blind and they never come to the life of the Spirit.
Therefore, it is impossible for someone who does not first hear the
law and let himself be killed by the letter, to hear the gospel and
let the grace of the Spirit bring him to life. Grace is only given to
those who long for it. Life is a help only to those who are dead,
grace only to sin, the Spirit only to the letter. No one can have the
one without the other. Therefore, what Emser calls the letter and
death is, in reality, nothing but the veil, the harmful misunder-
standing of the letter, and the damnable flight from this blessed
death. In fact, it is not even this good an understanding. So far away
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is this poor and blind man from Scripture, and he pretends to hit
the mark with the sword blade! I think he has only struck his own
cheek!

My good advice to such unlearned minds would be to give up
writing books. For while they madly cite the words of a few
fathers, they thumb their noses at the poor people so that they fall
for it and accept this error, perhaps for life. Thus such books are
not without harm, and their insane author is guilty before God
because of such corruption. Who will give Emser the grace to eradi-
cate, as he ought to, the errors and lies resulting from his book? It
would have been better for him, as Christ says, to have a millstone
fastened around his neck and to be drowned in the depth of the
sea [Matt. 18:6]. For not only does he write erroneous, harmful,
and scandalous teaching, but he also blasphemes the very best
teachings of Christ and completely poisons the poor people and
drives them away. Woe to you, Emser! If you had waited until God
called you and drove you, he would have worked with you too and
given you his Spirit to write something useful. But now you do as
Jeremiah says, “I did not send the prophets, yet they ran; I did not
speak to them, yet they prophesied” [Jer. 23:21]. The hateful and
deceitful spirit has driven you. That is why you do not write any-
thing but lies and error. I can do no more than to warn everyone
against your poison. And if I were not afraid for these poor people
I would not have considered you worth answering, just as I did not
before,* for in these matters' you are ignorance itself!

But to return to our topic: it is certainly true that wherever
the law alone is preached and only the letter is dealt with, as
happened in the Old Testament, and where the Spirit is not
preached afterward, there is death without life, sin without grace,
misery without consolation. This creates miserable and imprisoned
consciences who in the end despair and are forced to die in sin.
They are thus condemned to eternity through such preaching. In
our day the murderous sophists have done this kind of thing and
are still doing it with their “systems” [summae] and “confes-
sionals” [confessionales],” in which they drive and torture people

®Cf. To the Goat in Leipzig, 1521. LW 39. 105-115.
“Systems of theology and manuals of confession.
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with commands to do penance, to confess, to repent, and to make
satisfaction. After this they teach good works and preach good doc-
trine, as they say. But never once do they hold the Spirit and Christ
up to the sorrowful consciences, so that Christ is now unknown in
the whole world and the gospel is pushed under the rug.™ The whole
New Testament office is silenced and only the very best people
explain Moses and the commandments, and even they are quite
rare. The majority deals only with tomfoolery, teaching canon law,
papal laws, human teaching, and their own statutes. To these things
they cling, these they keep, these they teach daily; and they no
longer have an opportunity to know the truth, as St. Paul says [II
Tim. 3:7].

If God’s commandment, preached and explained as well as
possible, is harmful and damning, as St. Paul says here, why then
do the sophists and the goat pretend to make people godly with
human teachings, with their own laws and an increase in good
works? Indeed, since the law kills and condemns everything which
is not grace and Spirit, they do no more with their many laws and
works than to give the law much to kill and to condemn. Thus all
their labor and effort is in vain, and the more they do the worse
they become; for it is impossible to satisfy the law with works and
teachings. Only the Spirit can satisfy it. That is why Scripture
calls their nature aven and amal [in Hebrew], that is, “trouble” and
“effort” [Ps. 10:7]; and it calls this same lost crowd Behaven, that
is, the “church or crowd of trouble” [Hos. 4:15]. Again, Amos 7
[:16] calls it Beth-Ishac, that is, the “church of deceit,” because
everyone under it is deceived by their false teaching, work, and life.

That is why I advised, and still advise, that one should not pre-
tend to institute a reformation to better such human teaching and
canon law as Emser foolishly suggests, for that is impossible. Rather,
they [human teaching and canon law] should be burned, eliminated,
destroyed, and reversed. Or else they should be reduced as much
as possible and the two offices of the letter and the Spirit advanced
once again, which can only be done if human teaching is left far
behind. It is only fair that they give way to the letter and the
Spirit of God, since they hinder it and are detrimental to it. We

Cf. Answer to the Hyperchristian Book, 1521. LW 39, 167, n. 46.
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have more than enough to preach on the letter and the Spirit, even
if we preached from the beginning of the world until the end of it.

But even though we are already in the New Testament and
should have only the preaching of the Spirit, since we are still
living in flesh and blood, it is necessary to preach the letter as well,
so that people are first killed by the law and all their arrogance is
destroyed. Thus they may know themselves and become hungry
for the Spirit and thirsty for grace. So [the letter] prepares the peo-
ple for the preaching of the Spirit, as it is written about St. John [the
Baptist], that he made the people ready for Christ through the
preaching of repentance [Matt. 3:1-12]. This was the office of the
letter. After that he led them to Christ, saying, “Behold, the Lamb
of God, who takes away all the sins of the world” [John 1:297.
This was the office of the Spirit. These then are the two works of
God, praised many times in Scripture: he kills and gives life, he
wounds and heals, he destroys and helps, he condemns and saves,
he humbles and elevates, he disgraces and honors, as is written in
Deuteronomy 32 [:39], I Kings 2 [I Sam. 2:6-8], Psalm 112
[:7-8], and in many other places. He does these works through
these two offices, the first through the letter, the second through
the Spirit. The letter does not allow anyone to stand before his
wrath. The Spirit does not allow anyone to perish before his grace.
Oh, this is such an overwhelming affair that one could talk about
it endlessly! But the pope and human law have hidden it from us
and have put up an iron curtain in front of it. May God have
mercy! Amen.

On the basis of this [discussion] everyone can easily under-
stand what St. Paul means when he says, Romans 7 [:12], “The
law is good, just, holy, and spiritual,” and yet, it is still a killing
letter. For it shows how man should be truly good, just, holy,
spiritual, and in harmony with all things. But, as the law discloses,
things are quite different with man; he is evil, unjust, sinful, carnal,
and out of harmony with the law in every measure. This disharmony
brings him eternal death, God’s wrath, and disgrace before God,
who wants his law fulfilled (as is only right) to the last letter and
iota. Thus man recognizes himself in the mirror and in face of the
letter or the law—how dead he is and in what disgrace he is with
God. This knowledge makes him afraid and drives him to seek the

__ 88

Concerning the Letter and the Spirit

Spirit, who makes him good, godly, holy, spiritual, brings all things
into accord with the law, and leads him to God’s grace. The law
then becomes dear to him, and the letter never kills him. Instead,
he lives in the Spirit as the law demands; indeed, he no longer
needs any law to teach him, for he knows it now by heart. Every-
thing the law demands has become his nature and essence through
the Spirit.

Thus we want to finish this [discussion] now with St. Augus-
tine’s fine comment regarding Psalm 17, in which he defines nicely
and briefly what the letter is. He says, “The letter is nothing but
LAW WITHOUT GRACE.”? We, on the other hand, may say that
the Spirit is nothing but GRACE WITHOUT LAW. Wherever the
letter is, or the law without grace, there is no end to making laws,
to teachings, and to works. And yet they are of no avail; no one
becomes better through them, everything remains dead in the
letter. On the other hand, wherever the Spirit of God exists, there is
freedom, as St. Paul says [II Cor. 3:17]; there no teaching or law
is needed; everything happens as it should happen. It is just like
the man who has healthy, good vision; he does not need anyone
to teach him how he should see. His vision is unhindered, and he
has more than any teaching could help him get or give to him. But
if his vision is not healthy, he is no longer free, and there is not
enough teaching to help and protect him. He will have to worry
about every single glance and have a rule about it in order to see.
Thus it is St. Paul’s opinion, I Timothy 1 [:9], that “the law is not
laid down for the just,” for the Spirit gives him everything that the
law demands. Thus when he says, “God has made us preachers of
the Spirit and not of the letter,” he means that in the New Testa-
ment only grace and not law should be preached, so that men
become truly godly through the Spirit.

Where are you now, Goliath Emser, with your spear and
sword? You have buckled on this sword and let your own head be
cut off with it. You could not have found a passage in the whole
Bible which serves me as well against you as does this one on
which you base your argument and comfort. You boast to strike
with the blade, but you do not even get to the point of touching

= Luther’s quote reflects the core of Augustine’s commentary. Cf. Expositions on
the Book of Psalms. MPL 38, 448-454; PNF 8, 49-50.
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either sheath or hilt! Do you see now how you torture this saying
spiritually, dragging it to the point that the letter means literal
meaning and the Spirit means spiritual meaning? And you say that
one should flee the letter and death. What a fine fencer you arel
What a fine round you have fought with the famous fencer! Now
then, since I have unbuckled your sword and have beheaded your
arrogance, we shall come back again to your spear, your dagger,
and your whole armor. I hope I shall uncover a dead Goliath,
hold up his head, and show everyone your abomination, your
threat, and your Goliath-like blasphemy. Let us see where your
idol the pope will be with his laws, and where the entire army of
these Philistines will be with their human teachings.

If the pope, with his bishops and priests, is a pious and loyal
follower and heir to the apostolic see, I hope he is also obliged
to execute their office and to preach the Spirit, in accord with these
words of St. Paul. But if he is to preach the Spirit, he is not to
preach any law but rather freedom from even the laws of God, as
was said. Thus I ask: Where do this pope and priesthood come
from? Not only do they never preach this Spirit, indeed, they do not
even explain the letter correctly. Instead, they [preach] their own
law, canon law, and nothing but human teaching—consecrated salt,
water, vigils, masses, and whatever other tomfoolery like this you
can name. They fill the world with them, obscure the law of God,
and replace the veil of Moses which the apostles had lifted. Further-
more, they imprison the world in their law, destroy Christian free-
dom, ruin the Spirit, and drive away grace. [In return] for such
abominable evil they steal, rob, and take all our money and
property. St. Paul says that even the brilliance of Moses, that is,
the law of God, is annulled through the preaching of the Spirit, so
that only the brilliance of the Spirit shines in the church. But the
pope does not only reintroduce Moses (which would still be a
favor), but also replaces the veil before his eyes and, indeed, with
his innumerable laws builds a stone wall before him so that now
neither Spirit nor letter is recognized or preached, only fables about
human teaching, of which Christ says in Matthew 15 [:8-9], “In
vain do they serve me with human laws and teachings; they honor
me with their lips, but their heart is far from me.”

Where does such a pope come from with his priesthood?
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Indeed, he is not the heir to the apostolic see, for he surely destroys
the apostles” office and teaching with his teaching. St. Paul stands
firm here, saying, “We are servants or preachers of the Spirit and
not of the letter.” But what does the pope say? “We are preachers
neither of the Spirit nor of the letter, but only of our own dream
which is written down nowhere.” Where then does he come from?
I shall tell you: Christ names him in Matthew 24 [:15, 23-26],
“When you see the desolating sacrilege in the holy place” (that is,
the pope with his own teaching in the church, sitting in the chair
of the apostles) “let the reader understand. For false prophets,
teachers, and Christs will arise, saying, ‘Lo, here is the Christ!’ or
“There he is!” and they will lead many people astray.” That is, they
will present human teachings with which one looks for Christ here
and there, thinking one could find him through works and cere-
monies. Instead, he [Christ] lets himself be found only in the heart,
Spirit, and faith, everywhere, every time, and by everyone. St. Paul
[says], II Thessalonians [2:3, 9], “The man of sin and perdition
will be revealed through the activity of Satan”; and in Daniel 7
[8:23-25] [we read], “At the end of the Roman Empire, a king
will arise. His strength will consist of externals and appearance”
(that is, of human teachings which teach only external ways and
habits, as, for example, the lives of bishops, priests, and monks
with their vestments and external works and ways). “He will cause
fearful destruction, his cunning will be swift and geared to mak-
ing human laws and increasing them,” etc. More another time.

Now listen to what else God says about your idol and human
teachings: St. Paul, Colossians 2 [:8], “Take care that no one
deceives you through philosophy and empty deceit, human teach-
ings, commandments concerning temporal, external things, which
are not according to Christ’s teaching.”® What kind of teachings
these are follows later when he says, “ If you died with Christ, why
do you live as though you still lived with human laws and submit
to regulations, ‘Do not eat, Do not drink, Do not handle, Do not
touch’? These are nothing but temporal things which perish as they
are used, on which human commandments and laws center—and
yet they [human laws] have the appearance of being well and

® Luther added to the text, “commandments concerning temporal, external
things.”
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wisely ordered. Yet they are nothing but superstition and false,
foolish humility, intent only on hurting the body and perverting it.
They [human laws and teachings] satisfy their animal-like mind,
but they are of no value.”” Where is the blade of the goatish spirit
here? Did not St. Paul in a masterful manner here expose the lives
of pope, bishops, clerics, and monks? Such lives consist only of not
eating this, or not drinking that, of not touching money or not
wearing a certain vestment or color and so on. Their spirituality is
geared to temporal things which perish as they are used and repre-
sent nothing but an illusion and a shadow of holiness. But they thus
deceive everyone and subjugate the world to themselves with their
foolish humility. This is the king whose strength consists only of
externals and not of armor, word, or word of God, Daniel §
[:23-25].

Again, Christ says in Matthew 7 [:15], “Beware of false teach-
ers, who come to you in sheep’s clothing but inwardly are ravenous
wolves.” What else is sheep’s clothing but such external holiness in
vestments, shoes, tonsures, eating, drinking, days, and places? These
are temporal things, and inwardly, in faith, which grants eternal
holiness and rests on eternal goods, they are nothing. Indeed, they
are only destroyers of such faith and ravenous wolves, as St. Paul
confesses too, I Timothy 2 [II Tim. 3:5, 7], saying, “They have a
form of piety without substance. They always teach and learn and
can never arrive at a knowledge of the truth.” If all of this were
removed and changed, as it should be, where then would the
papacy be, since it rests upon only this? Christ himself has to
remove it on the Last Day; otherwise, nothing will come of it.
Here we see clearly that we should flee sheep’s clothing, namely,
human laws and works.

Again, St. Paul [writes], Galatians 1 [:8], “If anyone, even an
angel from heaven, should teach you differently than you learned,
let him be accursed.” And Colossians 2 [:7-8], “Beware of that
which is not taught according to Christ.””® Indeed, St. Paul wants
nothing taught here except Scripture. What do you say to that,
Emser? Perhaps you will introduce SS. Augustine, Benedict,’®

* Col. 2:20-23. Luther translated very freely here.
® Luther summarized these two verses in this manner.
“ Benedict of Nursia (ca. 480-ca. 547), founder of the Benedictine Order.
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Francis,” Dominic, and other fathers, all of whom taught and main-
tained holy but human teachings. I answer that this is not enough
to satisfy Scripture. God’s word is more than all the angels, saints,
and creatures. Therefore, no one can say that these same saints
never erred. Who will guarantee, then, that they did not err in this
either, since Aaron and all the elect could err here, and since Scrip-
ture is clearly before me? I want to be and must be defeated with
Scripture, not with the uncertain teachings and lives of men, no
matter how holy they may be.

Moreover, these same saints kept their teachings free and open,
without making commandments out of them. Thus he who wanted
to live accordingly could do so, and, if he desired, could also give
up doing so. And even if they had erred so much as to make a
commandment and law out of them, which I do not believe, I
would judge them according to the words of Ezekiel [14:9], “If
the prophet be deceived, I, the Lord, have deceived that prophet.”
I would count them among those of whom Christ says, Matthew
24 [:24], that the rule of the Antichrist will be so brilliant, with
such erroneous teachings, and will perform so many signs and
wonders, that, if possible, even the elect will be led astray. Accord-
ingly, these holy fathers with the Spirit they had in faith may have
miraculously escaped from the dangers of human teaching, and
yet, their successors may all be lost, for they hold only to their
works and human teachings at the expense of their faith and Spirit.
But your pope, who should allow these teachings to be as free as
the saints had them, makes necessary eternal commandments and
laws out of them with his confirming, just as he does with his
own laws.

Furthermore, I think you know that in the Old Testament the
people were as much obliged to listen to their priests as we are
obliged to listen to ours. Nor did God permit them to teach their
own teachings and he forbade their doing so. That is why Moses
and all the prophets so often preferred the little word, “My voice.”
He commands in Deuteronomy 4 [:2], “You shall not add to the

~words I command you, nor take from them.” And in Zechariah 2

[Mal. 2:7], “The people should seek God’s commandments and

" Francis of Assisi (ca. 1182-1226), founder of the Franciscan Order.
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teaching from the mouth of the priest for he is the messenger of
God.” And Christ says in Matthew 23 [:2-3] that one should listen
to the scribes because they sit in the chair of Moses, that is, because
they teach the law of Meses. On the other hand, Scripture calls all
those who teach their own laws false prophets, false priests,
deceivers, seducers, wolves, ravenous animals, of whom He says in
Jeremiah 23 [:32], “They have led my people astray when I did
not send them or charge them to teach such things.” Indeed, all
the priests were sent and, on the basis of their office, charged with
teaching the law; but they were not charged with teaching their
own law. Again, [He says in] Jeremiah 25 [23:21-227], “I did not
send the prophets, yet they preached. I did not command anything
to them, yet they taught. If they had remained in my teaching,
then they would have proclaimed my words to the people, and I
could have turned them from their evil lives.”

How will you survive in the face of such passages, pope?
Where are you, Emser, you who pretend that one must have more
than God’s word? You invent dagger and spear. God says here one
should teach nothing but his word. Otherwise, he would not con-
vert anyone. Thereby he teaches us this: if something more than
God’s word is presented to us, it is certainly erroneous, seductive,
un-Christian, lying, and deceiving. It only hinders God’s work and
grace within us. For this reason St. Paul calls the Antichrist the
“man of lawlessness and son of perdition” [II Thess. 2:3-4],
because he will turn the whole world away from God through his
own law and teaching and thus prevent its encounter with God.
Thus he will be a master of all sin and of all perdition, and yet he
will use the name and image of Christ, calling himself “most holy”
[Sanctissimum], “vicar of God” [Vicarium dei], and “head of the
church” [caput Ecclesiae]. He will persecute all those who do not
obey him in this regard, as is more than evident and obvious in
the example of the pope.

Is there any greater labor on the part of all prophets than that
of fighting against human teaching and keeping only God’s word
in a people? All idolatry is nothing but human teaching—for
example, the cows of Bethaven [Hos. 4:15-16], Aaron’s calf, the
idol Baal, and the like. Who can safeguard himself enough against
such teachings? Aaron, the highest priest, worshiped the golden
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calf, and Christ himself says, Matthew 24 [:24], that such deceit
and imagery could even lead the elect astray. If the pope did not
have such a great following and so much deceit, he could never
be the Antichrist. There has to be deceit and a following among all
the bishops, priests, monks, universities, princes, and all authorities.
There is but one item God does not permit him to cover up—here the
ears of the ass still stick out—and that is his disregard for the word
of God, which he does not preach either. He is content to preach
his own teaching. His singing betrays the kind of bird he is."”® Just
as John envisaged in Revelation 13 [:11] an animal with two horns,
looking like a lamb yet speaking like a dragon, so too the crowd
of papists has to be viewed; they appear to be Christians yet preach
like the devil. Daniel 11 [:37-38] said regarding this that the Anti-
christ will give no heed to the god of his fathers, will not propagate
his teaching, and will not be married; instead he will honor his
god Maozim™—that is, he prohibits marriage only for the sake
of his appearance and that of his papists. In place of God and his
gospel he erects the idol Maozim, his decretals and his teachings,
and binds spirituality to external places, as Christ says, “They will
say, ‘Here is Christ!” and, ‘There is Christ!"” [ Matt. 24:2317.

Again, Jeremiah 19 [:5] says regarding the great Baal worship
that they even sacrificed and burned their children, thinking they
thereby did a great service to God. But God said, “I have not com-
manded it, and it never entered my heart,” etc. From this it also
becomes clear that nothing should be preached or presented to the
people that God has neither commanded nor desired. Now we are
certain that the pope with his papists has no commandment from
God to propagate his own teaching in Christendom. It is nothing
but a trick of the devil to hinder God and his commandment and
the salvation of all men. Therefore, my goat should first prove and

% From the German proverb, den Vogel erkennt man an seinen F edern, meaning,
“the bird is recognized by his feathers.” .

® Hebrew for “god of fortresses.” The Vulgate, which Luther quoted, made a
proper noun of the Hebrew word. In a letter concerning secret masses in 1534,
Luther related the word to “mass”: “He [the Antichrist] calls the idol Maozim,
using the very letters of the word mass. Obviously he would have preferred to
call it mass if he had not been constrained to use words of concealment. But he
portrays the idol in such a way that we can certainly see he has the abominable
mass in mind.” Cf. EA 31, 390, and 41, 302.
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make clear that God approves of his spear and dagger. He thinks
it is sufficient when the spear is long and the dagger is short. It
should be sufficient to call the one usage and the other human
teaching, and [he thinks] that I should drop Scripture and make
my judgment according to his mind instead.

So that you may also see the extravagance of your cleverness,
listen to me: I certainly know about human teaching and usage
with which you fight against me. How could I not know them,
since I fight against them? What are you doing, you great philos-
opher, by bringing up against me the very thing that I am attack-
ing? You should instead protect it by other means. If I besieged a
city with an army and shot against its walls and gates until they
collapsed, and you, from inside, became very angry at me and
determined to get up and fight me, and yet if you did no more than
to point out with your hand precisely these same walls and gates
which I had shot down, shouted menacingly that I should look at
them, and then pretended you had defeated me in this manner—
what should I think of you? I would summon a cooper to have him
put one or two hoops around your head so that it would not burst
from too much nonsense. But even though you have heard how I
make use of Scripture and attack human teaching and usage and
will not accept their validity unless they have Scripture on their
side, you are so smart that you do not protect them with Scripture
but only carry them around, showing them to me as if I had never
seen them. You claim you have won and have broken open the
cuirassier, but everyone can see how desperate you are.®® St. Augus-
tine, in Against the Donatist Petilian,®* considered it a great joke
that when Ticonius introduced the thunder of Scripture against him
[ie., Petilian], he could answer only with the human teachings of
his ancestors. He [Augustine] thought it was the most foolish

® Proverbial German, wie dich die hunds tage reytten, literally, “how the dog
days plague you.”

8 Cf. MPL 43, 246-383; PNF 4, 519-628. Actually, Augustine’s argument on this
particular issue of Donatism (a schismatic movement in North Africa emphasiz-
ing the morality of the person over against the office of the ministry) is found in
his tract Against the Epistle of Parmenian. MPL 43, 34-107. Ticonius (ca. 380),
founder of a reformatory Donatist group, opposed the strict Donatists led by
Petilian and Parmenian on the basis of Scripture. Augustine praised him for this,
but at the same time denounced him for maintaining membership in schismatic
Donatism.
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answer. And I, who also introduce only Scripture, should regard
goat Emser’s answer as dear and precious wisdom when it is but
human fancy and imagination presented without scriptural
foundation! Nevertheless, he immediately threatens with it, calling
it dagger and usage. It would therefore be good to advise you to
stay home with your spear and dagger and to fight with Scripture
against me, just as I do against you. What has become of your
philosophy now which teaches “not to beg the question” (petere
principium)? 1 think it is idiotic and your Aristotle is an arch-fool.**
The same fate awaits a verse-maker®® who wants te be a philosopher
and theologian as awaited the ass with the bagpipes.

If the Manichaean heresy were to arise today and men pre-
tended that Scripture did not give us enough, but that the Holy
Spirit had awakened them and one should follow them, how would
you, with all your papists, fend them off? In this case would you
also not do any more than point with your finger to your teaching?
Or would you say, “Oh, you are too slow; we ourselves have already
discovered that one should believe and obey more than Scripture
offers”® How nicely you papists would stand if you strengthened
your enemy with your own example and admitted teaching and
living outside Scripture! Now, is it not foolish and shameful that
we ourselves not only confess freely but also boast that our cause
is not founded upon Scripture? We go so far as to follow the
example of the cuckoo®* and sing our own praises as good Chris-
tians, berating everyone else as heretics, even though they have all
of Scripture on their side, as we well know. This should be so intol-
erable to us, if we were not completely mad, that if our enemy
accused us of doing it, we would risk life and limb [to deny] it.
Is there anyone who would not rightfully mock us, if we ourselves
confess that our foe has Scripture but our cause does not? How
could we sing about ourselves more disgracefully and about our

2 Ertzstultus, a pun on Aristotle.

# Versifex. Luther repeatedly used this expression against Emser, who composed
a Latin poem in his tract Answer to the Raging Bull in Wittenberg. Enders, op.
cit., 11, 43-44. One of Emser’s poems dealt with the disputation at Leipzig in
1519. Cf. the German translation in St. L. 18, 1488-1489.

% From the German proverb, Der Kuckuc ruft sein eigen namen aus, which
literally says, “The cuckoo calls out his own name.” Cf. Thiele, Luthers Sprich-
wdrtersammlung, No. 210.
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enemies more honestly? Nor should we present such crude folly to
the whole world as wisdom. Indeed, it is time that we used the scab-
bards of these brave war heroes for latrines!

Moreover, what I wanted [to show] in all my books was pre-
cisely what Emser confesses here. Yet he complains about me with
a great, earnest, and murderous noise! Did I not also say that the
affairs of the pope and of all papists are nothing but human teach-
ing and usage, without any Scripture—something Emser wants to
extort from me at all cost? What else am I fighting about but
precisely this? I do it so that everyone may understand the true
difference between divine Scripture and human teaching or usage
and so that a Christian heart does not buy the one for the other—
straw for gold, hay for silver, and wood for jewels—as St. Paul
teaches, I Corinthians 2 [3:12], and St. Augustine too in many
places, as well as the holy carnal law, if the hyperlearned “licentiate
of holy canon law” had looked at it soberly. Why does this goat
accuse me so fiercely when we both are of one mind and agree on
the matter? Perhaps it was my sin to have spoken impolitely when
I did not call human teaching a short dagger and usage a long
spear? The reason is that I am not a rhymester. Moreover, since

he has no other reason to write books than to show off his masterly -

skill in inventing names, to call human teaching a short dagger and
usage a long spear, it would not have helped me at all to call it
that. He might still, just to teach us, have called human teaching
“goat horn” and usage “goat beard” and thereby knocked me down
and confused me. Such wise and intelligent masters do philosophy
and the arch-fool Aristotle create through the sophists!

If, then, goat Emser makes a murderous noise about me
throughout the whole book for the sake of his anti-Christian head
in Rome and thus gains great honor, it is only proper for me to
make a noise about him for the sake of my head in heaven, whom
he slanders and blasphemes. He may pretend that the Holy Spirit
and Christ did not teach us enough, that Scripture is not enough,
and that God’s word must have an addition; and that whoever has
nothing more than God’s word, Scripture, and teaching is poison,
a heretic, an apostate, and the worst man on earth and that all
those who live with such words of God and such teaching and do
not keep human teaching are condemned, cursed, and to be burned.
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Thus Christ and the Holy Spirit too must be guilty and responsible;
indeed, they deserve such blasphemy, since they produced and
daily preserve such blasphemous, accursed, and condemned people
through their word and teaching.

Look here! Is he not the greatest blasphemer ever known? Who
indeed has ever heard more blasphemous, poisonous, hellish,
heretical, raging, and nonsensical words than those Emser here
pours from his poisonous and hellish mouth and lets stink to
heaven? This poor creature spits and sprays his spit at God his
Creator so terribly and gruesomely that it is abominable to listen
to or speak of. If he could at least show where the Holy Spirit
teaches too little and where Scripture needs the additions of men,
there would be some appearance of reason. But now he himself
admits that Scripture is on our side and he is unable to criticize us
on the basis of Scripture; he also freely admits that his human
work is not in Scripture, yet he nevertheless pours out such
blasphemy upon us—that is, upon Scripture, as he himself admits
—that I would not have thought even a devil in hell would be per-
mitted to do such things. I say this only so that you, dear goat,
may see that if sheer murderous noise and raging amplification
could strengthen your cause, I could strengthen my cause even
more with them. My cause does not need them. It is well grounded
in Scripture. Yours certainly does, because it is built upon human
dreams and upon the chamber of his [the pope’s] heart.®®

I trust that from all this everyone may see what Emser’s spear
and dagger are and what kind of bout he has fought with the
famous fencer. I shall improve things for him when he returns for
another round. But I do not swear to it either by my priesthood
or by my holiness.®® I shall satisfy him in other ways. Here I shall
conclude with the three main parts of his book, the sword, the spear,
and the dagger. They are so overcome that the whole book built
upon them is also overcome. But to explain my view again: since

® Scrintum pectoris. A reference to the habit of storing official documents in a
“chest” (scrinium) during the days of the Holy Roman Empire. Pope Boniface
VIII (1294-1303), who added his own collection to existing canon law, claimed
authority over canon law by saying, “The Roman pontiff has all laws in the
chamber [scrinium] of his heart.” Cf. LW 44, 202, n. 215; and below p. 281,
n. 34.

®Cf. Concerning the Answer of the Goat in Leipzig, 1521. LW 39, 131, n. 29.
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Emser concedes that I have opposed neither the articles of faith
nor Scripture—whereby he becomes my unwilling, unfavorable, but
therefore all the more convincing witness to the fact that I am a
truly devout Christian and have falsely been called a heretic by
him for no reason—I shall wrest one more thing from him which
he never expected and which he does not like to let go.

He should grant us freedom from human laws so that it is up
to us whether or not we obey them. And if we are indeed to live
under them, as I have taught and still teach, he should nevertheless
grant us permission to state that they are neither necessary nor
good for us and that we do not have to obey them; that moreover
the pope is a tyrant, without any right to make these laws and
that he thus commits an injustice; that we may obey them, not
because it is our duty or the pope’s due, but because it is our own
free will to do so to serve him, just as Christ says in Matthew 6
[5:25] that we should make friends with the accuser; and that
those who do not obey them [laws] should rightly not be called
heretics. All this should be granted to us, and we shall prove it in
the following manner.

When we have Scripture and Scripture has us, as Emser admits

—which is undoubtedly satisfactory to God—we are more than .

sufficiently praised as devout Christians; those who slander us have
to give the lie to themselves. What more do you people want from
us? When you call us heretics, whom do you call heretics, since you
yourselves admit that we are in agreement with Scripture? Can
you condemn those whom God justifies? Does not truth punish
you through your own Caiaphian and Baalian mouths? For you
are only put in office to lead us to God and to God’s word and to
tend us with God’s word, as Christ says in Matthew 4 [:4], “Man
shall live by every word that proceeds from the mouth of God.”
Why do you pretend to lead us further and indeed pull us away
from God toward yourselves and drive us from his word to your
teaching and usage? Is this the office of shepherds or of wolvesP®’

8 Cf. Emser’s statement in Against the Un-Christian Book of the Augustinian
Martin Luther: “Help me, you true and living Son of God, Holy Lord Jesus Christ,
against the raging wolf, who aims to lead astray your sheep which you have
bought and redeemed with your rose-colored blood.” Enders, op. cit., I, 15.
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Therefore 1 say: Let us be free, Emser, and admit, as your
conscience implores you, that the pope is a tyrant who has no
right to make laws which are neither good nor necessary for us
anyway. And, so that conscience does not vanish from the pope and
you papists, admit that you are thieves, robbers, wolves, seducers,
and betraying Judases with your laws. Then we shall gladly obey
and endure them, just as Christ endured his rope and cross, to which
Judas, the ancestor of the pope, had brought him. Then they
do not harm us, and we endure them in the same way we endure
someone’s taking clothes, money, property, even life from us. We
will even endure you too, when you burden our Christian freedom
with your insane, foolish, and useless laws. But our conscience
remains free from you and unburdened. But if you were to insist
(as you do) that it is your right to do so and that we should take
it as proper and right—just as though a murderer forced me to say
that he has a claim on my life and property—then, Emser, we shall
cry No as long as there is breath in us. For you wish to imprison
our conscience so that we should stand in fear as before the law
—even when it is an unjust law. Thus you want to catch us and
strangle us with innumerable ropes, just as you do with your
unlawful ban, forcing people to obey your roguery.

We shall endure injustice from you, but we shall never approve
of it. Therefore, tell your idol the pope that he may make laws
over me—as many as he pleases. I shall obey them all. But also tell
him that he has no right to do so and that I do not owe obedience
to him. However, I shall gladly endure his injustice, as Christ
teaches [Matt. 5:39-42], and I shall no longer oppose the pope.
Everything might as well be bad! What more do you want from
me? Did I not teach this in [the commentary on] Galatians®® and
in all my books? But when the pope drives the whole world as
though he had a right to do so, he confuses innumerable souls and
seduces them into hell. That is why he is the “man of lawlessness
and the son of perdition” [II Thess. 2:3], because he has imprisoned
consciences and forced them to sanction his injustice, thus filling
the world with sin and destruction. For anyone who believes the

% Cf. Lectures on Galatians, 1519. LW 27, 151-410.
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pope has the right and power to make laws soon thinks he has to
obey them as good and necessary and he does not endure them as
tyranny and injustice. He obeys them unwillingly; he would like
to get rid of the law but is not able to, and so he finally suffocates
in sins. For whoever dislikes doing something he must do or thinks
he must do, sins in his heart. Accordingly, all the pope’s command-
ments (which are innumerable) are nothing but a rope strangling
souls. With these he causes only sin and destruction in the whole
world and thus destroys all of Christendom, as Daniel prophesied
[Dan. 8:24-25; 9:27]. Christ therefore calls him an “abomination”
[Matt. 24:15]. Few people, if any, escape him, except those who
die in the cradle.

Do you understand me now, Emser? I do not desire to be free
of human laws and teachings. I only desire to have the conscience
free and to have all Christians make the sign of the cross against a
faith which believes that the pope is right in his rule. For such a
faith destroys faith in Christ and drowns the whole world in nothing
but sin and destruction. The pope and you papists are the pious
heirs of this sort of thing. You, who do no more than propagate
such superstition, seduce the world, destroy Christian faith, and
lead all souls to the devil when you should believe only in Christ
and preach freedom from human laws so as to remain “ministers
of the Spirit” and not “of the letter.” Likewise, I do not desire to
be free of Emser’s slandering, hatred, and envy; but I do desire to
be free in conscience so that I am allowed to believe Emser is
tyrannizing me and doing me an injustice. For if I should sanction
this as right, my conscience would already be imprisoned and could
not be free until Emser ceased to hate, which might never happen.
For if I had to sanction it, which I would not do willingly (since I
cannot ), I would be sinning endlessly against my conscience. Thus
the whole world is now sinning endlessly and is perishing if it
believes that the pope is right with his rule, domination, and
governance. Yet no one is doing so willingly, since everyone hates
the papacy—except those who want to enjoy it—so that it is justifi-
ably called an abomination. The pope has therefore imprisoned the
whole world with false conscience and superstition. People have
to sin endlessly and unwillingly and [finally] perish. Woe to you,
you terrible abomination! Come, Lord Jesus Christ, and save us

— 102 —

Concerning the Letter and the Spirit

from the Antichrist! Push his see into the abyss of hell, as he
deserves, so that sin and destruction may cease. Amen.
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7.
A BRIEF INSTRUCTION ON
WHAT TO LOOK FOR AND
EXPECT IN THE GOSPELS

It is a common practice to number the gospels and to name them by
books and say that there are four gospels. From this practice stems
the fact that no one knows what St. Paul and St. Peter are saying
in their epistles, and their teaching is regarded as an addition to the
teaching of the gospels, in a vein similar to that of Jerome's' intro-
duction.?2 There is, besides, the still worse practice of regarding the
gospels and epistles as law books in which is supposed to be taught
what we are to do and in which the works of Christ are pictured to
us as nothing but examples. Now where these two erroneous notions
remain in the heart, there neither the gospels nor the epistles may be
read in a profitable or Christian manner, and [people] remain as
pagan as ever.

One should thus realize that there is only one gospel, but that
it is described by many apostles. Every single epistle of Paul and of
Peter, as well as the Acts of the Apostles by Luke, is a gospel, even
though they do not record all the works and words of Christ, but
one is shorter and includes less than another. There is not one of
the four major gospels anyway that includes all the words and works
of Christ; nor is this necessary. Gospel is and should be nothing else
than a discourse or story about Christ, just as happens among men
when one writes a book about a king or a prince, telling what he
did, said, and suffered in his day. Such a story can be told in various
ways; one spins it out, and the other is brief. Thus the gospel is and

* Jerome (ca. 342-420), Eusebius Hieronymus, was the foremost biblical scholar
of the ancient church and a friend of St. Augustine. He translated the entire
Bible from the original Hebrew and Greek into popular Latin (Vulgate).

*In the prologue to his commentary on the Gospel of Matthew, Jerome writes,
“It has been clearly demonstrated [on the basis of Ezek. 1:5, 10, and Rev.
4:7-8] that only four gospels cught to be acknowledged.” Migne 7, 20.
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should be nothing else than a chronicle, a story, a narrative about
Christ, telling who he is, what he did, said, and suffered—a subject
which one describes briefly, another more fully, one this way, another
that way.

For at its briefest, the gospel is a discourse about Christ, that
he is the Son of God and became man for us, that he died and was
raised, that he has been established as a Lord over all things. This
much St. Paul takes in hand and spins out in his epistles. He bypasses
all the miracles and incidents® [in Christ’s ministry] which are set
forth in the four gospels, yet he includes the whole gospel ade-
quately and abundantly. This may be seen clearly and well in
his greeting to the Romans [1:1-4], where he says what the gospel
is, and declares, “Paul, a servant of Jesus Christ, called to be
an apostle, set apart for the gospel of God which he promised
beforehand through his prophets in the holy scriptures, the gospel
concerning his Son, who was descended from David according to
the flesh and designated Son of God in power according to the Spirit
of holiness by his resurrection from the dead, Jesus Christ our
Lord,” ete.

There you have it. The gospel is a story about Christ, God’s and
David’s Son, who died and was raised and is established as Lord.
This is the gospel in a nutshell. Just as there is no more than one
Christ, so there is and may be no more than one gospel. Since Paul
and Peter too teach nothing but Christ, in the way we have just
described, so their epistles can be nothing but the gospel.

Yes even the teaching of the prophets, in those places where
they speak of Christ, is nothing but the true, pure, and proper
gospel—just as if Luke or Matthew had described it. For the prophets
have proclaimed the gospel and spoken of Christ, as St. Paul here
[Rom. 1:2] reports and as everyone indeed knows. Thus when
Isaiah in chapter fifty-three says how Christ should die for us and

~bear our sins, he has written the pure gospel. And I assure you, if a

person fails to grasp this understanding* of the gospel, he will never

* Wunder und wandel may be the equivalent of die Wunder und das Leben
Jesu according to WA 101, 1, 729, nn. §, 29.
* Wahn is the equivalent of Meinung and the Latin opinio. WA 101, 10, n. 1.
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be able to be illuminated in the Scripture nor will he receive the

right foundation.
Be sure, moreover, that you do not make Christ into a Moses,

as if Christ did nothing more than teach and provide examples as -

the other saints do, as if the gospel were simply a textbook of teach-
ings or laws. Therefore you should grasp Christ, his words, works,
and sufferings, in a twofold manner. First as an example that is
presented to you, which you should follow and imitate. As St. Peter
says in I Peter 4,5 “Christ suffered for us, thereby leaving us an
example.” Thus when you see how he prays, fasts, helps people, and
shows them love, so also you should do, both for yourself and for
your neighbor. However this is the smallest part of the gospel, on
the basis of which it cannot yet even be called gospel. For on this
level Christ is of no more help to you than some other saint. His
life remains his own and does not as yet contribute anything to you.
In short this mode [of understanding Christ as simply an example]
does not make Christians but only hypocrites. You must grasp Christ
at a much higher level. Even though this higher level has for a long
time been the very best, the preaching of it has been something rare.
The chief article and foundation of the gospel is that before you
take Christ as an example, you accept and recognize him as a gift,
as a present that God has given you and that is your own. This means
that when you see or hear of Christ doing or suffering something,
you do not doubt that Christ himself, with his deeds and suffering,
belongs to you. On this you may depend as surely as if you had done
it yourself; indeed as if you were Christ himself. See, this is what it
means to have a proper grasp of the gospel, that is, of the over-
whelming goodness of God, which neither prophet, nor apostle, nor
angel was ever able fully to express, and which no heart could ade-
quately fathom or marvel at. This is the great fire of the love of God
for us, whereby the heart and conscience become happy, secure,
and content. This is what preaching the Christian faith means. This
is why such preaching is called gospel, which in German means a

*I Pet. 2:21; cf. 4:1.
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joyful, good, and comforting “message”; and this is why the apostles
are called the “twelve messengers.”®

Concerning this Isaiah 9[:6] says, “To us a child is born, to us
a son is given.” If he is given to us, then he must be ours; and so we
must also receive him as belonging to us. And Romans 8[:32], “How
should [God] not give us all things with his Son?” See, when you
lay hold of Christ as a gift which is given you for your very own and
have no doubt about it, you are a Christian. Faith redeems you from
sin, death, and hell and enables you to overcome all things. O no one
can speak enough about this. It is a pity that this kind of preaching
has been silenced in the world, and yet boast is made daily of the
gospel.

Now when you have Christ as the foundation and chief blessing
of your salvation, then the other part follows: that you take him as
your example, giving yourself in service to your neighbor just as you
see that Christ has given himself for you. See, there faith and love
move forward, God’s commandment is fulfilled, and a person is
happy and fearless to do and to suffer all things. Therefore make
note of this, that Christ as a gift nourishes your faith and makes you
a Christian. But Christ as an example exercises your works. These do
not make you a Christian. Actually they come forth from you be-
cause you have already been made a Christian. As widely as a gift
differs from an example, so widely does faith differ from works, for
faith possesses nothing of its own, only the deeds and life of Christ.
Works have something of your own in them, yet they should not
belong to you but to your neighbor.

So you see that the gospel is really not a book of laws and
commandments which requires deeds of us, but a book of divine
promises in which God promises, offers, and gives us all his pos-
sessions and benefits in Christ. The fact that Christ and the apostles
provide much good teaching and explain the law is to be counted a
benefit just like any other work of Christ. For to teach aright is not

® Tzwellff botten. In Middle High German the singular form of the composite
word was used to designate a single apostle. Luther derives the term for
“messenger” (Bote) from the term for “message” (Botschaft). Cf. Grimm,
Deutsches Wirterbuch, XVI, 1437.
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the least sort of benefit. We see too that unlike Moses in his book,
and contrary to the nature of a commandment, Christ does not
horribly force and drive us. Rather he teaches us in a loving and
friendly way. He simply tells us what we are to do and what to
avoid, what will happen to those who do evil and to those who do
well. Christ drives and compels no one. Indeed he teaches so gently
that he entices rather than commands. He begins by saying, “Blessed
are the poor,” Blessed are the meek,” and so on [Matt. 5:3, 5]. And
the apostles commonly use the expression, “I admonish, I request,
I beseech,” and so on. But Moses says, “I command, I forbid,”
threatening and frightening everyone with horrible punishments and
penalties. With this sort of instruction you can now read and hear
the gospels profitably.

When you open the book containing the gospels and read or
hear how Christ comes here or there, or how someone is brought to
him, you should therein perceive the sermon or the gospel through
which he is coming to you, or you are being brought to him. For the
preaching of the gospel is nothing else than Christ coming to us, or
we being brought to him. When you see how he works, however,
and how he helps everyone to whom he comes or who is brought to
him, then rest assured that faith is accomplishing this in you and
that he is offering your soul exactly the same sort of help and favor
through the gospel. If you pause here and let him do you good, that
is, if you believe that he benefits and helps you, then you really have
it. Then Christ is yours, presented to you as a gift.

After that it is necessary that you turn this into an example and
deal with your neighbor in the very same way, be given also to him
as a gift and an example. Isaiah 40[:1, 2] speaks of that, “Be com-
forted, be comforted my dear people, says your Lord God. Say to
the heart of Jerusalem, and cry to her, that her sin is forgiven, that
her iniquity is ended, that she has received from the hand of God a
double kindness for all her sin,” and so forth. This double kindness
is the twofold aspect of Christ: gift and example. These two are also
signified by the double portion of the inheritance which the law of

* Martin Bucer’s Latin translation of 1525 adds, “in spirit.” WA 101, 1, 13, n. 2.
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Moses [Deut. 21:17] assigns to the eldest son and by many other
figures.
What a sin and shame it is that we Christians have come to be
so neglectful of the gospel that we not only fail to understand it, but
even have to be shown by other books and commentaries what to
look for and what to expect in it. Now the gospels and epistles of
the apostles were written for this very purpose. They want them-
selves to be our guides, to direct us to the writings of the prophets
and of Moses in the Old Testament so that we might there read and
see for ourselves how Christ is wrapped in swaddling cloths and
laid in the manger [Luke 2:7], that is, how he is comprehended
[Vorfassett] in the writings of the prophets. It is there that people
like us should read and study, drill ourselves, and see what Christ
is, for what purpose he has been given, how he was promised, and
how all Scripture tends toward him. For he himself says in John 5§
[:46], “If you believed Moses, you would also believe me, for he
wrote of me.” Agair [John 5:39], “Search and look up the Scriptures,
for it is they that bear witness to me.”

This is what St. Paul means in Romans 1[:1, 2], where in the
beginning he says in his greeting, “The gospel was promised by God
through the prophets in the Holy Scriptures.” This is why the evan-
gelists and apostles always direct us to the Scriptures and say, “Thus
it is written,” and again, “This has taken place in order that the
writing of the prophets might be fulfilled,” and so forth. In Acts 17
[:11], when the Thessalonians heard the gospel with all eagerness,
Luke says that they studied and examined the Scriptures day and
night in order to see if these things were so. Thus when St. Peter
wrote his epistle, right at the beginning [I Pet. 1:10-12] he says,
“The prophets who prophesied of the grace that was to be yours
searched and inquired about this salvation; they inquired what
person or time was indicated by the Spirit of Christ within them;

and he bore witness through them to the sufferings that were to come

upon Christ and the ensuing glory. It was revealed to them that they
were serving not themselves but us, in the things which have now
been preached among you through the Holy Spirit sent from heaven,
things which also the angels long to behold.” What else does St. Peter
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here desire than to lead us into the Scriptures? It is as if he should
be saying, “We preach and open the Scriptures to you through the
Holy Spirit, so that you yourselves may read and see what is in them
and know of the time about which the prophets were writing.” For
he says as much in Acts 4[3:24], “All the prophets who ever prophe-
sied, from Samuel on, have spoken concerning these days.”

Therefore also Luke, in his last chapter [24:45], says that Christ
opened the minds of the apostles to understand the Scriptures. And
Christ, in John 10 [:9, 8], declares that he is the door by which one
must enter, and whoever enters by him, to him the gatekeeper (the
Holy Spirit) opens in order that he might find pasture and blessed-
ness. Thus it is ultimately true that the gospel itself is our guide and
instructor in the Scriptures, just as with this foreword I would gladly
give instruction and point you to the gospel.

But what a fine lot of tender and pious children we are! In
order that we might not have to study in the Scriptures and learn
Christ there, we simply regard the entire Old Testament as of no
account, as done for and no longer valid. Yet it alone bears the name
of Holy Scripture. And the gospel should really not be something
written, but a spoken word which brought forth the Scriptures, as
Christ and the apostles have done. This is why Christ himself did not
write anything but only spoke. He called his teaching not Scripture
but gospel, meaning good news or a proclamation that is spread not
by pen but by word of mouth. So we go on and make the gospel
into a law book, a teaching of commandments, changing Christ into
a Moses, the One who would help us into simply an instructor.

What punishment ought God to inflict upon such stupid and
perverse people! Since we abandoned his Scriptures, it is not sur-
prising that he has abandoned us to the teaching of the pope and to
the lies of men. Instead of Holy Scripture we have had to learn the
Decretales® of a deceitful fool and an evil rogue. O would to God

® Papal and conciliar decisions, decrees, and pronouncements had been assem-
bled and supplemented through the centuries until they constituted a very
sizeable “body of canon law.” Luther had consigned the entire collection to
the flames on December 10, 1520, along with the papal bull which called for
the burning of his books. Cf. LW 31, 381-395; and E. G. Schwiebert, Luther
and His Times (St. Louis: Concordia, 1850), pp. 19-20.
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that among Christians the pure gospel were known and that most
speedily there would be neither use nor need for this work of mine.
Then there would surely be hope that the Holy Scriptures too would
come forth again in their worthiness. Let this suffice as a very brief
foreword and instruction. In the exposition® we will say more about
this matter. Amen.

® The reference is to Luther’s commentary on the various texts of the Wartburg
Postil to which this Brief Instruction was intended as a foreword.

— 111 —



8.
PREFACES TO THE
NEW TESTAMENT

Preface to the New Testament!
1546 (1522)

[1t would be right and proper for this book to go forth without any
prefaces or extraneous names attached and simply have its own
say under its own name. However many unfounded [wilde] inter-
pretations and prefaces® have scattered the thought of Christians
to a point where no one any longer knows what is gospel or law,
New Testament or Old. Necessity demands, therefore, that there
should be a notice or preface, by which the ordinary man can be
rescued from his former delusions, set on the right track, and taught
what he is to look for in this book, so that he may not seek laws and
commandments where he ought to be seeking the gospel and prom-
ises of God.

Therefore it should be known, in the first place, that the notion
must be given up that there are four gospels and only four evange-

lists.2 The division of the New Testament books into legal, historical,”

prophetic, and wisdom books is also to be utterly rejected. Some
make this division,* thinking thereby (I know not how) to compare

! Prior to the 1534 edition of the complete Bible this preface—intended perhaps
as a preface to the entire New Testament or at least to the first part of the New
Testament including the gospels and Acts (see WA, DB 7, xxxi)—carried as a
title the single word, “Preface.” We have based our translation on the version
which appeared in the 1546 edition of the complete Bible, noting significant
variations from earlier versions, particularly from the first version as it appeared
in the September Testament of 1522. WA, DB 6, 2-11. See pp. 227-232 for the
general introduction to all of Luther’s biblical prefaces.

2 On the ancient practice of providing prefaces, see the Introduction, p. 231. On
the prefaces which appeared in early printed German Bibles, including the text
of that to the book of Romans in the Mentel Bible—the first printed Bible in High
German published by Johann Mentel in Strassburg about 1466—see Reu,
Luther’s German Bible, pp. 35 and 305, n. 71.

8 Limiting the number of gospels to four was an ancient practice going back at
least to Jerome, who based his position on the existence of but four living crea-
tures in Ezekiel 1 and Revelation 4—the man, lion, ox, and eagle. Migne 80,
531-534. WA, DB 6, 536, n. 2, 12. Cf. p. 360, n. 9.

* This division had been made, e.g., in the 1509 Vulgate printed at Basel, which
Luther had probably used. WA, DB 6, 537, n. 2, 14. :
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the New with the Old Testament. On the contrary it is to be held
firmly that]®

Just as the Old Testament is a book in which are written God’s
laws and commandments, together with the history of those who
kept and of those who did not keep them,® so the New Testament is
a hack in which are written the gospel and the promises of God,
together with the history of those who believe and of those who do
not believe them.”

For “gospel” [Euangelium] is a Greek word and means in

/ Greek a good message, good tidings, good news, a good report,

/
§

/

|
/

|

which one sings and tells with gladness. For example, when David
overcame the great Goliath, there came among the Jewish people
ff‘feigééd report and encouraginig news that their terrible enemy had
been strick down and that they had been rescued and given joy
and peaééﬁnd they sang and danced and were glad for it [I Sam.
18:6].

Thus this gospel of God or New Testament is a good story and

report, sounded forth into all the world by the apostles, telling of
a true David who strove with sin, death, ahd the devil, and OVer-
came them, and thereby rescued all those who were captive in sin,

afflicted with death, and overpowered by the devil. Without any
Lo

meade them righteous, gave them life, and
saved them, so that they were given peace and brought back to
God. For this they sing, and thank and praise God, and are glad

forever, IF only they betieve Brmly and remain steadfast in faith.

. This report and encouraging tidings, of évangelical and divine

' /’éws, is also called a New Testament. For it is a testament when a
}
d

ying man bequeaths his property, after his death, to his legally

® The portions here set in brackets did not appear in any editions of the complete
Bible, nor in editions of the New Testament after 1537. Divergences from the
original 1522 text were due primarily to Luther’s desire to accommodate the
text of the New Testament prefaces to that of the Old Testament prefaces with
which they were—in the 1534 complete Bible—to appear for the first time, rather
than to criticism on the part of Emser or other opponents. That these divergences
were not taken into account in the 1534-1537 separate editions of the New
Testament was probably due to the carelessness of the printer, Luther having
likely given no personal attention to these particular editions. WA, DB 6, 536.
sCf. p. 119.

"The editions prior to the 1534 complete Bible here add, “Thus one may be
sure that there is only one gospel, just as there is only one book—the New
Testament—one faith, and one God who gives the promise” (Eph. 4:4-6).
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“defined heirs.® And Christ, before his death, commanded and or-
dained that his gospel be preached after his death in all the world
. [Luke 24:44-47]. Thereby he gave to all who believe, as their pos-

session, everything that he had. This included: his life, in which he -

jswallowed up death; his righteousness, by which he blotted out
/ sin; and his salvation, with which he overcame everlasting damna-

| nothing more comforting than this precious and tender message
‘[ about Christ; from the bottom of his heart he must laugh and be
| glad over it, if he believes it true.

! Now to strengthen this faith, God has promised this gospel
Al and testament in many ways, by the prophets in the Old Testament,
\\ as St. Paul says in Romans 1[:1], “I am set apart to preach the
! gospel of God which he promised beforehand through his prophets
 in the holy scriptures, concerning his Son, who was descended from

David,” etc.

To mention some of these places: God gave the first promise
when he said to the serpent, in Genesis 3[:15], “I will put enmity
between you and the woman, and between your seed and her seed;
he shall bruise your head, and you shall bruise his heel.” Christ is

thls.womans seed, who has bruised the devil’s head, that is, sm\z

Q:f)ell and all his power. For without this seed, no man
ape sin, death, or he
ms 22[ 18], God promised Abrakam, “Through
your descendant shall all the nations of the earth be blessed.” Christ

is that descendant of Abraham, says St. Paul in Galatians 3[:16];

“ he has blessed all the world, through the gospel [Gal. 3:8]. For
where Christ is not, there is still the curse that fell upon Adam and
his children when he had sinned, so that they all are necessarily
guilty and subject to sin, death, and hell. Over against this curse,
the gospel now blesses all the world by publicly announcing, “Who-
ever believes in this descendant of Abraham shall be blessed.” That

is, he shall be rid of sin, death, and hell, and shall remain righteous,s.

alive, and saved forever, as Christ himself says in John 11[:26],
“Whoever believes in me shall never die.”

Again God made this promise to David in II Samuel 7[:12-14]
when he said, “I will raise up your son after you, who shall build

®Ct. A Treatise on the New Testament, 1520. LW 35, 87-90.
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a house for my name, and I will establish the throne of his kingdom
forever. I will be his father, and he shall be my son,” etc. This is
the kingdom of Christ, of which the gdspel speaks: an everlasting
kingdom, a kingdom of life, salvation, and righteousness, where all
those who believe enter in from out of the prison of sin and death.
There are many more such promises of the gospel in the other
prophets as well, for example Micah 5[:2], “But you, O Bethlehem
Ephrathah, who are little to be among the clans of Judah, from you
shall come forth for me one who is to be ruler in Israel”; and again,
Hosea 13[:14], “I shall ransom them from the power of hell and
redeem them from death. O death, I will be your plague; O hell,
I will be your destruction.”
The gospel, then, is nothing but the preaching about Christ,
/™ Son of God and of David, true God -and man, who by his death and
resurrectlon has overcome for u for us the si sin, death and hell of all men

lengthy message; one person can write of it briefly, another at Jength.
He writes of 1t at length, who writes about many words and works

“f of Christ, as do the four evangelists. He writes of it briefly, how-

/

ever, who does not tell of Christ's works, but indicates briefly how
by his death and resurrection he has overcome sin, death, and hell
for those who believe in him, as do St. Peter and St. Paul.

See to it, therefore, that you do not make a Moses out of Christ,

or a book of laws and doctrines out of the gospel, as has been done .

heretofore and as certain prefaces put it, even those of St. Jerome.®

For the gospel does not expressly demand works of our own by

which we_ become Tighteous and are saved; indeed it condemns
such works. Rather the gospel demands faith in Christ: that he has
overcome for us sin, death, and hell, and thus gwes uiggl_l_t_@.usnes;s
life, an ough our works

sorks, death, and suffering, in order that we maLavail ourselves

of his death and victory as though we had done it ourselves.

rg® T To be sure, Christ in the gospel, and St. Peter and St. Paul

| besides, do give many commandments and doctrines, and expound
the law. But these are to be counted like all Christ’s other works and

¢ Each of the four gospels had its own preface in Jerome’s Vulgate. Luther’s con-
cern for the “one gospel” kept him from ever writing four such separate prefaces.
Indeed at the beginning it seems likely that he envisioned but one preface for the
entire New Testament. WA, DB 6, 537, n. 8, 5; WA, DB 7, xxi.
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good deeds. To know his works and the things that happened to
him is not yet to know the true gospel, for you do not yet thereby
know that he has overcome sin, death, and the devil. So, too, it is

not yet knowledge of the gospel when you know these doctrines

and commandments, but only when the voice comes that says,
“Christ is your own, with his life, teaching, works, death, resurrec-
tion, and all that he is, has, does, and can do.”

Thus we see also that he does not compel us but invites us
kindly and says, “Blessed are the poor,” etc. [Matt. 5:3]. And the
apostles use the words, “I exhort,” “I entreat,” “I beg,” so that one
sees on every hand that the gospel is not a book of law, but really
a_preachifig of the benefits of Christ, shown to us and given to us
for our own possession, if we believe. But Moses, in his books, drives,
COo; Qe{@w@aﬂﬂkﬁw for he is a law-
giver \a~nd driver. T e
Hence it comes that to a believer no law is given by which he

[becomes Tighteous before God, as St. Paul says in I Timothy 1[ :9],

because he is alive and nghteous and saved by faith, and he needs
nothmg further except to prove his faith by works. Truly, if faith
is_there, he cannot hol “hack; he proves himself, breaks out into
good works, confesses and teaches this gospel before the people,
and stakes his life on it. Everything that he lives and does is directed
to his neighbor’s profit, in order to help him—not only to the attain-
ment of this grace, but also in body, property, and honor. Seeing
that Christ has donie this for him, he thus follows Christs example.
_ That is what Christ meant when at the last he . e gave no other
&:ommandment than love, by which men were to know who were
fius disciples [John 13:34-85] and true believers. For where works
gandﬁgg_;lg not break forth, there faith is not nghtmes
. /not_yet take hold, and Christ is not rightly known. See, then, that
" you so_approach the books of the New Testament as to learn to
" read them in this way.
-
[Which are the true and noblest books of the New Testament]®
[From all this you can now judge all the books and decide
among them which are the best. John’s Gospel and St. Paul’s epis-

See p. 113, n. 5.
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tles, especially that to the Romans, and St. Peter’s first epistle are

the true kernel and marrow of all the books. They ought properly
to be the foremost books, and it would bé advisable for every Chris-
tian to read them first and most, and by daily reading to make them
2s much his own as his daily bread. For in them you do not find
many works and miracles of Christ described, but you do find de-
picted in mfashmn how faith in Christ overcomes sin, death,
and hell, and gives life, righteousness, and salvation. This is the
real nature of the gospel, as you have heard.

If T had to do without one or the other—either the works or
the preaching of Christ—I would rather do without the works than
w1thout his preaching. For the works do not help me, but his words
give Life, as he himself says [John 6:63]. Now John wm
‘about the works of Christ, but very much about his preaching, while
the other evangelists write much about his works and little about
his preaching. Therefore John’s Gospel is the one, fine, true, and
chief gospel, and s far, far to be preferred over the other three and
pmSo too, the epistles of St. Paul and St.
Peter ter far surpass the other three gospels, Matthew, Mark, and Luke

In a word St ’s Gospel and His i
epistles, especially /Roma: Galatians, and @emans and St.

JDPeter’s first epistle Srethe books that show you Christ and teach

you all that is necessary and salvafory for you to know, even if you
were never to see OF hear any other book or doctrine. Therefore -

Sm‘LW compared to these
i A 4
others, for it has nothifg of the nature of the gospel about it. But

otner preraces.

more O s 1n
o

11 On the term “straw” cf. Luther’s reference on p. 395 to I Cor. 3:12. Luther’s
sharp expression may have been in part a reaction against Karlstadt’s excessive
praise of the book of James. Cf. WA, DB 6, 537, n. 10, 6-34, and the literature
there listed.

12 See especially the Preface to James in this volume, pp. 395-398. Cf. also Luther’s
negative estimate of the book of James already in his 1520 Babylonian Captivity
of the Church in LW 36, 118, and in his Resolutiones of 1519 in WA 2, 425,
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Preface to the Old Testament!
1545 (1523)

There are some who have little regard for the Old Testament. They
think of it as a book that was given to the Jewish people only and is
now out of date, containing only stories of past times. They think
they have enough in the New Testament and assert that only a spirit-
ual sense? is to be sought in the Old Testament. Origen,® Jerome,*
and many other distinguished people have held this view. But Christ
says in John 5[:39], “Search the Scriptures, for it is they that bear
witness to me.” St. Paul bids Timothy attend to the reading of the
Scriptures [I Tim. 4:18], and in Romans 1[:2] he declares that the
gospel was promised by God in the Scriptures, while in I Corinthians
15° he says that in accordance with the Scriptures Christ came of
the seed of David, died, and was raised from the dead. St. Peter,
too, points us back, more than once, to the Scriptures.

They do this in order to teach us that the Scriptures of the Old

! Luther finished translating the five books of Moses by the middle of December,
1522. They were published as a group by Melchior Lotther in Wittenberg by
early summer, 1523, and revised six times by 1528. In contradistinction to the
New Testament, the Psalter, Jesus Sirach, and the Books of Solomon, the
Pentateuch was never published in separate edition after its incorporation into
the complete Bible of 1534 (WA, DB 8, xix-xxi). This preface, composed after
completion of the translation of the Pentateuch and first published with the
Pentateuch in 1523, was retained almost intact in the 1534 and later versions of
the complete Bible. It has reference, of course, primarily to the first five books of
the Old Testament (WA, DB 8§, xli). Our translation is based on the 1545 text
as given in WA, DB 8, 11-31. See pp. 227-232 for the general introduction to all
of Luther’s biblical prefaces.

2 Geistliche sinn. The allegorical sense of Scripture was differentiated from its
literal sense and its moral sense by the early exegetes.

% Origen (ca. 185-ca. 254) at Alexandria was the principal exponent of allegori-
cal exegesis.

¢ Jerome (ca. 342-420) sought to combine the literal and the allegorical methods
of interpretation, giving somewhat greater emphasis to the former than to the
latter.

51 Cor. 15:3-4; cf. Rom. 1:3 and II Tim. 2:8.
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Testament are not to be despised, but diligently read. For they
themselves base the New Testament upon them mightily, proving
it by the Old Testament and appealing to it, as St. Luke also writes
in Acts 17[:11], saying that they at Thessalonica examined the
Scriptures daily to see it these things were so that Paul was teaching.
The ground and proof of the New Testament is surely not to be
despised, and therefore the Old Testament is to be highly regarded.
And what is the New Testament but a public preaching and procla-
mation of Christ, set forth through the sayings of the Old Testa-
ment and fulfilled through Christ?

In order that those who are not more familiar with it may have
instruction and guidance for reading the Old Testament with profit,
I have prepared this preface to the best of the ability God has given
me. I beg and really caution every pious Christian not to be of-
fended by the simplicity of the language and stories frequently en-
countered there, but fully realize that, however simple they may
seem, these are the very words, works, judgments, and deeds of the
majesty, power, and wisdom of the most high God. For these are
the Scriptures which make fools of all the wise and understanding,
and are open only to the small and simple, as Christ says in Matthew
11{:25]. Therefore dismiss your own opinions and feelings, and
think of the Scriptures as the loftiest and noblest of holy things, as
the richest of mines which can never be sufficiently explored, in
order that you may find that divine wisdom which God here lays
before you in such simple guise as to quench all pride. Here you
will find the swaddling cloths and the manger in which Christ lies,
and to which the angel points the shepherds [Luke 2:12]. Simple
and lowly are these swaddling cloths, but dear is the treasure, Christ,
who lies in them.

Know, then, that the Old Testament is a book of laws, which
teaches what men are to do and not to do—and in addition gives
examples and stories of how these laws are kept or hroken—just as
the New Testament is gospel or book of grace,® and teaches where
one is to get the power to fulfil the law. Now in the New Testament
there are also given, along with the teaching about grace, many
other teachings that are laws and commandments for the control of
the flesh—since in this life the Spirit is not perfected and grace alone

sCf. p. 113.
— 119 —



1. The Power of the Word of God

cannot rule. Similarly in the Old Testament too there are, beside
the laws, certain promises and words of grace, by which the holy
fathers and prophets under the law were kept, like us, in the faith

of Christ. Nevertheless just as the chief teaching of the New Testa--

ment is really the proclamaticn of grace and peace through the for-
giveness of sins in Christ, so the chief teaching of the Old Testament
is really the teaching of laws, the showing up of sin, and the de-
manding of good. You should expect this in the Old Testament.

We come first to the books of Moses. In his first book [Genesis]
Moses teaches how all creatures were created, and (as the chief
cause for his writing) whence sin and death came, namely by
Adam’s fall, through the devil’s wickedness. But immediately there-
after, before the coming of the law of Moses, he teaches whence
help is to come for the driving out of sin and death, namely, not by
the law or men’s own works (since there was no law as yet), but
by “the seed of the woman,” Christ, promised to Adam and Abra-
ham, in order that throughout the Scriptures from the beginning
faith may be praised above all works and laws and merits. Genesis,”
therefore, is made up almost entirely of illustrations of faith and
unbelief, and of the fruits that faith and unbelief bear. It is an ex-
ceedingly evangelical bock.

Afterward, in the second book [Exodus], when the world was
now full and sunk in blindness so that men scarcely knew any longer
what sin was or where death came from, God brings Moses forward
with the law and selects a special people, in order to enlighten the
world again through them, and by the law to reveal sin anew. He
therefore organizes this people with all kinds of laws and separates
it from all other peoples. He has them build a tent, and begins a
form of worship. He appoints princes and officials, and provides his
people splendidly with both laws and men, to rule them both in the
body before the world and in the spirit before God.

The special topic of the third book [Leviticus] is the appoint-
ment of the priesthood, with the statutes and laws according to
which the priests are to act and to teach the people. There we see
that a priestly office is instituted only because of sin, to disclose sin
to the people and to make atonement before God, so that its entire

"Cf. p. 135, n. 1.
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function is to deal with sin and sinners. For this reason too no
temporal wealth is given to the priests; neither are they commanded
or permitted to rule men’s bodies. Rather the only work assigned to
them is to care for the people who are in sin.

In the fourth book [Numbers], after the laws have been given,
the princes and priests instituted, the tent and form of worship set
up, and everything that pertains to the people of God made ready,
then the whole thing begins to function; a test is made as to how
well the arrangement operates and how satisfactory it is. This is why
this very book says so much about the disobedience of the people
and the plagues that came upon them. And some of the laws are
explained and the number of the laws increased. Indeed this is the
way it always goes; laws are quickly given, but when they are to go
into effect and become operative, they meet with nothing but hin-
drance; nothing goes as the law demands. This book is & notable
example of how vacuous it is to make people righteous with laws;
rather, as St. Paul says, laws cause only sin and wrath.®

In the fifth book [Deuteronomy], after the people have been
punished because of their disobedience, and God has enticed them
a little with grace, in order that by his kindness in giving them the
two kingdoms? they might be moved to keep his law gladly and
willingly, then Moses repeats the whole law. He repeats the story of
all that has happened to the people (except for that which concerns
the priesthood) and explains anew everything that belongs either to
the bodily or to the spiritual governing of a people. Thus Moses, as
a perfect lawgiver, fulfilled all the duties of his office.’® He not only
gave the law, but was there when men were to fulfil it. When things
went wrong, he explained the law and re-established it. Yet this
explanation in the fifth book really contains nothing else than faith
toward God and love toward one’s neighbor, for all God’s laws come

-8Cf. Rom. 5:20; 7:7-9; 4:15.

SCf. p. 138 and A New Preface to the Prophet Ezekiel, 1545. LW 35, 289-290.
1 Throughout this preface with but two exceptions we have rendered the Ger-
man word Am¢ by its closest English equivalent, “office.” We have done sc for
the sake of preserving the continuity in Luther’s discussion of the law, even
though Amt in various contexts is really susceptible of numerous more felicitous
English renderings which may or may not be implied in the term “office,” such
as work, ministry, function, and even dispensation (the RSV term in II Cor. 3:7,
which we have retained on p. 242). Cf. the use of the same term on p. 348, 1. 19,
in connection with the gospel as well as the law.
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to that. Therefore, down to the twentieth chapter, Moses, in his
explanation of the law, guards against everything that might destroy
faith in God; and from there to the end of the book he guards against
everything that hinders love.

It is to be observed in the first place that Moses provides so
exactly for the organization of the people under laws as to leave
human reason no room to choose a single work of its own or to invent
its own form of worship. For Moses not only teaches fear, love, and
trust toward God, but he also provides so many ways of outward
worship—sacrifices, thanksgivings, fasts, mortifications, and the like
—that no one needs to choose anything else. Besides he gives instruc-
tions for planting and tilling, marrying and fighting, governing chil-
dren, servants, and households, buying and selling, borrowing and
repaying, and for everything that is to be done both outwardly and
inwardly. He goes so far that some of the prescriptions are to be
regarded as foolish and useless.

Why, my friend, does God do that? In the end, because he has
taken this people to be his own and has willed to be their God. For
this reason he would so rule them that all their doings may surely
be right in his eyes. For if anyone does anything for which God’s
word has not first given warrant, it counts for nothing before God
and is labor lost. For in Deuteronomy 4[:2] and 12[:32] he forbids
any addition to his laws; and in 12[:8] he says that they shall not
do merely whatever is right in their own eyes. The Psalter, too, and
all the prophets lament that the people are simply doing good works
that they themselves have chosen to do and that were not com-
manded by God. He cannot and will not permit those who are his
to undertake anything that he has not commanded, no matter how
good it may be. For obedience, which depends on God’s word, is of
all works the noblest and best.

Since this life, however, cannot be without external forms of
worship, God put before them all these forms and included them in
his commandment in order that if they must or would do God any
outward service, they might take one of these and not one they
themselves had invented. They could then be doubly sure that their
work was being done in obedience to God and his word. So they are
prevented on every hand from following their own reason and free
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will in doing good and living aright. Room, place, time, person,
work, and form are all more than adequately determined and pre-
scribed, so that the people cannot complain and need not follow
simply the example of alien worship.

In the second place it should be noted that the laws are of three
kinds. Some speak only of temporal things, as do our imperial laws.
These are established by God chiefly because of the wicked, that they
may not do worse things. Such laws are for prevention rather than
for instruction,'* as when Moses commands that a wife be dismissed
with a bill of divorce [Deut. 24:1] or that a husband can get rid of
his wife with a “cereal offering of jealousy” [Num. 5:11-81] and
take other wives besides. All these are temporal laws. There are
some, however, that teach about the external worship of God, as has
already been mentioned.

Over and above these two are the laws about faith and love.
All other laws must and ought to be measured by faith and love.
That is to say, the other laws are to be kept where their observance
does not conflict with faith and love; but where they conflict with
faith and love, they should be done away entirely. For this reason
we read that David did not kill the murderer Joab [I Kings 2:5-6],
even though he had twice deserved death [II Sam. 8:27; 20:10].
And in IT Samuel 14[:11]*> David promises the woman of Tekoa
that her son shall not die for having slain his brother. Nor did David
kill Absalom [II Sam. 14:21-24]. Moreover David himself ate of the
holy bread of the priests, I Samuel 21[:6]. And Tamar thought the
king might give her in marriage to her stepbrother, Amnon [II Sam.
18:13]. From these and similar incidents one sees plainly that the
kings, priests, and heads of the people often transgressed the laws
boldly, at the demand of faith and love. Therefore faith and love
are always to be mistresses of the law and to have all laws in their
power. For since all laws aim at faith and love, none of them can be
valid, or be a law, if it conflicts with faith or love.

Even to the present day, the Jews are greatly in error when
they hold so strictly and stubbornly to certain laws of Moses. They

1 Nur Wehrgesetz, mehr denn Leregesetz.

2 Where Luther cites correctly the Vulgate, in which the four books of I and II
Samuel and I and II Kings were numbered as I, II, III, and IV Kings, we have
given the corresponding RSV reference.
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would rather let love and peace be destroyed than eat and drink
with us, or do things of that kind. They do not properly regard the
intention of the law; but to understand this is essential for all who
live under laws, not for the Jews alone. Christ also says so in Mat-
thew 12,12 that one might break the sabbath if an ox had fallen into
a pit, and might rescue it. Now that was only a temporal necessity
and injury. How much more ought one boldly to break all kinds of
laws when bodily necessity demands it, provided that nothing is
done against faith and love. Christ says that David did this very
thing when he ate the holy bread, Mark 3[2:25-26].

But why does Moses mix up his laws in such a disordered way?
Why does he not put the temporal laws together in one group and
the spiritual laws in another and the laws of faith and love in still
another? Moreover he sometimes repeats a law so often and reiter-
ates the same words so many times that it becomes tedious to read
it or listen to.it. The answer is that Moses writes as the situation
demands, so that his book is a picture and illustration of governing
and of living. For this is the way it happens in a dynamic situation:
now this work has to be done and now that. No man can so arrange
his life (if he is to act in a godly way) that on this day he uses only
spiritual laws and on that day only temporal. Rather God governs all
the laws mixed together—like the stars in the heavens and the
flowers in the fields—in such a way that at every hour a man must
be ready for anything, and do whatever the situation requires. In like
manner the writing of Moses represents a heterogeneous mixture.

That Moses is so insistent and often repeats the same thing
shows also the nature of his office. For one who is to rule a people-
with-laws [Gesetzuolck] must constantly admonish, constantly drive,
and knock himself out struggling with the people as [he would]
with asses. For no work of law is done gladly and willingly; it is all
forced and compelled. Now since Moses is a lawgiver, he has to
show by his insistence that the work of the law is a forced work. He
has to wear the people down, until this insistence makes them not
only recognize their illness and their dislike for God’s law, but also
long for grace,'* as we shall show.

18 Matt, 12:11; of. Luke 14:5.
# Cf. Luther’s Brief Explanation of the Ten Commandments, The Creed, and
The Lord’s Prayer. PE 2, 354-355.

— 124 —

Preface to the Old Testament

In the third place the true intention of Moses is through the
law to reveal sin and put to shame all presumption as to human
ability. For this reason St. Paul, in Galatians 2[:17], calls Moses “an
agent of sin,” and his office “a dispensation of death,” Il Corinthians
8[:7]. In Romans 3[:20] and 7[:7] he says, “Through the law
comes nothing more than knowledge of sin”; and in Romans 3[:20],
“By works of the law no one becomes righteous before God.” For by
the law Moses can do no more than tell what men ought to do and
not do. However he does not provide the strength and ability for
such doing and not doing, and thus lets us stick in sin. When we
then stick in sin, death presses instantly upor us as vengeance and
punishment for sin. For this reason St. Paul calls sin “the sting of
death” [I Cor. 15:56], because it is by sin that death has all its right
and power over us. But if there were no law, there would be no
sin.*® Therefore it is all the fault of Moses, who by the law precipi-
tates and stirs up sin; and then upon sin death follows with a ven-
geance. Rightly, then, does St. Paul call the office of Moses a dis-
pensation of sin and death [II Cor. 3:7], for by his lawgiving he
brings upor us nothing but sin and death.

Nevertheless this office of sin and death is good and very neces-
sary. For where there is no law of God, there all human reason is so
blind that it cannot recognize sin. For human reason does not know
that unbelief and despair of God is sin. Indeed it knows nothing
about man’s duty to believe and trust in God. Hardened in its blind-
ness, it goes its way and never feels this sin at all. Meanwhile it does
some works that would otherwise be good, and it leads an outwardly
respectable life. Then it thinks it stands well and the matter has been
satisfactorily handled; we see this in the heathen and the hypocrites,
when their life is at its best. Besides reason does not know either
that the evil inclination of the flesh, and hatred of enemies, is sin.
Because it observes and feels that all men are so inclined, it holds
rather that these things are natural and right, and thinks it is enough
merely to guard against the outward acts. So it goes its way, regard-
ing its illness as strength, its sin as virtue, its evil as good; and never
getting anywhere.

See, then! Moses” office is essental for driving away this blind-
ness and hardened presumption. Now he cannot drive them away

5 Cf. Rom. 4:15.
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unless he reveals them and makes them known. He does this by the
law, when he teaches that men ought to fear, trust, believe, and love
God; and that, besides, they ought to have or bear no evil desire or
hatred for any man. When human nature, then, catches on to this,
it must be frightened, for it certainly finds neither trust nor faith,
neither fear nor love to God, and neither love nor purity toward one’s
neighbor. Human nature finds rather only unbelief, doubt, contempt,
and hatred to God; and toward on€’s neighbor only evil will and evil
desire. But when human nature finds these things, then death is
instantly before its eyes, ready to devour such a sinner and to swal-
low him up in hell.

See, this is what it means for sin to bring death upon us and
kill us. This is what it means for the law to stir up sin and set it be-
fore our eyes, driving all our presumption into despondency and
trembling and despair, so that a man can do no more than cry with
the prophets, “I am rejected by God,” or, as we say in German, “The
devil has me; I can never be saved.” This is to be really cast into hell.
This is what St. Paul means by those short words in I Corinthians
15[:56], “The sting of death is sin, and the power of sin is the Jaw.”
It is as if he were saying, “Death stings and slays us because of the
sin that is found in us, guilty of death; sin, however, is found in us
and gives us so mightily to death because of the law which reveals
sin to us and teaches us to recognize it, where before we did not
know it and felt secure.”

Notice with what power Moses conducts and performs this
office of his. For in order to put human nature to the utmost shame,
he not only gives laws like the Ten Commandments that speak of
natural and true sins, but he also makes sins of things that are in
their nature not sins. Moses thus forces and presses sins upon them
in heaps. For unbelief and evil desire are in their nature sins, and
worthy of death. But to eat leavened bread at the Passover [Exodus
12—-13] and to eat an unclean animal [Leviticus 11, Deuteronomy 14]
or make a mark on the body [Lev. 19:28, Deut. 14:1], and all those
things that the Levitical priesthood deals with as sin—these are not
in their nature sinful and evil. Rather they became sins only because
they are forbidden by the law. This law can be done away. The Ten
Commandments, however, cannot be done away, for here there
really is sin, even if there were no commandments, or if they were
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not known—just as the unbelief of the heathen is sin, even though
they do not know or think that it is sin.

Therefore we see that these many Jlaws of Moses were given not
only to prevent anyone from choosing ways of his own for doing
good and living aright, as was said above,'® but rather that sins
might simply become numerous and be heaped up beyond measure.
The purpose was to burden the conscience so that the hardened
blindness would have to recognize itself, and feel its own inability
and nothingness in the achieving of good. Such blindness must be
thus compelled and forced by the law to seek something beyond the
law and its own ability, namely, the grace of God promised in the
Christ who was to come. Every law of God is good and right {Rom.
7:7-16], even if it only bids men to carry dung or to gather straw.
Accordingly, whoever does not keep this good law—or keeps it un-
willingly—cannot be righteous or good in his heart. But human na-
ture cannot keep it otherwise than unwillingly. It must therefore,
through this good law of God, recognize and feel its wickedness,
and sigh and long for the aid of divine grace in Christ.

For this reason then, when Christ comes the law ceases, espe-
cially the Levitical law which, as has been said, makes sins of things
that in their nature are not sins. The Ten Commandments also cease,
not in the sense that they are no longer to be kept or fulfilled, but
in the sense that the office of Moses in them ceases; it no longer
increases sin [Rom. 5:20] by the Ten Commandments, and sin is
no Jonger the sting of death {I Cor. 15:56]. For through Christ sin
is forgiven, God is reconciled, and man’s heart has begun to feel
kindly toward the law.1” The office of Moses can no longer rebuke
the heart and make it to be sin for not having kept the command-
ments and for being guilty of death, as it did prior to grace, before
Christ came.

St. Paul teaches this in II Corinthians 3[:7-14], where he says
that the splendor in the face of Moses is taken away, because of the
glory in the face of Jesus Christ. That is, the office of Moses, which
makes us to be sin and shame with the glare of the knowledge of

oCf. pp. 122-123.

17 Separate editions of the Pentateuch prior to the 1534 complete Bible here
read, “For through the grace of Christ the heart has now become good, Ioving
the law and satisfying it.” WA, DB 8, 24, n. 25/26.
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our wickedness and nothingness, no longer causes us pain and no
longer terrifies us with death. For we now have the glory in the face
of Christ [II Cor. 4:6]. This is the office of grace, whereby we know
Christ, by whose righteousness, life, and strength we fulfil the law
and overcome death and hell. Thus it was that the three apostles
who saw Moses and Elijah on Mount Tabor were not afraid of them,
because of the tender glory in the face of Christ [Luke 9:32]. Yet
in Exodus 34[:29-35], where Christ was not present, the children
of Israel could not endure the splendor and brightness in the face
of Moses, so that he had to put a veil over it.

For the law has three kinds of pupils. The first are those who
hear the law and despise it, and who lead an impious life without
fear. To these the law does not come. They are represented by the
calf worshipers in the wilderness, on whose account Moses broke
the tables of the law [Exod. 32:19]. To them he did not bring the
law.

The second kind are those who attempt to fulfil the law by
their own power, without grace. They are represented by the people
who could not look at the face of Moses when he brought the tables
of the law a second time [Exod. 34:34-35]. The law comes to them
but they cannot endure it. They therefore put a veil over it and lead
a life of hypocrisy, doing outward works of the law. Yet the law
makes it all to be sin where the veil is taken off. For the law shows
that our ability counts for nothing without Christ’s grace.

The third kind of pupils are those who see Moses clearly, with-
out a veil. These are they who understand the intention of the law
and how it demands impossible things. There sin comes to power,
there death is mighty, there Goliath’s spear is like a weaver’s beam
and its point'® weighs six hundred shekels of brass, so that all the
children of Israel flee before him unless the one and only David—
Christ our Lord—saves us from all this [I Sam. 17:7, 24, 32]. For
if Christ’s glory did not come alongside this splendor of Moses, no
one could bear the brightness of the law, the terror of sin and death.
These pupils fall away from all works and presumption and learn
from the law nothing else except to recognize sin and to yearn for

18 Stachel, meaning a sharp point such as the head of a spear, has additional
overtones in this context, for it was also the word Luther had used in I Cor.
15:56 to speak of the “sting”of death (cf. p. 243). WA, DB 7, 134.
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Christ. This is the true office of Moses and the very nature of the law.

So Moses himself has told us that his office and teaching should
endure until Christ, and then cease, when he says in Deuteronomy
18[:15-19], “The Lord your God will raise up for you a prophet
like me from among your brethren—him shall you heed,” etc. This
is the noblest saying in all of Moses, indeed the very heart of it all.
The apostles appealed to it and made great use of it to strengthen
the gospel and to abolish the law [Acts 3:22; 7:37]. All the prophets,
as well, drew heavily upon it. For since God here promises another
Moses whom they are to hear, it follows of necessity that this other
one would teach something different from Moses; and Moses gives
up his power and yields to him, so that men will listen to him. This
[coming] prophet cannot, then, teach the law, for Moses has done
that to perfection; for the law’s sake there would be no need to
raise up another prophet. Therefore this word was surely spoken
concerning Christ and the teaching of grace.

For this reason also, St. Paul calls the law of Moses “the old
testament” [II Cor. 3:14], and Christ does the same when he insti-
tutes “the new testament” [I Cor. 11:25].2° It is a testament because
in it God promised and bequeathed to the people of Israel the land
of Canaan, if they would keep it. He gave it to them too, and it was
confirmed by the death and blood of sheep and goats. But since
this testament did not stand upon God’s grace, but upon men’s
works, it had to become obsolete and cease, and the promised land
had to be lost again—because the law cannot be fulfilled by works.
And another testament had to come which would not become ob-
solete, which would not stand upon our deeds either, but upon God’s
words and works, so that it might endure for ever. Therefore it is
confirmed by the death and blood of an eternal Person, and an
eternal land is promised and given.?°

Let this be enough about the books and office of Moses. What,
then, are the other books, the prophets and the histories? I answer:
They are nothing else than what Moses is. For they all propagate
the office of Moses; they guard against the false prophets, that they

19 Cf. Heb. 8:13: “In speaking of a new covenant he treats the first as obsclete.”
In Luther’s Bible, as in the Vulgate, the adjective “new” appeared also in the
synoptic accounts of the Last Supper, Matt. 26:28, Mark 14:24, and Luke 22:20.

20 Cf. Heb. 9:11-12.
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may not lead the people to works, but allow them to remain in the
true office of Moses, the knowledge of the law. They hold fast to
this purpose of keeping the people conscious of their own impotence
through a right understanding of the law, and thus driving them to
Christ, as Moses does. For this reason they also explicate further
what Moses says of Christ, and furnish two kinds of examples, of
those who have Moses right and of those who do not, and also of
the punishments and rewards that come to both. Thus the prophets
are nothing else than administrators®* and witnesses of Moses and
his office, bringing everyone to Christ through the law.

In conclusion I ought also to indicate the spiritual meaning®*
presented to us by the Levitical law and priesthood of Moses. But
there is too much of this to write; it requires space and time and
should be expounded with the living voice. For Moses is, indeed,
a well of all wisdom and understanding, out of which has sprung
all that the prophets knew and said. Moreover even the New Testa-
ment flows out of it and is grounded in it, as we have heard® It is
my duty, however, to give at least some little clue®* to those who
have the grace and understanding to pursue the matter further.

If you would interpret well and confidently, set Christ before
you, for he is the man to whom it all applies, every bit of it. Make
the high priest Aaron, then, to be nobody but Christ alone, as does
the Epistle to the Hebrews [5:4-5], which is sufficient, all by itself,
to interpret all the figures of Moses. Likewise, as the same epistle
announces [Hebrews 9—10], it is certain that Christ himself is the
sacrifice—indeed even the altar [Heb. 13:10]—who sacrificed him-
self with his own blood. Now whereas the sacrifice performed by
the Levitical high priest took away only the artificial sins,?® which
in their nature were not sins, so our high priest, Christ, by his own
sacrifice and blood, has taken away the true sin, that which in its
very nature is sin. He has gone in once for all through the curtain
to God to make atonement for us [Heb. 9:12]. Thus you should

2t Handhaber has the sense of uphold, support, or defend as well as of perform
or execute. WA, DB 8, 29, n. 22; of. Grimm, Deutsches Worterbuch, IV,
393-396.

22 Geistliche Deutung; cf. p. 235, n. 2.

3Cf. p. 118.

%G rifflin means a trick, device, or stratagem. Grimm, Deutsches Wérterbuch,
IV, 312; cf. WA, DB 8, 29, n. 30.

»Die gemachten sunde. See 126-127.
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apply to Christ personally, and to no one else, all that is written
about the high priest.

The high priest’s sons, however, who are engaged in the daily
sacrifice, you should interpret to mean ourselves. Here on earth, in
the body, we Christians live in the presence of our father Christ,
who is sitting in heaven; we have not yet passed through to him
except spiritually, by faith. Their office of slaughter and sacrifice
signifies nothing else than the preaching of the gospel, by which the
old man is slain and offered to God, burned and consumed by the
fire of love, in the Holy Spirit. This sacrifice smells really good be-
fore God; that is, it produces a conscience that is good, pure, and
secure before God. This is the interpretation that St. Paul makes in
Romans 12{:1] when he teaches that we are to offer our bodies to
God as a living, holy, and acceptable sacrifice. This is what we do
(as has been said) by the constant exercise of the gospel both in
preaching and in believing.

Let this suffice for the present as a brief suggestion for seeking
Christ and the gospel in the Old Testament.?¢

Whoever reads this Bible should also know that I have been
careful to write the name of God which the Jews call “Tetragram-
maton”?" in capital letters thus, LORD [HERR], and the other
name which they call Adonai®® only half in capital letters thus, LOrd
[HErr].?® For among all the names of God, these two alone are

26 In editions of the complete Bible from 1534 on, the preface ended at this
point. The paragraphs which follow were found only in the earlier editions.

7 Tetragrammaton, literally “four letters,” is the technical term for the four-
consonant Hebrew word for the name God, which is now commonly thought to
be represented in English by the word “Yahweh.” When the Hebrews came to
this name in speaking or reading they avoided uttering it because of its sacred
character, pronouncing instead the word Adonai (Lord) unless (as at Gen.
15:2) it immediately followed the word “Adonai” in the text, in which case
“Elohim” (God) was read. In written Hebrew texts the vowel-points of Adonai
were given to the consonants of the Tetragrammaton with the resultant render-
ing in English, “Jehovah.”

%8 Adonai literally means “my lord,” but by usage it was in effect a proper name.
?® While the Hebrew YHWH always had reference to God alone, ADN could
mean either the divine Lord, or a lord or ruler who was not divine. Luther dis-
tinguished clearly between the two words by rendering HERR for YHWH and
either HErr or herr for ADN (cf. LW 12, 99-101 and LW 18, 230). The distinc-
tion between the divine and human within ADN, however, was not consistently
maintained in translation by the use of HErr and herr (cf. WA, DB 6, 538-539,
note on Matt, 1:20). Cf. Luther's HERR-HERR in Jer. 23:5-6 with the RSV
Lorp-Lorp, Luther's HERR-herr in Gen. 24:12 with the RSV Lorp-master,
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applied in the Scriptures to the real, true God; while the others
are often ascribed to angels and saints. I have done this in order
that readers can thereby draw the strong conclusion that Christ is
true God. For Jeremiah 23[:6] calls him LORD, saying, “He will
be called: ‘The LORD, our righteousness.”” The same thing is to
be found in other passages. Herewith I commend all my readers
to Christ and ask that they help me get from God the power to carry
this work through to a profitable end. For I freely admit that I have
undertaken too much, especially in trying to put the Old Testament
into German.?® The Hebrew language, sad to say, has gone down
so far that even the Jews know little enough about it, and their
glosses and interpretations (which I have tested®!) are not to be
relied upon. I think that if the Bible is to come up again, we Chris-
tians are the ones who must do the work, for we have the under-
standing of Christ without which even the knowledge of the lan-
guage is nothing. Because they were without it, the translators of
old, even Jerome3? made mistakes in many passages. Though I
cannot boast of having achieved perfection, nevertheless, I venture
to say that this German Bible is clearer and more accurate at many
points than the Latin. So it is true that if the printers do not, as
usual, spoil it with their carelessness, the German language cer-
tainly has here a better Bible than the Latin language—and the read-
ers will bear me out in this.

And now, of course, the mud will stick to the wheel 3® and there
will be no one so stupid that he will not try to be my master in this
work, and criticize me here and there. Let them go to it. I figured
from the very beginning that I would find ten thousand to criticize
my work before I found one who would accomplish one-twentieth

and Luther’s HERR-HErr in Ps. 110:1 (1545 version only, the earlier versions
being both HERR-HERR and HERR-herr, WA, DB 10f, 476-477) with the
RSV Lorp-lord. In Luther’s Matt. 22:44 rendering of the first “Lord” of the
Psalm quotation he went from Gott in 1522 through Herr and HErr to HERR
in 1539 and later editions (WA, DB 6, 100, note). See Gen. 15:2, 8 where
Luther translates ADN YHWH as HErr HERR (WA, DB 8, 73). Cf. also WA,
DB 1011, xxiii, n. 26.

30 Cf. Luther’s statement, “It was necessary for me to undertake the translation
of the Bible, otherwise I would have died under the mistaken impression that I
was a learned man,” WA 1011, 60, ll. 13-15; cf. also WA, Br 2, 423, 1l. 48-50.
3Cf. Luther’s Defense of the Translation of the Psalms, 1531. LW 35, 209-223.
2Cf. p. 104, n. 1.

®Cf. Wander (ed.), Sprichwdrter-Lexikon, 11, 1556, “Koth,” Nos. 4 and 16.
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of what I have done. I, too, would like to be very learned and give
brilliant proof of what I know by criticizing St. Jerome’s Latin
Bible; but he in tumn could also defy me to do what he has done.
Now if anyone is so much more learned than I, let him undertake
to translate the whole Bible into German, and then tell me what he
can do.?* If he does it better, why should he not be preferred to me?
I thought I was well educated—and I know that by the grace of God
I am more learned than all the sophists in the universities—but now
I see that I cannot handle even my own native German tongue. Nor
have I read, up to this time, a book or letter which contained the
right kind of German. Besides no one pays any attention to speak-
ing real German. This is especially true of the people in the chan-
celleries, as well as those patchwork preachers and wretched
writers.? They think they have the right to change the German
language and to invent new words for us every day, such as behert-
zigen,®® behendigen,®™ ersprieslich,®® erschieslich,®® and the like. Yes,
my dear fellow, there are [and this is] also bethoret and ernarret.*®

In a word, if all of us were to work together, we would have
plenty to do in bringing the Bible to light, one working with the
meaning, the other with the language. For I too have not worked
at this alone,*! but have used the services of anyone whom I could

“Cf. On Translating: an Open Letter, 1530. LW 35, 183-184 and 221-223.

35 Lumpen prediger und puppen schreyber. v
36 Deriving largely from Swabian origin, the term had been used frequently by
Emser. Friedrich Kluge, Etymologisches Worterbuch der deutschen Sprache
(17th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1857), p. 61.

37 In a letter from Luther and Karlstadt to Duke Frederick of Saxony dated
August 18, 1519, Luther—or perhaps his co-author—had himself used the term
Behendigkeit. WA Br 1, 477, 1. 410. The use of behendigen is documented as
early as 1484 in Wetterau. Moritz Heyne, Deutsches Worterbuch (3 vols.;
Leipzig: Hirzel, 1890-1895), I, 324.

38 Meaning originally to spring forth or sprout, erspriessen early came to be used
in New High German in the sense of “be useful, profitable, advantageous.” The
adjective too was given this derived meaning from about the beginning of the
sixteenth century. Kluge, op. cit., p. 178.

8 Luther apparently was unaware that the intransitive verb erschiessen was
used rather extensively in a sense synonymous with that of erspriessen. Grimm,
Deutsches Wirterbuch, 111, 962.

4 Bethéren means to make a fool of, in the sense of infatuate, seduce, or deceive.
Ernarren means to play the fool, in the sense of be silly, astonish, or amaze. The
construction of Luther’s sentence conveys a double meaning: not only that these
words too are recent innovations, but also that all such innovating is sheer folly.
4See the Introduction, LW 35, 229.
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get. Therefore I ask everyone to desist from abuse and leave the
poor people undisturbed, and help me, if he can. If he will not do
that, let him take up the Bible himself and make a translation of
his own. Those who do nothing but abuse and bite and claw are
actually not honest and upright enough to really want a pure Bible,
since they know that they cannot produce it. They would prefer to
be Master Know-it-all*2 in a field not their own, though in their
own field they have never even been pupils.

May God bring to completion his work that he began [Phil
1:6]. Amen.
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10.

HOW CHRISTIANS SHOULD
REGARD MOSES

Dear friends, you have often heard that there has never been a
public sermon from heaven except twice. Apart from them God
has spoken many times through and with men on earth, as in the
case of the holy patriarchs Adam, Noah, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and
others, down to Moses. But in none of these cases did he speak with
such glorious splendor, visible reality, or public cry and exclamation
as he did on those two occasions. Rather God illuminated their heart
within and spoke through their mouth, as Luke indicates in the first
chapter of his gospel where he says, “As he spoke by the mouth of
his holy prophets from of old” [Luke 1:70].

Now the first sermon is in Exodus! 19 and 20; by it God caused
himself to be heard from heaven with great splendor and might.
For the people of Israel heard the trumpets and the voice of God
himself.

In the second place God delivered a public sermon through the
Holy Spirit on Pentecost [Acts 2:2-4]. On that occasion the Holy
Spirit came with great splendor and visible impressiveness, such that
there came from heaven the sudden rushing of a mighty wind,
and it filled the entire house where the apostles were sitting. And
there appeared to them tongues as of fire, distributed and resting on
each of them. And they were all filled with the Holy Spirit and
began to preach and speak in other tongues. This happened with
great spendor and glorious might, so that thereafter the apostles
preached so powerfully that the sermons which we hear in the world
today are hardly a shadow compared to theirs, so far as the visible
splendor and substance of their sermons is concerned. For the
apostles spoke in all sorts of languages, performed great miracles,
etc. Yet through our preachers today the Holy Spirit does not cause

*Where Luther refers to a specific book of the Pentateuch by number ( e.f.,
“The Second Book of Moses™) we have given the corresponding English title.
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himself to be either heard or seen; nothing is coming down openly
from heaven. This is why I have said that there are only two such
special and public sermons which have been seen and heard from
heaven. To be sure, God spoke also to Christ from heaven, when he
was baptized in the Jordan [Matt. 3:17], and [at the Transfigura-
tion] on Mount Tabor [Matt. 17:5]. However none of this took
place in the presence of the general public.

God wanted to send that second sermon into the world, for it
had earlier been announced by the mouth and in the books of the
holy prophets. He will no longer speak that way publicly through
sermons. Instead, in the third place, he will come in person with
divine glory, so that all creatures will tremble and quake before
him [Luke 21:25-27]; and then he will no longer preach to them,
but they will see and handle him himself [Luke 24:39].

Now the first sermon, and doctrine, is the law of God. The sec-
ond is the gospel. These two sermons are not the same. Therefore
we must have a good grasp of the matter in order to know how to
differentiate between them. We must know what the law is, and
what the gospel is. The law commands and requires us to do certain
things. The law is thus directed solely to our behavior and consists
in making requirements. For God speaks through the law, saying,
“Do this, avoid that, this is what I expect of you.” The gospel, how-
ever, does not preach what we are to do or to avoid. It sets up no
requirements but reverses the approach of the law, does the very
opposite, and says, “This is what God has done for you; he has let
his Son be made flesh for you, has let him be put tc death for your
sake.” So, then, there are two kinds of doctrine and two kinds of
works, those of God and those of men. Just as we and God are sep-
arated from one another, so also these two doctrines are widely
separated from one another. For the gospel teaches exclusively what
has been given us by God, and not-as in the case of the law—what
we are to do and give to God.

We now want to see how this first sermon sounded forth
and with what splendor God gave the law on Mount Sinai. He
selected the place where he wanted to be seen and heard. Not that
God actually spoke, for he has no mouth, tongue, teeth, or lips as
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we do. But he who created and formed the mouth of all men [Exod.
4:11] can also make speech and the voice. For no one would be
able to speak a single word unless God first gave it, as the prophet
says, “It would be impossible to speak except God first put it in our
mouth.”? Language, speech, and voice are thus gifts of God like any
other gifts, such as the fruit on the trees. Now he who fashioned the
mouth and put speech in it can also make and use speech even
though there is no mouth present. Now the words which are here
written were spoken through an angel. This is not to say that only
one angel was there, for there was a great multitude there serving
God and preaching to the people of Israel at Mount Sinai. The angel,
however, who spoke here and did the talking, spoke just as if God
himself were speaking and saying, “I am your God, who brought you
out of the land of Egypt,” ete. [Exod. 20:1], as if Peter or Paul were
speaking in God’s stead and saying, “I am your God,” etc. In his
letter to the Galatians [3:19], Paul says that the law was ordained
by angels. That is, angels were assigned, in God’s behalf, to give
the law of God; and Moses, as an intermediary, received it from
the angels. I say this so that you might know who gave the law. He
did this to them, however, because he wanted thereby to compel,
burden, and press the Jews.

What kind of a voice that was, you may well imagine. It was
a voice like the voice of a man, such that it was actually heard. The
syllables and letters thus made sounds which the physical ear was
able to pick up. But it was a bold, glorious, and great voice. As
told in Deuteronomy 4[:12], the people heard the voice, but saw
no one. They heard a powerful voice, for he spoke in a powerful
voice, as if in the dark we should hear a voice from a high tower or
roof top, and could see no one but only hear the strong voice of a
man. And this is why it is called the voice of God, because it was
above a human voice.

Now you will hear how God used this voice in order to arouse
his people and make them brave. For he intended to institute the
tangible [eusserliche] and spiritual government. It was previously
stated how, on the advice of Jethro, his father-in-law, Moses had

* Cf. Num. 22:38.
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established the temporal government and appointed rulers and
judges [Exod. 18:13-26]. Beyond that there is yet a spiritual king-
dom in which Christ rules in the hearts of men; this kingdom we

cannot see, because it consists only in faith and will continue until -

the Last Day.
These are two kingdoms:? the temporal, which governs with the

sword and is visible; and the spiritual, which governs solely with
grace and with the forgiveness of sins. Between these two kingdoms
still another has been placed in the middle, half spiritual and half
temporal. It is constituted by the Jews, with commandments and
outward ceremonies which prescribe their conduct toward God

and men.

The law of Moses binds only the Jews and not the Gentiles

Here the law of Moses has its place. It is no longer binding on
us because it was given only to the people of Israel. And Israel
accepted this law for itself and its descendants, while the Gentiles
were excluded. To be sure, the Gentiles have certain laws in com-
mon with the Jews, such as these: there is one God, no one is to do
wrong to another, no one is to commit adultery or murder or steal,
and others like them. This is written by nature into their hearts;
they did not hear it straight from heaven as the Jews did. This is
why this entire text does not pertain to the Gentiles. I say this on
account of the enthusiasts. For you see and hear how they read
Moses, extol him, and bring up the way he ruled the people with
commandments. They try to be clever, and think they know some-
thing more than is presented in the gospel; so they minimize faith,
contrive something new, and boastfully claim that it comes from the
Old Testament. They desire to govern people according to the letter
of the law of Moses, as if no one had ever read it before.

But we will not have this sort of thing. We would rather not
preach again for the rest of our life than to let Moses return and to
let Christ be torn out of our hearts. We will not have Moses as ruler
or lawgiver any longer. Indeed God himself will not have it either.
Moses was an intermediary solely for the Jewish people. It was to

30n the two kingdoms cf. A New Preface to the Prophet Ezekiel, 1545. LW 35,
289-290.
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them that he gave the law. We must therefore silence the mouths of
those factious spirits who say, “Thus says Moses,” etc. Here you
simply reply: Moses has nothing to do with us. If I were to accept
Moses in one commandment, I would have to accept the entire
Moses. Thus the consequence would be that if I accept Moses as
master, then I must have myself circumcised,* wash my clothes in
the Jewish way, eat and drink and dress thus and so, and observe
all that stuff. So, then, we will neither observe nor accept Moses.
Moses is dead. His rule ended when Christ came. He is of no further
service.

That Moses does not bind the Gentiles can be proved® from
Exodus 20[:1], where God himself speaks, “I am the Lord your
God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of
bondage.” This text makes it clear that even the Ten Commandments
do not pertain to us. For God never led us out of Egypt, but only the
Jews. The sectarian spirits want to saddle us with Moses and all
the commandments. We will just skip that. We will regard Moses as
a teacher, but we will not regard him as our lawgiver—unless he
agrees with both the New Testament and the natural law. There-
fore it is clear enough that Moses is the lawgiver of the Jews and
not of the Gentiles. He has given the Jews a sign whereby they
should lay hold of God, when they call upon him as the God who
brought them out of Egypt. The Christians have a different sign,
whereby they conceive of God as the One who gave his Son, etc.

Again one can prove it from the third commandment that Moses
does not pertain to Gentiles and Christians. For Paul [Col. 2:16]
and the New Testament [Matt. 12:1-12; John 5:16; 7:22-23; 9:14-16]
abolish the sabbath, to show us that the sabbath was given to the
Jews alone, for whom it is a stern commandment. The prophets
referred to it too, that the sabbath of the Jews would be abolished.
For Isaiah says in the last chapter, “When the Savior comes, then

such will be the time, one sabbath after the other, one month after

‘In a letter to Chancellor Briick of Saxony dated January 13, 1524, Luther
wrote that the people of Orlamiinde, Karlstadt’s parish, would probably cir-
cumcise themselves and be wholly Mosaic. 3{A” 4, 402, n. 182.

® Zwingen probably means zwingend Dbeweisen as MA® 4, 402, n. 183, 4
suggests.
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the other,” etc.® This is as though he were trying to say, “It will be
the sabbath every day, and the people will be such that they make
no distinction between days. For in the New Testament the sab-

bath is annihilated as regards the crude external observance, for.

every day is a holy day,” ete.
Now if anyone confronts you with Moses and his command-

ments, and wants to compel you to keep them, simply answer, “Go
to the Jews with your Moses; I am no Jew. Do not entangle me with
Moses. If I accept Moses in one respect (Paul tells the Galatians in
chapter 5[:3]), then I am obligated to keep the entire law.” For
not one little period in Moses pertains to us.

Question:
Why then do you preach about Moses if he does not pertain to us?

Answer to the Question:
Three things are to be noted in Moses.

I want to keep Moses and not sweep him under the rug,” be-
cause I find three things in Moses.

In the first place I dismiss the commandments given to the
people of Israel. They neither urge nor compel me. They are dead
and gone, except insofar as I gladly and willingly accept something
from Moses, as if I said, “This is how Moses ruled, and it seems fine
to me, so I will follow him in this or that particular.”

I would even be glad if [today’s] lords ruled according to the
example of Moses. If I were emperor, I would take from Moses a
model for [my] statutes; not that Moses should be binding on me,
but that I should be free to follow him in ruling as he ruled. For
example, tithing is a very fine rule, because with the giving of the
tenth all other taxes would be eliminated. For the ordinary man

¢ Qur rendering of Isa. 66:23 is here based on the Douay version, as Luther’s
was on the Vulgate.

* Unter den banck stecken (literally, “put under the bench”) is a proverbial
expression meaning to put aside, hide, or forget some despicable thing. WA
51, 661 and 724, No. 468. Wander (ed.), Sprichwirter-Lexikon I, 229, “Bank,”
No. 40. Cf. p. 253, n. 53.
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it would also be easier to give a tenth than to pay rents and fees.
Suppose I had ten cows; I would then give one. If I had only five, I
would give nothing. If my fields were yielding only a little, I would
give proportionately little; if much, I would give much. All of this
would be in God’s providence. But as things are now, I must pay the
Gentile tax even if the hail should ruin my entire crop. If I owe a
hundred gulden in taxes, I must pay it even though there may be
nothing growing in the field. This is also the way the pope decrees
and governs. But it would be better if things were so arranged that
when I raise much, I give much; and when little, I give little.

Again in Moses it is also stipulated that no man should sell his
field into a perpetual estate, but only up to the jubilee year.®* When
that year came, every man returned to the field or possessions which
he had sold. In this way the possessions remained in the family
relationship. There are also other extraordinarily fine rules in Moses
which one should like to accept, use, and put into effect. Not that
one should bind or be bound by them, but (as I said earlier) the
emperor could here take an example for setting up a good govern-
ment on the basis of Moses, just as the Romans conducted a good
government, and just like the Sachsenspiegel® by which affairs are
ordered in this land of ours. The Gentiles are not obligated to obey
Moses. Moses is the Sachsenspiegel for the Jews. But if an example
of good government were to be taken from Moses, one could adhere
to it without obligation as long as one pleased, etc.

Again Moses says, “If a man dies without children, then his
brother or closest relative should take the widew into his home and
have her to wife, and thus raise up offspring for the deceased brother
or relative. The first child thus born was credited to the deceased
brother or relative” [Deut. 25:5-6]. So it came about that one man
had many wives. Now this is also a very good rule.

When these factious spirits come, however, and say, “Moses has

® Laut jar. Cf. Lev. 25:8-55.

® This “Saxon code of law” was a thirteenth century compilation of the eco-
nomic and social laws obtaining in and around Magdeburg and Halberstadt;
it was influential in the codification of German law until the nineteenth cen-
tury. The radical Reformers sometimes sought to replace it with the law of
Moses or the Sermon on the Mount. Cf. LW 21, 90, n. 37 and LW 40, 98,
n. 20.
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commanded it,” then simply drop Moses and reply, “I am not con-
cerned about what Moses commands.” “Yes,” they say, “he has com-
manded that we should have one God, that we should trust and be-

lieve in him, that we should not swear by his name; that we should .

honor father and mother; not kill, steal, commit adultery; not bear
false witness, and not covet [Exod. 20:3-17]; should we not keep
these commandments?” You reply: Nature also has these laws.
Nature provides that we should call upon God. The Gentiles attest
to this fact. For there never was a Gentile who did not call upon his
idols, even though these were not the true God. This also happened
among the Jews, for they had their idols as did the Gentiles; only the
Jews have received the law. The Gentiles have it written in their
heart, and there is no distinction {Rom. 3:22]. As St. Paul also shows
in Romans 2[:14-15], the Gentiles, who have no law, have the law
written in their heart.

But just as the Jews fail, so also do the Gentiles. Therefore it is
natural to honor God, not steal, not commit adultery, not bear false
witness, not murder; and what Moses commands is nothing new.
For what God has given the Jews from heaven, he has also written
in the hearts of all men. Thus I keep the commandments which
Moses has given, not because Moses gave commandment, but be-
cause they have been implanted in me by nature, and Moses agrees
exactly with nature, etc.

But the other commandments of Moses, which are not [im-
planted in all men] by nature, the Gentiles do not hold. Nor do these
pertain to the Gentiles, such as the tithe and others equally fine
which I wish we had too. Now this is the first thing that I ought to
see in Moses, namely, the commandments to which I am not bound
except insofar as they are [implanted in everyone] by nature [and
written in everyone’s heart].1

The second thing to notice in Moses

In the second place I find something in Moses that I do not
have from nature: the promises and pledges of God about Christ.

* The bracketed phrases in this paragraph are from the version given in the
1528 Exposition of the Ten Commandments. WA 16, 380, 1. 26, 31.
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This is the best thing. It is something that is not written naturally
into the heart, but comes from heaven. God has promised, for
example, that his Son should be born in the flesh. This is what the
gospel proclaims. It is not commandments. And it is the most im-
portant thing in Moses which pertains to us. The first thing, namely,
the commandments, does not pertain to us. I read Moses because
such excellent and comforting promises are there recorded, by which
I can find strength for my weak faith. For things take place in the
kingdom of Christ just as I read in Moses that they will; therein I
find also my sure foundation.

In this manner, therefore, I should accept Moses, and not sweep
him under the rug: first because he provides fine examples of laws,
from which excerpts may be taken. Second, in Moses there are the
promises of God which sustain faith. As it is written of Eve in
Genesis 3[:15], “I will put enmity between you and the woman,
and between your seed and her seed; he shall bruise your head,”
etc. Again Abraham was given this promise by God, speaking thus
in Genesis [22:18], “In your descendants shall all the nations be
blessed”; that is, through Christ the gospel is to arise.

Again in Deuteronomy 18[:15-16] Moses says, “The Lord your
God will raise up for you a prophet like me from among you, from
your brethren—him you shall heed; just as you desired of the Lord
your God at Horeb on the day of the assembly,” etc. Many are
these texts in the Old Testament, which the holy apostles quoted
and drew upon.

But our factious spirits go ahead and say of everything they
find in Moses, “Here God is speaking, no one can deny it; therefore
we must keep it.” So then the rabble go to it. Whew! If God has
said it, who then will say anything against it? Then they are really
pressed hard like pigs at a trough. Our dear prophets have chattered
thus into the minds of the people, “Dear people, God has ordered his
people to beat Amalek to death” [Exod. 17:8-16; Deut. 25:17-19].1
Misery and tribulation have come out of this sort of thing. The

 Thomas Miinzer in a sermon of July, 1524, at Allstedt demanded that the
princes wipe out all the godless, including godless rulers, priests, and monks.
MA® 4, 402, n. 187, 9. Cf. LW 40, 47.
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peasants have arisen,’ not knowing the difference, and have been
led into this error by those insane factious spirits.

Had there been educated preachers around, they could have
stood up to the false prophets and stopped them, and said this to
them, “Dear factious spirits, it is true that God commanded this of
Moses and spoke thus to the people; but we are not this people.
Land, God spoke also to Adam; but that does not make me Adam.
God commanded Abraham to put his son to death [Gen. 22:2]; but
that does not make me Abraham and obligate me to put my son to
death. God spoke also with David. It is all God’s word. But let God’s
word be what it may, I must pay attention and know to whom God’s
word is addressed. You are still a long way from being the people
with whom God spoke.” The false prophets say, “You are that peo-
ple, God is speaking to you.” You must prove that to me. With talk
like that these factious spirits could have been refuted. But they
wanted to be beaten, and so the rabble went to the devil.

One must deal cleanly with the Scriptures. From the very
beginning the word has come to us in various ways. It is not enough
simply to look and see whether this is God’s word, whether God has
said it; rather we must look and see to whom it has been spoken,
whether it fits us. That makes all the difference between night and
day.® God said to David, “Out of you shall come the king,” etc.
{II Sam. 7:13]. But this does not pertain to me, nor has it been
spoken to me. He can indeed speak to me if he chooses to do so. You
must keep your eye on the word that applies to you, that is spoken
to you.

The word in Scripture is of two kinds: the first does not per-
tain or apply to me, the other kind does. And upon that word which
does pertain to me I can boldly trust and rely, as upon a strong rock.
But if it does not pertain to me, then I should stand still. The false
prophets pitch in and say, “Dear people, this is the word of God.”
That is true; we cannot deny it. But we are not the people. God has
not given us the directive. The factious spirits came in and wanted
to stir up something new, saying, “We must keep the Old Testa-

20n the Peasants’ War see the Introduction, LW 35, 157.
* Da scheidet denn sich sommer und winter.
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ment also.” So they led the peasants into a sweat and ruined them in
wife and child. These insane people imagined that it had been with-
held from them, that no one had told them they are supposed to
murder. It serves them right. They would not follow or listen to
anybody. I have seen and experienced it myself, how mad, raving,
and senseless they were.'*

Therefore tell this to Moses: Leave Moses and his people
together; they have had their day and do not pertain to me. I listen
to that word which applies to me. We have the gospel. Christ says,
“Go and preach the gospel,” not only to the Jews as Moses did,
but to “all nations,” to “all creatures” [Mark 16:15]. To me it is said,
“He who believes and is baptized will be saved” [Mark 16:16].
Again, “Go and do to your neighbor as has been done to you.”®
These words strike me too, for I am one of the “all creatures.” If
Christ had not added, “preach to all creatures,” then I would not
listen, would not be baptized, just as I now will not listen to Moses
because he is given not to me but only to the Jews. However be-
cause Christ says: not to one people, nor in this or in that place in
the world, but to “all creatures,” therefore no one is exempt. Rather
all are thereby included; no one should doubt that to him too the
gospel is to be preached. And so I believe that word; it does pertain
also to me. I too belong under the gospel, in the new covenant.
Therefore I put my trust in that word, even if it should cost a hun-
dred thousand lives. v

This distinction should be noticed, grasped, and taken to heart
by those preachers who would teach others; indeed by all Chris-
tians, for everything depends entirely upon it. If the peasants had
understood it this way, they would have salvaged much and would
not have been so pitifully misled and ruined. And where we under-
stand it differently, there we make sects and factions, slavering
among the rabble and into the raving and uncomprehending peo-
ple without any distinction, saying, “God’s word, God’s word.” But
my dear fellow, the question is whether it was said to you. God

*In April and May, 1525, Luther had preached personally against the in-
surrection, both in Mansfeld and in Thuringia. MA® 4, 402, n. 188, 11.

* Cf. Matt. 7:12.
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indeed speaks also to angels, wood, fish, birds, animals, and all
creatures, but this does not make it pertain to me. I should pay
attention to that which applies to me, that which is said to me, in
which God admonishes, drives, and requires something of me.

Here is an illustration. Suppose a housefather had a wife, a
daughter, a son, a maid, and a hired man. Now he speaks to the
hired man and orders him to hitch up the horses and bring in a
load of wood, or drive over to the field, or do some other job. And
suppose he tells the maid to milk the cows, churn some butter, and
so on. And suppose he tells his wife to take care of the kitchen and
his daughter to do some spinning and make the beds. All this would
be the words of one master, one housefather. Suppose now the maid
decided she wanted to drive the horses and fetch the wood, the
hired man sat down and began milking the cows, the daughter
wanted to drive the wagon or plow the field, the wife took a notion
to make the beds or spin and so forgot all about the kitchen; and
then they all said, “The master has commanded this, these are the
housefather’s orders!” Then what? Then the housefather would
grab a club and knock them all in a heap, and say, “Although it is
my command, yet I have not commanded it of you; I gave each of
you your instructions, you should have stuck to them.”

It is like this with the word of God. Suppose I take up some-
thing that God ordered someone else to do, and then I declare, “But
you said to do it.” God would answer, “Let the devil thank you; I
did not tell you to do it.” One must distinguish well whether the
word pertains to only one or to everybody. If, now, the housefather
should say, “On Friday we are going to eat meat,” this would be a
word common to everybody in the house. Thus what God said to
Moses by way of commandment is for the Jews only. But the gospel
goes through the whole world in its entirety; it is offered to all
creatures without exception. Therefore all the world should accept
it, and accept it as if it had been offered to each person individually.
The word, “We should love one another” [John 15:12], pertains to
me, for it pertains to all who belong to the gospel. Thus we read
Moses not because he applies to us, that we must obey him, but
because he agrees with the natural law and is conceived better than
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the Gentiles would ever have been able to do. Thus the Ten Com-
mandments are a mirror of our life, in which we can see wherein we
are lacking, etc. The sectarian spirits have misunderstood also with
respect to the images;!® for that too pertains only to the Jews.

Summing up this second part, we read Moses for the sake of
the promises about Christ, who belongs not only to the Jews but
also to the Gentiles; for through Christ all the Gentiles should have
the blessing, as was promised to Abraham [Gen. 12:3].

The third thing to be seen in Moses

In the third place we read Moses for the beautiful examples of
faith, of love, and of the cross, as shown in the fathers, Adam, Abel,
Noah, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Moses, and all the rest. From them
we should learn to trust in God and love him. In turn there are also
examples of the godless, how God does not pardon the unfaith of the
unbelieving; how he can punish Cain, Ishmael, Esau, the whole
world in the flood, Sodom and Gomorrah, etc. Examples like these
are necessary. For although I am not Cain, yet if T should act like
Cain, I will receive the same punishment as Cain. Nowhere else do
we find such fine examples of both faith and unfaith. Therefore we
should not sweep Moses under the rug. Moreover the Old Testament
is thus properly understood when we retain from the prophets the
beautiful texts about Christ, when we take note of and thoroughly
grasp the fine examples, and when we use the laws as we please to
our advantage.

Conclusion and Summary

I have stated that all Christians, and especially those who
handle the word of God and attempt to teach others, should take
heed and learn Moses aright. Thus where he gives commandment,
we are not to follow him except so far as he agrees with the natural
law. Moses is a teacher and doctor of the Jews. We have our own
master, Christ, and he has set before us what we are to know,

*The iconoclasm of the radical leftists, who took Moses literally and destroyed
images, windows, and other church art, aroused Luthers indignation. Cf. his
fuller treatment of this subject, also during 1525, in Against the Heavenly
Prophets. LW 40, 84-101.
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observe, do, and leave undone. However it is true that Moses sets
down, in addition to the laws, fine examples of faith and unfaith—
punishment of the godless, elevation of the righteous and believing—
and also the dear and comforting promises concerning Christ which
we should accept. The same is true also in the gospel. For example in
the account of the ten lepers, that Christ bids them go to the priest
and make sacrifice [Luke 17:14] does not pertain to me. The ex-
ample of their faith, however, does pertain to me; I should believe
Christ, as did they.

Enough has now been said of this, and it is to be noted well
for it is really crucial. Many great and outstanding people have
missed it, while even today many great preachers still stumble over
it. They do not know how to preach Moses, nor how properly to
regard his books. They are absurd as they rage and fume, chatter-
ing to people, “God’s word, God’s word!” All the while they mis-
lead the poor people and drive them to destruction. Many learned
men have not known how far Moses ought to be taught. Origen,”
Jerome,*® and others like them, have not shown clearly how far Moses
can really serve us. This is what I have attempted, to say in an intro-
duction to Moses how we should regard him, and how he should
be understood and received and not simply be swept under the rug.
For in Moses there is comprehended such a fine order, that it is a
joy, etc.

God be praised.

" Origen (ca. 185-254), Alexandrian theologian and ascetic, always sought in
his exegesis the deeper, hidden spiritual meaning that lay back of the un-
spiritual grammatical-historical meaning of the text. See p. 403, n. 7.

®0n Jerome see p. 104, n. 1.
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THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF
GOD IN CHRIST

The first two parts of this anthology have shown
Luther’ passion for a grace-centered theology of the cross,
and his confidence that this gospel is the deep message of
Scripture when it is rightly interpreted. Next we want to
see more precisely how that sense of the love of God is to
be found in Jesus, and how this is related to sin (especially
in the form of the bondage of the human will) and to jus-

tification by faith.
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11 Two Kinds of Righteousness

The first document in this part is a sermon from late 1518

or early 1519. Since it is based on the traditional epistle text for
Palm Sunday, it may come from that occasion in 1519. But in
any case it is arelatively early and very clear statement of Luther’s
understanding of how the righteousness of God has been man-
ifested in Christ Jesus.

The first type of righteousness is alien or external righ-
teousness, that which can never be found in a sinful human
individual intrinsically, but which has been freely given in Jesus.
This righteousness, given to the baptized and in repentance,
allows the poor human being to claim all that Christ has accom-
plished on the cross:

Mine are Christs living, doing, and speaking, his suffering and
dying, mine as much as I have lived, done, spoken, suffered and

died as he did (p. 155).

And this alien righteousness is the primary form; it, and it alone,
is “the basis, the cause, the source of all our own actual righ-
teousness” (p. 156).

This alien righteousness comes to us by grace alone, in
preaching and in the sacraments. It comes both decisively and
repeatedly, for “it is not instilled all at once, but it begins, makes
progress, and is finally perfected at the end through death.” The
gospel is precisely the news that this surprising possibility exists
for humanity, that God accepts sinners not through some exertion
on their part, but freely, and for Christ’s sake.

Alien righteousness must come first. But there is also a
second kind or type of righteousness, that which flourishes in
that woman or man who has found justification in Christ Jesus.
Here Luther comes to ethics, to good works, to the love of
neighbor and life in the world. But all of this is lived not according
to ones own inherent possibility; the woman or man in Christ
lives only in reflection of and response to that alien righteousness
that has been received as a gift.
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But what about the need to keep order and restrain sin in
a fallen world? Luther offers some preliminary reflections, ad-
mitting that one may have to do such things, either because one
holds a public office (and therefore is charged to maintain order)
or because one (with great maturity) is in a position to rebuke
another for the sake of his or her own good. But Luther warns
that such looking at others and worrying about their behavior is
a dangerous undertaking. It can so easily lead us away from that
humility appropriate for faith and toward a pride in ourselves
and superiority toward others.

12 A Meditation on Christ’s Passion

A second document ties the righteousness of God in Christ
even more closely to the “theology of the cross” which Luther
had proposed. This treatise, written by Luther in the spring of
1519, was a very popular work in his own lifetime. It was included
in the Church Postil of 1525 as the sermon for Good Friday.
Many of the early editions of this meditation were published
illustrated with woodcuts of the crucifixion to underscore the
human reality of Christs suffering.

The first part of the treatise warns against inadequate ways
to consider Christ’s passion, including blaming the Jews. In con-
trast, true contemplation of the cross begins with seeing it as a
judgment against oneself. Here Luther shows the cross as the
revelation of the wrath of God not only against those who cru-
cified Jesus, but against all humanity. And the individual person
must be able to see “that you are the one who is torturing Christ
thus, for your sins have surely wrought this” (p. 167).

If this were all, it would lead Christians only to despair. But
the special glory of the cross is the realization that it is the
revelation not only of the judgment of God, but also of God’s
great love. “You cast your sins from yourself and onto Christ
when you firmly believe that his wounds and sufferings are your
sins, to be borne and paid for by him” (p. 170). This is the
external or alien righteousness discussed in the first document,
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and brought to bear not abstractly as a property of God, but
concretely as the good news of the Crucified One for all who
believe.

13 The Bondage of the Will

The longest selection in this part consists of three selections
from Luthers most complex theological treatise, “The Bondage
of the Will” (1525). This was written in the fall of 1525 as a reply
to criticisms of Luther in Erasmus’s treatise, “The Freedom of
the Will,” which had been published a vear earlier.

Although Luther and Erasmus had some common points of
criticism of the Roman Church and shared a passion for the
renewal of learning, there was tension between them almost
from the beginning of Luthers published works. Erasmus was
a perceptive reader in seeing the theme of the bondage of the
will as a key one for Luther’s theology (the reader of this anthology
has already encountered it in Part I, selections 1 and 2 from
1517). While Luther generally was trying to revive the Pauline/
Augustinian doctrine of grace, there were moments, especially
in a treatise of 1520, when he seemed to express himself so
extremely on the subject that all dimensions of human freedom
were denied.

Why was the bondage of the will so important to Luther?
It is the negative implication of the theology of the cross. Luther
teels that lurking behind Erasmus’s concern for freedom, merit,
and good works is human pride—a desire to have something to
offer God that will blunt the enormity of our need for grace.

Luther feared that the wrong kind of concern for human
responsibility would soon connect with the self-centeredness that
is the result of original sin. Such pride of self is the enemy of
the gospel, which calls all to receive what God offers in Christ
humbly, and without conditions. The truth is that both human
wickedness and human achievement stand judged by the cross,
to the extent that either represents an attempt to live without
God and by human strength alone.
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Luther had developed a very different theology from the
humanist Erasmus, who had been so concerned to uphold moral
accountability. So Luther defends the radical Pauline gospel of
Jesus Christ that is sharply set against human wisdom and human
achievement—even, and especially, the best that humans have

to offer:

. show me any one of the whole race of mortals, even if he is
the holiest and most righteous of them all, to whom it has ever
occurred that the way to righteousness and salvation is the way
of faith in One who is both God and man, who for the sins of men
both died and rose again and is seated at the right hand of the
Father; or show me any who has ever dreamed that of this wrath
of God which Paul here says is revealed from heaven. Look at the
greatest philosophers; what have been their thoughts about God,
and what have they left in their writings of the wrath to come?
(p- 181)

The serious student of Luther will want to follow the entire
debate, either in Luther’s Works vol. 33 or in Luther and Eras-
mus: Free Will and Salvation, eds., E. Gordon Rupp and Philip
S. Watson (Philadelphia: Westminster, Library of Christian Clas-
sics, 1978), which includes both Erasmus’s treatise and Luther’s
response.

The selections included here are the introduction, the final
main section (Part VI), and Luther’s brief conclusion. They give
an especially rich sense of how Luther felt that he was basing
his argument on the theology of St. Paul and St. John, writings
that Luther believed stood at the heart of the canon of Scripture.

14 Sermon on the Afternoon
of Christmas Day

Though Luther valued his achievement in “The Bondage
of the Will” highly, it strikes a rather abstract or theoretical note,
given Luthers own conviction was that he was here defending
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the gospel itself. So Part III ends with a “Sermon on the After-
noon of Christmas Day” from 1530. Luther loved Christmas and
preached extensively on it, for it was another way in which the
story of God’s love for humanity could be brought home to the
listener in its radically gracious form.

Luther held to the traditional christological confession of
the church that the one who was born of Mary was true God
and true human. But Luther points out in this sermon that such
faith is not, in itself, that helpful. It can too easily become a kind
of general religious proposition, true enough, but not relevant
to my need as a sinner standing before God. Even Muslims (the
Turk, in Luther’s terminology) may well believe this about Jesus.

The more radical form of the gospel (which Luther even
speaks of as “second faith”) is not only to believe that the child
born in Bethlehem is the Lord, but more decisively that he is
my Lord. Such faith is overwhelming and deeply humbling:

One who hears the message of the angel and believes it will be
filled with fear, like the shepherds. True, it is too high for me to
believe that I should come into this treasure without any merit
on my part. And yet, so it must be (p. 233).

Thus there is a great continuity running through the four
documents in Part III. The negative aspect of Luther’s writings
speak of human incapacity, of the need for alien righteousness,
of humility and awe that such a gift could be given uncondi-
tionally. But the positive, personal name for all of this is Jesus
Christ the Lord, born of Mary, obedient unto death on a cross,
raised by the glory of God for the justification of all who have
faith in him.
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TWO KINDS
OF RIGHTEOUSNESS

By
The Reverend Father
Martin Luther

Brethren, “have this mind among yourselves, which you have in
Christ Jesus, who, though he was in the form of God, did not count
equality with God a thing to be grasped” [Phil. 2:5-6].

There are two kinds of Christian righteousness, just as man’s
sin is of two kinds.

"The first is alien righteousness, that is the righteousness of an-
other, instilled from without, This is the righteousness of Christ by
which he justifies through faith, as it is written in I Cor. 1 [:30]:
“Whom God made our wisdom, our righteousness and sanctifica-
tion and redemption.” In John 11 [:25-26], Christ himself states:/
“I am the resurrection and the life; he who believes in me . . . Shall‘}
never die.” Later he adds in John 14 [:6], “I am the way, and the {
truth, and the life.” This righteousness, then, is given to men in

can_with confidence boast in Christ and say: “Mine are Christ’s

Y
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baptism and whenever they are truly repentant. Therefore a man |
|
i,

living, doing, and speaking, his suftering and dying, mine as much
as if I had lived, done, spoken, sulfered, and died as_he did.~-Just
as a bridegroom possesses all that is his bride’s and she all that is
his—for the two have all things in common because they are one
flesh [Gen. 2:24]~so Christ and the church are one spirit [Eph,
5:29-327. Thus the blessed God and Father of mercies has, accord-
ing to Peter, granted to us very great and precious gifts in Christ
[II Pet. 1:4]. Paul writes in II Cor. 1 [:3]: “Blessed be the God
and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Father of mercies and
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‘.\,/ is justified by faith.” This is an infinite righteousness, and one that

\

_to Wbraham in Gen. 12 [:3]:
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God of all comfort, who has blessed us in Christ with every spiritual
blessing in the heavenly places.”™

This inexpressible grace and blessing was long ago promised
“And in thy seed (that is, in Christ)
shall all the nations of the earth be blessed.” ? Isaiah 9 [:6] says:
“For to us a child is born, to us a_son is given.” “To us,” it says,

beémm ours with all his benefits if we believe in

\ him, as we read in Rom. 8 [:32]: “He who did not spare his own

Son but gavmm nge us all things

ECiﬂusl;Lbestowed on_us unworthv men out of God’s sheer mercy, al-
"though we have rather deserved wrath and condemnation, and hell
also Even Christ hlmMVS he came to do the
most sacred will of his Father [John 6:38], became obedient to
him; and whatever he did, he did it for us and desired it to be

\ ours, saying, “I am among you as one who serves” [Luke 22:27].
‘\\ He also states, “This is my body, which is given for you” [Luke
122:19]. Isaiah 43 [:24] says, “You have burdened me with your

sms you have wearied me with your iniquities.”

e [Through faith in Christ, therefore, Christ’s righteousness be-
comemmall that he has becomes ours; rather, he
himself becomes ours. Therefore the Apostle calls it “the righteous-
ness of God” in Rom. 1 [:17]: For in the gospel “the righteousness
of God is revealed . . .; as it is written, ‘The righteous shall live by
his faith’” Finally, in the same epistle, chapter 38 [:28], such a
/ faith is called “the righteousness of God”: “We hold that a man

swallows up all sins in a moment, for it is impossible that sin should
exist in Christ. On the contrary, he who trusts in Christ exists in
Christ; he is one with Christ, having the same righteousness as he.
It is therefore impossible that sin should remain in him. This right-

eomesm cause, the source of all

our own actual righteousness. For this is the righteousness given in

1 The section “who has blessed, etc.” is not from II Corinthians, as indicated by
Luther, but from Eph. 1:3.

2 Gen. 12:3 has “in thee” instead of “in thy seed.” The quotation above is
actually from Gen. 22:18 (A.V.). Cf. also Gal. 3:8.

Two Kinds of Righteousness

place of the original righteousness lost in Adam. It accomplishes
the same as that original righteousness would have accomplished;

rather it accomplishes more.

' m@&ﬁ? we are to understand the prayer in Psalm
30 [Ps. 81:1]: “In thee, O Lord, do I seek refuge; let me never be
put to shame; in thy righteousness deliver mel” It does not say
“In my but “in thl righteousness,” that is, in the rightecusnéss of

Christ n my God w urs through Taith and by the grace _

am In many passages of the Psalter, faith is called * E=
@w the Lord,” “confession,” “power of God,” “mercy,” |
“truth,” “righteousness.” All these are names for faith in Christ, /,4
Mﬂ@ﬁm—iﬁ—i&ﬁhrist The Apostle there-

fore dares to say in Gal. 2 [:20], “It is no longer I who live, but !L?" £
Christ who lives in me.” He further states in Eph. 3 [14-17]: »=-——g;r
bow my knees before the Father . . . that . . . he may grant . —
that Christ may dwell in your hearts through faxth fz;\:\’i’ f’é/ .

Therefore th1$ alien rxghtgggsn@ss instilled in us without our

/ works by grace alone—while the Father, to be sure, inwardly draws

us to Christ—is set opposite original sin, likewise alien, which we
\

acquire without our works by birth alone. Christ daily drives out

the 6ld " Adam more and more in accordance with the extent to

MIedge of Christ grow. For alien righteousness

isnot instilled all at once, but it begins, makes progress, and is

| finatly perfected at the end through death.

’
The second kind of righteousness is our proper rlghteousnes(/-

not because we alone work it, but because we work with that
first and alien righteousness. This—is that manner of life spent |
profitably in good works, in the Hrst place, in slaying the Hesh and
crucifying the desires with respect to the self, of which we read
in Gal. 5 [:24]: “And those who belong to Christ Jesus have cruci-
fied the flesh with its passions and desires.” In the second place, this

righteousness consists in love to one’s neighbor, and in the_third / ["

place, in meekness and fear toward God. The Apostle is full of}

“reférences to these, as is all the rest of Scripture. He briefly sum- 5

marizes everything, however, in Titus 2 [:12]: “In this world le
us live soberly (pertaining to crucifying one’s own flesh), justly
(referring to one’s ne1ghtbor) and devoutly (relatmg to God).”
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This righteousness_is the product of the righteousness of the

“Hrst type, actually its fruit and consequence, for we read in Gal.
ST‘B?FEHET uit of the spirit [i.e., of a spiritual man, whose

. very existence depends on faith in Christ] is love, joy, peace, pa- -
'1\ tience, kindness, _gom:l&tfalthfulness gentleness, self-control.”

For because the works mentioned arée works of men, it is obvious
M this passage a spiritual man 15 called “spirit.” In John 8 [:6]
we read: morn oT the flesh is flesh, and that Wthh is

the ﬁrst for it ever stnves to do away with the old Adam and to

destroy the body of sin. Therefore it hates itself t hates itself and loves its

nexgﬁEor it does not seek its own good but that of another, and

and does not seek its own, it crucifies the flesh. Because it seeks
the good of another, it works love. Thus in each sphere it does God’s
will, living soberly with self, justly with neighbor, devoutly toward
God.

- This righteousness follows the example of Christ in this re-
spect [I Pet. 2:21] and is transformed into his likeness (II Cor.
3:18). It is precisely this that Christ requires. Just as he himself
did all things for us, not seeking his own good but ours only—and
in this he was most obedient to God the Father—so he desires that
we also should set the same example for our neighbors.

We read in Rom. 6 [:19] that this righteousness is set opposite

+in this its whole way y of living consists. For in that it f Tiving consists. For in that it hates itself

our own actual sin: “For just as you once yielded your members to-

first rlghteousness arises the voice of the brxdegroom who says to

the soul, “T am yours,” roughthe seconid comes the voice of

the bride who answers, I am yours. 3Then the " marriage is consum-
mated; it becomes strong and complete in accordance with the Song
of Solomon [2:16]: “My beloved is mine and I am his.” Then the
soul no longer seeks to be righteous in and for itself, but it has
Christ as its righteousness and therefore ‘seeks OMe welfare of
others, Therefore the Lord of the Synagogue threatens through the
Prophet, “And I will make to cease from the cities of Judah and
from the streets of Ierusalem the voice of mirth and the voice of

p »/f' ,‘_(1’1/
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gladness, the voice of the bridegroom and the voice of the bride”
[Jer. 7:34].

This is what the text we are now considering says: “Let this
mind be in you, which was also in Christ Jesus” [Phil. 2:5]. This
means you should be as inclined and disposed toward one another
as you see Christ was disposed toward you. How? Thus, surely, that

“though he was in the form of God, [he] did ot count equality —

with God a thing to be grasped, but emptied himself, taking the
form of a servant” [Phil. 2:6-7]. The term “form of God” here does
not mean the “essence of God™ because Christ never emptied him-

ce of L0
self of this. Neither can the phrase “form of a servant” be said to

mean “human essence.” But the “form “of God” is wisdom, power,
nghteousness goodness—and freedom too; for Christ was a free,
powerful, wise man, subject to none of the vices or sins to which
all othier men are subject. He was pre-eminent in such attributes
as are particularly proper to the form of God. Yet he was not
haughty in that form; he did not please himself (Rom. 15:3); nor
did hedisdain and despise those who were enslaved and subjected
to various evils.

He was not like the Pharisee who said, “God, I thank thee that
I am not like other men” [Luke 18:11], for that man was delighted
that others were wretched; at any rate he was unwilling that they
shou_ld be like him. This is the type of robbery by which a man
usurps things for himself—rather, he keeps what he has and does
not clearly ascribe “to God the things that are God's, nor does he
serve others with them that he may become like other men. Men
of this kind wish to be like God, sufficient in themselves, pleasing
themselves, glorying in themselves, under obligation to no one, and
so on. Not thus, however, did CHFIst thitik; not of this stampjvas
his wisdom. He relinquished that form to God the Father and
emptied himself, unwilling to use his rank against us, unwilling to
be different from us. Moreover, for our sakes he became as one
of us and took the form of a servant, that is, he subjected himself
to all evils. And although hé was Iree, as the Apostle says of him-
self also [I Cor. 9:19], he made himself servant of all [Mark 9:35],
living as if all the evils which were ours were actually his own.

Accordingly he took upon himself our sin and our punishment,
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and although it was for us that he was conquering those things, he
acted as though he were conquering them for himself. Although as
far as his relationship to us was concerned, he had the power to

be our God and Lord, yet he did not will it so, but rather desired -

to become our servant, as it is written in Rom. 15 [:1, 3]: “We ..
ought . . . not to please ourselves . . . For Christ did not please
himself; but, as it is written, ‘The reproaches of those who re-
proached thee fell on me’” [Ps. 69:9]. The quotation from the
Psalmist has the same meaning as the citation from Paul.

It follows that this passage, which many have understood affirm-
atively, ought to be understood negatively as follows: That Christ
did not count himself equal to God means that he did not wish to
be equal to him as those do who presumptuously grasp for equality

' and say to God, “If thou wilt not give me thy glory (as St. Ber-

nard says), I shall seize it for myself.” The passage is not to be
understood affirmatively as follows: He did not think himself equal
to God, that is, the fact that he is equal to God, this he did not
consider robbery. For this interpretation is not based on a proper
understanding since it speaks of Christ the man. The Apostle means

that each individual Christian shall become the servant of another

P

righteousness, or power with which one can excel others and boast
in the “form of God,” so to speak, one should not keep all this
to himself, but surrender it to God and become altogether as if
he did not possess it [II Cor. 6:10], as one of those who lack it.

Paul’s meaning is that when each person has forgotten himself

and_emptied himself of God’s gifts, he should condtet—himself-as~

if-his neighbor’s_ weakness, sin, and foolishness were his very own.
He should not boast or get puffed up. Nor should he despise or
triumph over his neighbor as if he were his god or egval to God.
Since God’s prerogatives ought to be left to God alone, it becomes
robbery when a man in haughty foolhardiness ignores this fact. It is
in this way, th one_takes the form of a servant, and that
command of the Apostle in Gal. 5 [:13] is fulfilled: “Through love
be servants of one another.” Through the figure of the members of
the body Paul teaches in Rom. 12 [:4-5] and I Cor. 12 [:12-27]
how the strong, honorable, healthy members do not glory over those
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that are weak, less honorable, and sick as if they were their masters;
andd'éads but on the contrary they serve them the more, forgettmg
their own honor, health, and power. For thus no member of the
body serves itself; nor does it seek its own welfare but that of
the ‘ﬁtﬁef‘Mr, the sicker, the less honorable 2 mem-
ber is, the more the other members serve it “that there may be no
discord in the body, but that the me are
for one another,” to use Paul’s words [I Cor. 12:25]. From this it
is now evident how one must conduct himself with his neighbor in
each situation.

And if we do not freely desire to put off that form of God
and take on the form of a servant, let us be compelled to do so
against our will. In this regard consider the story in Luke 7 [:36-50],
where Simon the leper, pretending to be in the form of God and
perching on his own righteousness, was arrogantly judging and
despising Mary Magdalene, seeing in her the form of a servant.
But see how Christ immediately stripped him of that form of right-
eousness and then clothed him with the form of sin by saying:
“You gave me no kiss. . . . You did not anoint my head.” How great
were the sins that Simon did not see! Nor did he think himself
disfigured By such a loathsome form as he had. His good works
arenotat all femembered.
m@ﬁ’&fm form of God in which Simon was supercﬂi—§
ously pleasing himself; he does not recount that he was invited,
dmed and honored by him. Simon the leper is now nothing but a !
sthner. He who seemed to himself so righteous sits divested of the |
glory of the form of God, humiliated in the form of a servant, willy-

~

mlly On the other hand, Christ honors Mary with the form of "

God and elevates her above Simon, saying: “She has anointed my
feet and kissed them She has wet my feet with her tears and wiped
them with her hair.” How great were the merits which nelther she

the form of - serv1tude in her whom he has exalted with the form
of “sovereignty. Mary is nothing but righteous, elevated into the
gl(_)ry of the form of God, etc.

In like manner he will treat all of us whenever we, on the

¢
{ ground of our righteousness, wisdom, or power, are haughty or
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~angry with those who are unrighteous, foolish, or less powerful than _

we. For when we act thus—and this is the greatest perversion—

righteousness works against righteousness, wisdom against wisdom,

H
i

. power against power. For you are powerful, not that you may make |
 the weak weaker by oppréssion, but that you may make them power-

. fal by Taising them up and defending thent—You are wise, not in_ |
order to_laugh at the foolish aE@fMEﬁ‘e‘m““mor‘e"‘fooh'sh, R
but that you may undertake to teach them as you yoursetf would

s S
wishto be taught. You are righteous that you may vindicate and N

judge, and punish. For this Is Christs example for 1 ﬁE:—a?hHé”s‘a}{sE
“For God sent the Son into the world; Tiot to-eondemmthe world,
but that the world might be saved through him” (John 3:17). He
further says in Luke 9 [:55-56]: “You do not know what manner
of spirit you are of; for the Son of man came not to destroy men’s
lives but to save them.” v

But the carnal nature of man violently rebels, for it greatly
delights in punishment, in boasting of its own righteousness, and
in its neighbor’s shame and embarrassment at his unrighteousness.
Therefore it pleads its own case, and it rejoices that this is better
than its neighbor’s. But it opposes the case of its neighbor and
wants it to appear mean. This perversity is wholly evil, contrary
to love, which does not seek its own good, but that of another
[I Cor. 13:5; Phil. 2:4]. It ought to be distressed that the condi-
tion of its neighbor is not better than its own. It ought to wish
that its neighbor’s condition were better than its own, and if its
neighbor’s condition is the better, it ought to rejoice no less than
it rejoices when its own is the better. “For this is the law and
the prophets” [Matt. 7:12].

But you say, “Is it not permissible to chasten evil man? Is it
not proper to punish sin? Who is not obliged to defend righteous-
ness? To do otherwise would give occasion for lawlessness.”

I answer: A single solution to this problem cannot be given.
Therefore one must distinguish among men. For men can be classi-
fied either as public or private individuals.

The things which have been said do not pertain at all to public

pardon the unrighteous, not that you may only condemn, disparage,
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individuals, that is, to those who have been placed in a responsible
office by God. It is their necessary function to punish and judge
evil men, to vindicate and defend the oppressed, because it is not
they but God who does this. They are his servants in this very
matter, as the Apostle shows at some length in Rom. 13 [:4]:
“He does not bear the sword in vain, etc.” But this must be under-
stood as pertaining to the cases of other men, not to one’s own.
For no man acts in God’s place for the sake of himself and his own
things, but for the sake of others. If, however, a public official has
a case of his own, let him ask for someone other than himself to be
God’s representative, for in that case he is not a judge, but one
of the parties. But on these matters let others speak at other times,
for it is too broad a subject to cover now.

Private individuals with their own cases are of three kinds.
First, there are those who seek vengeance and judgment from the
representatives of God, and of these there is now a very great
number. Paul tolerates such people, but he does not approve of them
when he says in I Cor. 6 [:12], “All things are lawful for me,’ but
not all things are helpful.” Rather he says in the same chapter, “To
have lawsuits at all with one another is defeat for you” [I Cor. 6:7].
But yet to avoid a greater evil he tolerates this lesser one lest they
should vindicate themselves and one should use force on the other,
returning evil for evil, demanding their own advantages. Neverthe-
less such will not enter the kingdom of heaven unless they have
changed for the better by forsaking things that are merely lawful
and pursuing those that are helpful. For that passion for one’s own
advantage must be destroyed.

In the second class are those who do not desire vengeance,
On the other hand, in accordance with the Gospel [Matt. 5:40], to
those who would take their coats, they are prepared to give their
cloaks as well, and they do not resist any evil. These are sons of
God, brothers of Christ, heirs of future blessings. In Scripture there-
fore they are called “fatherless,” “widows,” “desolate”; because they
do not avenge themselves, God wishes to be called their “Father”
and “Judge” [Ps. 68:5]. Far from avenging themselves, if those in
authority should wish to seek revenge in their behalf, they either
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do not desire it or seek it, or they only permit it. Or, if they are
among the most advanced, they forbid and prevent it, prepared
rather to lose their other possessions also.

Suppose you say: “Such people are very rare, and who would -

be able to remain in this world were he to do this?” I answer: This
is not a discovery of today, that few are saved and that the gate
is narrow that leads to life and those who find it are few [Matt.
7:14]. But if none were doing this, how would the Scripture stand
which calls the poor, the orphans, and the widows “the people of
Christ? Therefore those in this second class grieve more over the
sin of their offenders than over the loss or offense to themselves.
And they do this that they may recall those offenders from their
sin rather than avenge the wrongs they themselves have suffered.
Therefore they put off the form of their own righteousness and put
on the form of those others, praying for their persecutors, blessing
those who curse, doing good to evil-doers, prepared to pay the
penalty and make satisfaction for their very enemies that they may
be saved [Matt. 5:44]. This is the gospel and the example of
Christ [Luke 23:34].

In the third class are those who in persuasion are like the
second type just mentioned, but are not like them in practice. They
are the ones who demand back their own property or seek punish-
ment to be meted out, not because they seek their own advantage,
but through the punishment and restoration of their own things
they seek the betterment of the one who has stolen or offended.
They discern that the offender cannot be improved without punish-
ment. These are called “zealots” and the Scriptures praise them. But
no one ought to attempt this unless he is mature and highly ex-
perienced in the second class just mentioned, lest he mistake wrath
for zeal and be convicted of doing from anger and impatience that
which he believes he is doing from love of justice. For anger is like
zeal, and impatience is like love of justice so that they cannot
be sufficiently distinguished except by the most spiritual. Christ
exhibited such zeal when he made a whip and cast out the sellers
and buyers from the temple, as related in John 2 [:14-17]. Paul
did likewise when he said, “Shall I come to you with a rod, or with
love in a spirit of gentleness?” [I Cor. 4:21]. FINIS
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12.
A MEDITATION ON
CHRIST’S PASSION

1. Some people meditate on Christ’s passion by venting their anger
on the Jews.! This singing and ranting about wretched Judas? sat-
isfies them, for they are in the habit of complaining about other peo-
ple, of condemning and reproaching their adversaries. That might
well be a meditation on the wickedness of Judas and the Jews, but
not on the sufferings of Christ.

2. Some point to the manifold benefits and fruits that grow
from contemplating Christ’s passion. There is a saying ascribed to
Albertus® about this, that it is more beneficial to ponder Christ’s
passion just once than to fast a whole year or to pray a psalm daily,
etc. These people follow this saying blindly and therefore do not
reap the fruit of Christ’s passion, for in so doing they are seeking
their own advantage. They carry pictures and booklets, letters and
crosses on their person. Some who travel afar do this in the belief
that they thus protect themselves against water and sword, fire, and
all sorts of perils.* Christ’s suffering is thus used to effect in them
a lack of suffering contrary to his being and nature. :

3. Some feel pity for Christ, lamenting and bewailing his inno-
cence. They are like the women who followed Christ from Jeru-

! Luther’s attitude toward the Jews finds frequent expression in his works. At
the beginning of his career his position was one of benevolent hope of con-
verting them to Christianity. This is reflected in this treatise, as well as in his
That Christ Was Born a Jew, 1523 (LW 45, 195-229). Over the years his posi-
tion changed, due largely to the adamant refusal of the Jews to accept his invi-
tation to acknowledge Christ. This is evidenced in his treatise of 1547, On the
Jews and Their Lies. WA 53, (412) 417-552.

2 Luther alludes to a medieval German hymn, O du armer Judas, was hast
du getan (“Ah, Thou Wretched Judas, What Is It You Have Done?”).
MA® 1, 520.

% Albert Magnus (1193-1280) was a scholastic theologian, often called “Doctor
universalis,” and a teacher of Thomas Aquinas.

* Luther here directs his criticism at those who carry holy pictures, prayer
books (cf. LW 43, 5-7), rosaries, etc., as amulets to ward of harm and
danger, as well as those who undertake pilgrimages.

— 165 —



1i1. The Righteousness of God in Christ

salem and were chided and told by Christ that it would be better
to weep for themselves and their children [Luke 23:27-28]. They
are the kind of people who go far afield in their meditation on the

passion, making much of Christ’s farewell from Bethany® and of-

the Virgin Mary’s anguish,® but never progressing beyond that,
which is why so many hours are devoted to the contemplation of
Christ’s passion. Only God knows whether that is invented for the
purpose of sleeping or of waking.”

Also to this group belong those who have learned what rich
fruits the holy mass offers. In their simplemindedness they think it
enough simply to hear mass. In support of this several teachers are
cited to us who hold that the mass is opere operati, non opere
operantis,® that it is effective in itself without our merit and worthi-
ness, and that this is all that is needed. Yet the mass was not insti-
tuted for its own worthiness, but to make us worthy and to remind
us of the passion of Christ. Where that is not done, we make of the
mass a physical and unfruitful act, though even this is of some good.
Of what help is it to you that God is God, if he is not God to you?®
Of what benefit is it to you that food and drink are good and whole-
some in themselves if they are not healthful for you? Ard it is to
be feared that many masses will not improve matters as long as we
do not seek the right fruit in them.

4. They contemplate Christ’s passion aright who view it with
a terror-stricken heart and a despairing conscience. This terror must
be felt as you witness the stern wrath and the unchanging earnest-
ness with which God looks upon sin and sinners, so much so that he
was unwilling to release sinners even for his only and dearest Son

5 John 12:1-8. The veneration of Martha was widespread in medieval Germany.
See Stephen Beissel, Geschichte der Verehrung Marthas in Deutschland
wihrend des Mittelalters ( Freiburg, 1909).

¢ John 19:25-27.

7Tt was not unusual for such contemplations to last four or five hours. Often
they were much longer, and the pious frequently fell asleep. On these devo-
tional exercises, see Florenz Landmann, Das Predigtwesen in Westfalen in
der letzten Zeit des Mittelalters ( Miinster, 1900), p. 75.

8I.e., the mechanical performance of the mass makes it valid and effective,
not the inward intent or disposition of the one who celebrates the mass.

9 Ever more pronounced from this point on is Luther’s emphasis on the pro me,
pro nobis (“for me, for us”), reflecting the personal aspect of faith which
Luther himself experienced and now expressed in all his writings.
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without his payment of the severest penalty for them. Thus he says
in Isaiah 53 [:8], “I have chastised him for the transgressions of my
people.” If the dearest child is punished thus, what will be the fate
of sinners?!® It must be an inexpressible and unbearable earnestness
that forces such a great and infinite person to suffer and die to
appease it. And if you seriously consider that it is God’s very own
Son, the eternal wisdom of the Father, who suffers, you will be ter-
rified indeed. The more you think about it, the more intensely will
you be frightened.

5. You must get this thought through your head and not doubt
that you are the one who is torturing Christ thus, for your sins have
surely wrought this. In Acts 2 [:36-37] St. Peter frightened the Jews
like a peal of thunder when he said to all of them, “You crucified
him.” Consequently three thousand alarmed and terrified Jews
asked the apostles on that one day, “O dear brethren, what shall we
do now?” Therefore, when you see the nails piercing Christ's hands,
you can be certain that it is your work. When you behold his crown
of thorns, you may rest assured that these are your evil thoughts, etc.

6. For every nail that pierces Christ, more than one hundred
thousand should in justice pierce you, yes, they should prick you
forever and ever more painfully! When Christ is tortured by nails
penetrating his hands and feet, you should eternally suffer the pain
they inflict and the pain of even more cruel nails, which will in
truth be the lot of those who do not avail themselves of Christ’s
passion. This earnest mirror,** Christ, will not lie or trifle, and
whatever it points out will come to pass in full measure.

7. St. Bernard'? was so terrified by this that he declared, “I
regarded myself secure; I was not aware of the eternal sentence
that had been passed on me in heaven until I saw that God’s only
Son had compassion upon me and offered to bear this sentence for
me. Alas, if the situation is that serious, I should not make light of
it or feel secure.” We read that Christ commanded the women not
to weep for him but for themselves and their children [Luke 23:28].

16 Cf, Luke 23:31.

M Le., the one in and through whom we see our sin in its starkness.

12 §t, Bernard of Clairvaux (1090-1153), Cistercian monk, mystic, and founder
of tt}l),le abbey of Clairvaux, was held in high regard and frequently quoted by
Luther.
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And he adds the reason for this, saying, “For if they do this to
the green wood, what will happen when it is dry?” [Luke 23:31]
He says as it were: From my martyrdom you can learn what it is

that you really deserve and what your fate should be. Here the say- -

ing applies that the small dog is whipped to frighten the big dog.
Thus the prophet!? said that all the generations on earth will bewail
themselves over him; he does not say that they will bewail him,
but that they will bewail themselves because of him. In like manner
the people of whom we heard in Acts 2 [:36-37] were so frightened
that they said to the apostles, “O brethren, what shall we do?” This
is also the song of the church: “I will ponder this diligently and,
as a result, my soul will languish within me.” 4

8. We must give ourselves wholly to this matter, for the main
benefit of Christ’s passion is that man sees into his own true self
and that he be terrified and crushed by this. Unless we seek that
knowledge, we do not derive much benefit from Christ’s passion.
The real and true work of Christ’s passion is to make man con-
formable to Christ, so that man’s conscience is tormented by his
sins in like measure as Christ was pitiably tormented in body and
soul by our sins. This does not call for many words but for profound
reflection and a great awe of sins. Take this as an illustration: a
criminal is sentenced to death for the murder of the child of a
prince or a king. In the meantime you go your carefree way, sing-
ing and playing, until you are cruelly arrested and convicted of
having inspired the murderer. Now the whole world closes in upon
you, especially since your conscience also deserts you. You should
be terrified even more by the meditation on Christ’s passion. For
the evildoers, the Jews, whom God has judged and driven out, were
only the servants of your sin; you are actually the one who, as we
said, by his sin killed and crucified God’s Son.

9. He who is so hardhearted and callous as not to be terrified
by Christ’s passion and led to a knowledge of self, has reason to
fear. For it is inevitable, whether in this life or in hell, that you will

18 Cf. Jer. 4:31.

4 This hymn cannot be named with certainty, though it may well have been
Bernard of Clairvaux’s Salve Caput cruentatem, later paraphrased freely by
Paul Gerhard in his “O Sacred Head Now Wounded.”
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have to become conformable to Christ’s image and suffering.1® At
the very least, you will sink into this terror in the hour of death
and in purgatory’® and will tremble and quake and feel all that
Christ suffered on the cross. Since it is horrible to lie waiting on
your deathbed, you should pray God to soften your heart and let
you now ponder Christ’s passion with profit to you. Unless God
inspires our heart, it is impossible for us of ourselves to meditate
thoroughly on Christ’s passion. No meditation or any other doctrine
is granted to you that you might be boldly inspired by your own
will to accomplish this. You must first seek God’s grace and ask that
it be accomplished by his grace and not by your own power. That
is why the people we referred to above fail to view Christ’s passion
aright. They do not seek God’s help for this, but look to their own
ability to devise their own means of accomplishing this. They deal
with the matter in a completely human but also unfruitful way.

10. We say without hesitation that he who contemplates God’s
sufferings for a day, an hour, yes, only a quarter of an hour, does
better than to fast a whole year, pray a psalm daily, yes, better than
to hear a hundred masses. This meditation changes man’s being
and, almost like baptism, gives him a new birth. Here the passion
of Christ performs its natural and noble work, strangling the old
Adam and banishing all joy, delight, and confidence which man
could derive from other creatures, even as Christ was forsaken by
all, even by God.

11. Since this [strangling of the old Adam] does not rest with
us, it happens that we occasionally pray for it, and yet do not attain
it at once. Nevertheless we should neither despair nor desist. At
times this happens because we do not pray for it as God conceives
of it and wishes it, for it must be left free and unfettered. Then man
becomes sad in his conscience and grumbles to himself about the
evil in his life. It may well be that he does not know that Christ’s

~ passion, to which he gives no thought, is effecting this in him, even

as the others who do think of Christ’s passion still do not gain this
knowledge of self through it. For these the passion of Christ is
hidden and genuine, while for those it is only unreal and mislead-

;
/

1 Cf. I Cor. 15:49.
16 At this point in his career Luther did not question the doctrine of purgatory.
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ing. In that way God often reverses matters, so that those who do
not meditate on Christ’s passion do meditate on it, and those who
do not hear mass do hear it, and those who hear it do not hear it.

12. Until now we have sojourned in Passion Week and rightly -

celebrated Good Friday.'” Now we come to the resurrection of
Christ, to the day of Easter. After man has thus become aware of
his sin and is terrified in his heart, he must watch that sin does not
remain in his conscience, for this would lead to sheer despair. Just
as [our knowledge of] sin flowed from Christ and was acknowl-
edged by us, so we must pour this sin back on him and free our
conscience of it. Therefore beware, lest you do as those perverse
people who torture their hearts with their sins and strive to do the
impossible, namely, get rid of their sins by running from one good
work or penance to another, or by working their way out of this by
means of indulgences. Unfortunately such false confidence in pen-
ance and pilgrimages is widespread.'®

13. You cast your sins from yourself and onto Christ when you
firmly believe that his wounds and sufferings are your sins, to be
borne and paid for by him, as we read in Isaiah 53 [:6], “The Lord
has laid on him the iniquity of us all.” St. Peter says, “in his body
has he borne our sins on the wood of the cross” [I Pet. 2:24]. St.
Paul says, “God has made him a sinner for us, so that through him
we would be made just” [II Cor. 5:21]. You must stake everything
on these and similar verses. The more your conscience torments you,
the more tenaciously must you cling to them. If you do not do that,
but presume to still your conscience with your contrition and pen-
ance, you will never obtain peace of mind, but will have to despair
in the end. If we allow sin to remain in our conscience and try to
deal with it there, or if we look at sin in our heart, it will be much
too strong for us and will live on forever. But if we behold it resting
on Christ and [see it] overcome by his resurrection, and then boldly
believe this, even it is dead and nullified. Sin cannot remain on
Christ, since it is swallowed up by his resurrection. Now you see
no wounds, no pain in him, and no sign of sin. Thus St. Paul de-

"See LW 35, xiv-xv.
1T uther was often critical of pilgrimages. See, for example, LW 35, 40 and

LW 44, 86-87.
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2]

clares that “Christ died for our sin and rose for our justification’
[Rom. 4:25]. That is to say, in his suffering Christ makes our sin
known and thus destroys it, but through his resurrection he justifies
us and delivers us from all sin, if we believe this.

14. If, as was said before, you cannot believe, you must entreat
God for faith. This too rests entirely in the hands of God. What we
said about suffering also applies here, namely, that sometimes faith
is granted openly, sometimes in secret.

However, you can spur yourself on to believe. First of all, you
must no longer contemplate the suffering of Christ (for this has
already done its work and terrified you), but pass beyond that and
see his friendly heart and how this heart beats with such love for
you that it impels him to bear with pain your conscience and your
sin. Then your heart will be filled with love for him, and the con-
fidence of your faith will be strengthened. Now continue and rise
beyond Christ’s heart to God’s heart and you will see that Christ
would not have shown this love for you if God in his eternal love
had not wanted this, for Christ’s love for you is due to his obedi-
ence to God. Thus you will find the divine and kind paternal heart,
and, as Christ says, you will be drawn to the Father through him.
Then you will understand the words of Christ, “For God so loved
the world that he gave his only Son, etc.” [John 3:16]. We know
God aright when we grasp him not in his might or wisdom (for
then he proves terrifying), but in his kindness and love. Then faith
and confidence are able to exist, and then man is truly born anew
in God.

15. After your heart has thus become firm in-Christ, and love,
not fear of pain, has made you a foe of sin, then Christ’s passion
must from that day on become a pattern for your entire life. Hence-
forth you will have to see his passion differently. Until now we
regarded it as a sacrament which is active in us while we are
passive, but now we find that we too must be active, namely, in the
following. If pain or sickness afflicts you, consider how paltry
this is in comparison with the thorny crown and the nails of Christ.
If you are obliged to do or to refrain from doing things against your
wishes, ponder how Christ was bound and captured and led hither
and yon. If you are beset by pride, see how your Lord was mocked
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and ridiculed along with criminals. If unchastity and lust assail
you, remember how ruthlessly Christ’s tender flesh was scourged,
pierced, and beaten. If hatred, envy, and vindictiveness beset you,
recall that Christ, who indeed had more reason to avenge himself,
interceded with tears and cries for you and for all his enemies. If
sadness or any adversity, physical or spiritual, distresses you,
strengthen your heart and say, “Well, why should I not be willing
to bear a little grief, when agonies and fears caused my Lord to
sweat blood in the Garden of Gethsemane? He who lies abed while
his master struggles in the throes of death is indeed a slothful and
disgraceful servant.”

So then, this is how we can draw strength and encouragement
from Christ against every vice and failing. That is a proper con-
templation of Christ’s passion, and such are its fruits. And he who
exercises himself in that way does better than to listen to every story
of Christ’s passion or to read all the masses. This is not to say that
masses are of no value, but they do not help us in such meditation
and exercise.

Those who thus make Christ’s life and name a part of their own
lives are true Christians. St. Paul says, “Those who belong to Christ
have crucified their flesh with all its desires” [Gal. 5:24]. Christ’s
passion must be met not with words or forms, but with life and
truth. Thus St. Paul exhorts us, “Consider him who endured such
hostility from evil people against himself, so that you may be
strengthened and not be weary at heart” [Heb. 12:3]. And St. Peter,
“Since therefore Christ suffered in the flesh, strengthen and arm
yourselves by meditating on this” [I Pet. 4:1]. However, such medi-
tation has become rare, although the letters of St. Paul and St.
Peter abound with it. We have transformed the essence into
semblance and painted our meditations on Christ’s passion on walls
and made them into letters.1®

® Text T, printed at Wittenberg in 1520, adds a final line: Soli deo gloria.
WA 2, 142,
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13.
THE BONDAGE OF THE WILL

To the Venerable Master Erasmus of Rotterdam, Martin Luther
sends grace and peace in Christ.

[INTRODUCTION]

[ Luther Explains His Delay in Replying and Admits
Erasmus’ Superior Talent]*

That I have taken so long to reply to your Diatribe Concerning Free
Choice,? venerable Erasmus, has been contrary to everyone’s expec-
tation and to my own custom; for hitherto I have seemed not only
willing to accept, but eager to seek out, opportunities of this kind
for writing. There will perhaps be some surprise at this new and
unwonted forbearance—or fear!—in Luther, who has not been roused
even by all the speeches and letters his adversaries have flung about,
congratulating Erasmus on his victory and chanting in triumph, “Ho,
ho! Has that Maccabee, that most obstinate Assertor,? at last met his
match, and dares not open his mouth against him?” Yet not only do
I not blame them, but of myself I yield you a palm such as I have
never yielded to anyone before; for I W
far superior to me in powers of eloquence and native genius (which
we all must admit, all the more as I am an uncultivated fellow who
has always moved in uncultivated circles),* but that you have quite

e e e S e oA St

1WA 18, 600-602.

2 Erasmus’ De lLibero arbitrio was published in September, 1524, Luther’s De
servo arbitrio not until December, 1525. For the meaning of Diatribe and the
translation of arbitrium see pp. xi f. and 8.

*The Maccabees were the intrepid leaders of the Jewish revolt against the
tyranny of Antiochus Epiphanes (ca. 166 B.C.). “Assertor” refers to Luther’s
Assertion of all the Articles Condemned by the Latest Bull of Leo X (1521).
“Literally: “a barbarian who has always lived among barbarians.” Possibly an
ironic allusion to Erasmus’ Book Against the Barbarians (Anti-barorum liber),
first published in 1520. For Erasmus the “barbarians” were those who opposed
bonae literae or “good letters.”
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Ive ¢ thus with Paul [II Cor. I1:6] to claim knowledge for my-,
- self that I confidén : ant you eloquence
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damped my spirit and eagerness, and left me exhausted before I
couldstrike a blow. T
There are two reasons for this: first, your cleverness in treating

the subject with such remarkable and consistent moderation as to
€10 be an i 5 the

“makKe 1t 1mpossiblé

#Tack or chance or fate by which you say nothing on this important

subject that has not beemrsai ss,
and attribute so much more to free choice than the Sophists® have
hitherto done (@ P i which 1 shall have more to say later) that

it really seemed superfluous to answer the arguments you use. They
have been refuted already so often by me,® and beaten down and
completely pulverized in Philip Melanchthon’s Commonplaces"™an
unanswerable little book which in my judgment deserves not only to
he_immortalized but even canonized. Compared with it, your book

struck me as so cheap and paltry that I felt profoundly sorry for
you, defiling as you were your very elegant and ingenious style with
such trash, and quife disgusted at the utterly unworthy matter that
was being conveyed in such rich ornaments of eloquence, like refuse
or grdurebeirg cariied in gold and silver vases.
You seem to have felt this yourself, from the reluctance with
which you undertook this piece of writing. No doubt your con-
" science warned you that, no matter what powers of eloquence you
brought to the task, you would be unable so to gloss it over as to

-' prevent me from stripping away the seductive charm of your words

and discovering the dregs beneath, since although I am unskilled in
sp_éech I am not unskilled T wledge, by the grace of God. For

e

5 A contemptuous term, used also by Erasmus, to denote the Scholastic theo-
logians.

S$E.g., in the Lectures on Romans (1516; WA 56, 155-528; LCC 15, 3-419),
the Quaestio de viribus et voluntate hominis (1516; WA 1, 145 ff.), the Dispu-
tation Against Scholastic Theology (1517; WA 1, 224ff; LW 31, 9ff.), the
Heidelberg Disputation, esp. Theses 13-15 (1518; WA 1, 354; LW 31, 40),
the Lectures on the Psalms (1519-1521; WA 5, 172 ff.; 622 ff.), the Assertio
(1521; WA 7, 142 f£.), and Defence and Explanation of All the Articles (Grund
und Ursach) (1521; WA 7, 446 ff.; LW 32, 3 ff.).

7The Loci communes rerum theologicarum, first edition 1521.
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and native genius such as I willingly and very properly disclaim for
myself. 7
‘What I thought, then, was this. If there are those who have
imbibed so little of our teaching or taken so insecure a hold of it,
strongly supported by Scripture though it is, that they can be moved
by these trivial and worthless though highly decorative arguments
sof Erasmus, then they do not deserve that I should come to their

\ rescue with an answer. Nothing could be said or written that would

be sufficient for such people, even though it were by recourse to
thousands of books a thousand times over, and you might just as

 well plow the seashore and sow seed in the sand or try to fill a cask
' full of holes with water. Those who have imbibed the Spirit who

holds sway in our books have had a sufficient service from us al-
ready, and they can easily dispose of your performances; but as for
those who read without the Spirit, it is no wonder if they are shaken
like a reed by every wind.® Why, God himself could not say enough
for such people, even if all his creatures were turned into tongues.?
Hence I might well have decided to leave them alone, upset as they
were by your book, along with those who are delighted with it and
declare you the victor.

It was, then, neither pressure of work, nor the difficulty of the

/"t;aéxk, nor_your great eloquence, nor any fear of you, but sheer dis-

%ﬁE anger, and contempt, or—to put it plainly—my considered
judgment on your Diatribe that damped my eagerness to answer
you. I need hardly mention here the good care you take, as you

always do, to be everywhere evasive and equivocal; you fancy
yoursell Steering mmoTe cautiotsly than Ulysses between Scylla and
C.@"E&dis as you seek to assert nothing while appearing ta-assert
something. HoW, T ask you, is it possible to have any discussion or
reach any understanding with such people, unless one is clever
enough to catch Protéus’™ What I can do 1 this matter, and what
you have gained by it, I will show you later, with Christ’s help.

" There have, then, to be special reasons for my answering you

8 Cf. Matt. 11.7.

9 Cf. Luke 19:40. AN

10 A figure of Greek mythology, supposed to have the power of changing him-
self into different shapes so as to avoid capture. Cf. Ovid Metamorphoses viii.
730 f.; Erasmus, Adagia XLIII.
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11I. The Righteousness of God in Christ

at this point. Faithful brethren in Christ are urging me to do so,
and point out that everyone expects it, since the authority of Eras-
mus is not to be despised, and the truth of Christian doctrine is
being imperiled in the hearts of many. Moreover, it has at length
come home to me that my silence has not been entirely honorable,
and that I have been deluded by my mundane prudence'’—or
knavery—into insufficient awareness of my duty, whereby I am
under obligation both to the wise and to the foolish [Rom. 1:14],
especially when I am called to it by the entreaties of so many
brethren. For although the subject before us demands more than an
external teacher, and besides him who plants and him who waters
outwardly [I Cor. 3:7], it requires also the Spirit of God to give the
growth and to be a living teacher of living things inwardly (a
thought that has been much in my mind), yet since the Spirit is free,
and blows not where we will but where he wills [John 3:8], we
ought to have observed that rule of Paul, “Be urgent in season and
out of season” [II Tim. 4:2], for we do not know at what hour the
Lord is coming [Matt. 24:42]. There may be, I grant, some who
have not yet sensed the Spirit who informs my writings, and who
have been bowled over by that Diatribe of yours; perhaps their
hour has not yet come. /
s _And who knows but that God' may even deign to visit you,
?excellent Erasmus, through such a wretched and frail little vessel of
/ his as myself, so that in a happy hour—and for this T earnestly
| beseech the Fatheérof mercies through Christ our LE?I—TH?W come

}Wﬂx%w«’*e» gl Pt
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have been more strongly confirmed. But both of these things are
glfts of the Spirit, not our Mvement Therefore, we must
pray to God that he may open my mouth and your heart, eglilwthe
hearts of all mesi; and that he may himself be present in our midst
as the master who informs both our speaking and hearing.

But from you, my dear Erasmus, let me obtain this request, that
]ust as T bear with yourignorance in these matters, so you in turn
will bear with m(lack of eloqu/e God does not give all his gifts
to one man, and we cannot all do all things™;!® or, as Paul says:

121\658\ are varieties of gifts, but the same Spirit” [I Cor. 12:4]. It
remains, therefore, for us to render mutual service with our gifts, so
that each with his own gift bears the burden and need of the other.

Thus we shall fulfill the law of Christ [Gal. 6:2].

[PART VI. A DISPLAY OF THE FORCES ON LUTHERS SIDE]&» f%@

p . P . D ey
7 & P aad P jﬂ' (,

We have come to the last part of this book, in Wthh as we prom-
DA ko
1sed we must produce_our forces against free choice. But we shall

not produce all of them; Jor who could do that in one small book,
w

// to you by means of this book, and win'? a very dear brother. For

1>< alt h:llgh%m:dlink and write wrongly about free choice, yet I owe

y you no small thanks, for you have made me far more sure of my own
1 position by letting me see the case for free choice put forward with

all the energy of so distinguished and powerful a mind, but with no
WQMQMM
evidence that free choice is a pure fiction; for, like the woman in
the Cogp_l [Mark 5:25 £.], the more it is treated by the doctors, the /

tworse it gets. I shall therefore abundantly pay my debt of thanks to
you if through me you become better mformea as I throughyou

11 therally the rudence or knavery of my ﬂesh

12 “Lucrifaciam” Cf Matt. 8:15; I Cor. 9:19 . 18 “Non omnia possumus omnes,” Virgil Eclogue viii. 63.
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when the whole of Scripture, every jot and tittle of it, is on our side?
or is it necessary; on the one hand, because free choice is already

.vanquished and prostrate by a twofold conquest—once where we

; Mevery’rhing Diatribe thought to be in its favor is actually
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against it, and again where we show that the arguments she sought
T T . )

to refute still stand invincible. On the other hand, even if free choice
were not already vanquished, no more than a couple of missiles
wodld—be Tequi : —and - that would be enough. For
what need is there, when an enemy has been killed by any one shot,
“fo riddle hisdead-body with a lot more? Now, therefore, we shall be

as brief as the subject-wiltallow. And out of our numerous armies
we will bring forwazdtwg high commandeérs with a few of their

Dattalions, namely{ Pau aW&t.
N

[St. Paul: Universal Sinfulness Nullifies Free Choice]

_ This is how Paul, writing to the Romans, enters into an argument
against free choice and for the grace of God: “The wrath of God is
fevealed from heaven against all ungodliness and wickedness of
men who in wickedness hold back the truth of God” [Rom. 1:18].
Do you hear in this the general verdict on all men, that they are
under the wrath of God? What else does this mean but that they are
ﬁm “punishment? He gives as the reason for the

:v;r:agthwmy do nothing but what deserves wrath and

punishment, because &e%;ll‘ungodly and wicked, and in wick-
“edness hold back the truth, Where niow is the power of Tree choice

_to attempt anything good? Paul represents it as deserving the wrath
of _God, and pronounces™T odty and wickedAnd that which
deserves wrath and is ungodly, strives and prevails against grace,

not for grace.
There will be smiles here at sleepy old Luther, who has not

looked carefully enough at Paul; and someone will say that Paul is
not there speaking about all men, nor about all their doings, but
OMM%_WE?VM& as is expresgl stated, those
who in wickedness ho ack the truth, so that it does not follow

that all men are like that. To this I reply that for Paul it makes no

1WA 18, T57-763.

e /'\\
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difference whether you say “agdinst all ungodliness of men” or
“against the ungodlness of all men ; for—Paul almost evervwhere
us}zs ‘Hebraisms, so that the meaning is: “All men are ungodly and
wicked, and in their wickedness they suppress the truth, hence they
are all déserving of wrath.” Furthermore, in the Greek there is no

“felative, “of men who,” but an article, like this: “The wrath of God

iggré;‘(;iled“‘against all ungodlihess and wickedness of men the sup-

p?essors of the truth in wickedness”; so that the clause translated
“Who in wickedness hold back the truth” is, as it were, adjectival. to
“all men,” just as the relative clause is adjectival in “our Father who
art in heaven,” for which an alternative rendering would be “our
heavenly Father” or “our Father in heaven.” The objection, on the
other hand, is designed to separate out those who believe and are
godly.?

But all this would be mere empty talk were it not so compel-
lingly confirmed by the drift of Paul’s argument itself. For shortly
before, he has said: “The gospel is the power of God for salvation to
everyone who has faith, to the Jew first and also to the Greek”
[Rom. 1:16]. Here are no obscure or ambiguous words; “to Jews
and Greeks” means that to all men the gospel of the power of God.
is necessdry in order that they mmay trave farthand b saved from
the wrath that is revealed. 1 ask vou, when he declares that the

Jews, rich as they are in righteousness, the law of God, and the
power of free choice, are without distinction destitute and in need
of_the power of God to save them from the wrath that is revealed,
and when he makes this power necessary for them, does he not
deem them to be under wrath? What mén will you pick out, then,
as not liable to the wrathi of God when you are obliged to believe
t@he finest men in the world, the Jews and the Greeks, were in
thatvt condition? Again, what exceptions will you make among the
Jews and Greeks themselves when Paul' without any distinction puts
— IR —

2 Literally: “For it is said (or: It is said, to be sure), for the differentiation
of . . .” Precisely what the “it” refers to here is obscure. The rendering in the
text refers it to the statement of the smiling objector at the beginning of the
paragraph, since this seems to make the best sense; but it could be referred to
the adjectival clause in the preceding sentence. What is quite clear is Luther’s
conviction that all men without exception are ungodly by nature, and “those
who believe and are godly” are so only by grace.
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them all into one category and brings them all under the same judg-
ment? Must we suppose that among these two most distinguished
peoples there were not any who aspired to virtue? Did none of them

strive with all the might of their free choice? But Paul pays no at--

tention to this; he puts them all under wrath, declares them all un-
godly and wicked. And must we not believe that in similar terms the
rest of the apostles, each in his own sphere, consigned all the other
nations also to this wrath?

This passage-of Paul’s, therefore, stands unyielding in its insis-
tence that free choice, or the most excellent thing in mien*even the
_most excellent men, who were possessed of the law, righteousness,
wisdom, &nd altthe ViFtues—is. ungodly, wicked; and deserving of
the Wraﬂl of God. ONHWQ—P”TS whole argument is valueless;
but if it is ‘not, then the division he makes leaves no one on neutral
ground, when he assigns salvation to those who believe the gospel,
and wrath to all the rest, or takes believers as righteous and unbe-
lievers as ungodly, wicked, and subject to wrath. For what he means
is this The righteousness of God is revealed in the gospel as being

either. wknew,,;l,t aIreadX or Eossessed the seeds of it. But seeing that
God is not foolish, and yet he reveals fo them the righteousness of
salvation, it is s evident thm in thewInghest type of
men, neither possesses nor is capable of anything, and does not even
know what is righteous in the sight of God—unless perhaps the
righteousness of God is not revealed to the highest type, but only to
the lowest, despite Paul's boasting that he is under obligation both
to Jews and Greeks, wise and foolish, barbarians and Greeks [Rom.
1:14].

Therefore, Paul in this passage lumps all men together in a sin-
gle mass, and concludes that, so far from being able to will or do
anything good, they are all ungodly, wicked, and ignorant of righ-
teousness and faith. And this conclusion indisputably follows from
the fact that God reveals to them, as ignorant and sitting in dark-

which in their ignorance they can neither extricate themselves nor //
even try to. For how can you try, if you do not know what there is
t about, or how, why, and wherefore to try?

%WEMWEce agree. For show
me any one of the whole race of mortals, even if he is the holiest
and most righteous of them all, to whom it has ever occurred that
the way to righteousness and salvation is the way of faith in One
who is both God and man, who for the sins of men both died and
rose again and is seated at the right hand of the Father; or show me
any who has even dreamed of this wrath of God which Paul here
says is revealed from heaven. Look at the greatest philosophers;
what have been their thoughts about God, and what have they left
in their writings about the wrath to come? Look at the Jews, con-
stantly instructed by so many signs, so many prophets; what do they
think of this way? Not only have they not accepted it, but they so
hate it that no nation under heaven has more fiercely persecuted
Christ, down to the present day. But who would venture to say that
among so great a people there was not one who cultivated his free
choice and endeavored all he could by its power? How is it, then,
that they all endeavor in the opposite direction, and that the most

i excellent thing in the most excellent men has not only not followed
i this method of righteousness, and has not only been ignorant of it,

but since it has been published and Tevealed, has actually Tejegted
it with the greatest hatred and sought to destroy it? So much so that
Paul in I Corinthians 1[:23] says that this way is a stumbling block
{to Jews and folly to Gentiles.

Now, whereas he names Jews and Gentiles without distinction,
and it is certain that the Jews and the Gentiles were the principal
peoples under heaven, it 1s at the same time. certam that free cho1ce y

s*alvatlon since there must have been af least a few among the ]ews

" "and Gentiles who toiled and strove to the utmost of the power of
- free choice, yet just by doing so they did nothing but wage war
. against grace. Now go and say that free choice inclines toward the
- good, when goodness and righteousness themselves are a stumbling

ness, the righteousness of salvation; for this means that in them- i
selves they are ignorant, and being ignorant of the righteousness of \ & block and foolishness to it! And you cannot say that it applies to
jz | some but not to all, for Paul speaks of all without distinction when

salvation, they are certainly under wrath and damnmation, from | .
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he says “to Gentiles folly and to Jews a stumbling block” and ex-
cepts none but believers. “To us,” he says, meaning those who are
“called” and “saints” [I Cor. 1:2], it is “the power and wisdom of

God” [I Cor. 1:18]. He does not say “to some Gentiles and some

Jews,” but simply “to Gentiles and Jews” who are not of “us”; and
thus he separates believers from unbelievers by a clear line of divi-
sion, leaving no one in between. But we are discussing the Gentiles
as they act apart from grace, and it is these to whom Paul says the
righteousness of God is a folly that they abhor. So much for the
laudable endeavor of free choice toward the good!

Consider, moreover, whether Paul himself is not citing the most
outstanding among the Greeks when he says it was the wiser among
them who became fools and whose minds were darkened, or who
became futile in their reasonings, that is, in their subtle disputations
[Rom. 1:21f.]. Tell me, does he not here touch the sublimest
achievement of -Greek humanity—their reasonings? For this means
their best and loftiest ideas-and -opinions,which-they. regarded. as
solid wisdom. But this wisdom, which he elsewhere calls foolish
[I Cor. 1:21], he here calls futile, as having succeeded by its many

e D e ’
endeavors only in becoming worse, so that at length with darkened
minds they worshiped idols and perpetrated the consequent enor-
mities which he records. If, therefore, the noblest effort and achieve-
ment of the noblest Of_}l’_l_g“ Gentiles is ev11 and ungodly, what must
‘we think of the" rest, the common “herd or the Tower ordérs {56 to
‘say) of the Gentiles? For even n here among the noblest e makes no
d1st1nct10n But condemns ‘their devo’aon to wisdom with6uit ™ any

_respect of persons And when the achievement or the" attempt at it
is itself condemned “then all who devote themselves to it are con-
i demned, even though they exercise the utmost power of free choice
| in doing so. Their very best endeavor itself, I say, is asserted to be
vicious, so how much more those who engage in it?
. In a similar way, he goes on to reject without any distinction
the Jews who are literally but not spiritually Jews [Rom. 2:29]:
“You,” he says, “with the letter and circumcision dishonor God”
[v. 27]. Also: “For he is not a Jew who is one outwardly, but he is
a Jew who is one inwardly” [vv. 28 f.]. What could be plainer than
this division? The outward Jew is a transgressor of the law! Yet how
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many Jews do you think there were, who though not having faith
were most wise, religious, and virtuous men, and men who strove
with might and main to attain to righteousness and truth? Why, he
frequently bears them testimony, that they have a zeal for God
[Rom. 10:2], that they pursue the righteousness of the law [Rom.
9:31], that they earnestly seek night and day to attain to salvation
[Acts 26:7], that they live blamelessly [cf. Phil. 3:6]. Even so they

are transgressors of the law. because they are not Jews spiritually,

and they stubbornly resist the righteousness of faith. What then
remains but that free ce choice iy'worst Wh when it is best, ind the more
it endeavors the worse it becomes and behaves? The words.are
plam —the division is certain, there is nothing to contradictit.

“But let us hear Paul himself as his own interpreter! In the third
chapter, in a sort of peroration, he says: “What then? Are we better
off than they? Not at all. For we have argued that Jews and Greeks
are all under sin” [Rom. 3:9]. Where is free choice now? All he
says, all Jews and Greeks are under sin. Are there any “tropes” or
“knots” here? What is the whole world’s interpreting worth in face
of this clear as possible statement? When he says “all” he excepts
none, and when he declares that they are under sin, or in other
words, are slaves of sin, he leaves nothing of good in them. But
where has he stated this case, that Jews and Gentiles are all under
sin? Nowhere but the place we have shown, where he says: “The
wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and
wickedness of men” [Rom. 1:18]. And he goes on to prove this from
experience, pointing out that in God’s displeasure they have been
given up to so many vices, as though these fruits of their own un-
godliness convict them of willing and doing nothing but evil.

Then he judges the Jews separately, when he says that the Jew
according to the letter® is a transgressor, and proves this similarly
by fruits and experience, saying: “You preach against stealing, yet
you steal; you abhor idols, yet you commit sacrilege” [Rom. 2:21 f.};.
and he excepts none at all but those who are Jews according to the
Spirit [cf. Rom. 9:6 ff.;; Gal. 4:22 f£.]. Nor can you get away from
this by saying that although they are under sin, yet what is best in

3 Le., one who has the outward marks but not the inward spirit of his religion.
Cf. Rom. 2: 28 f.; II Cor. 3.
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them, such as their reason and will, has a bias toward the good. For
if a good tendency remains, it is false when he says that they are
under sin. For when he names Jews and Gentiles, he includes every-
thing there is in Gentiles and Jews, unless you are going to turn
Paul upside down and insist that he wrote: “The flesh of all Jews
and Gentiles, that is to say, their lower passions, are under sin.” But
the wrath that is revealed from heaven against them is going to
damn their whole being, unless they are justified through the Spirit;
and that would not be the case if they were not with their whole
being under sin.

However, let us see how Paul proves his point from Holy Writ,
and whether “the words have more polemic force in Paul than in
their own context.”™ “As it is written,” he says, “ ‘None is righteous,
no, not one, no one understands, no one seeks for God. All have
turned aside, together they have become worthless’; no one does
good, not even one,” and so forth [Rom. 3:10 ff.]. Here give me a
“suitable interpretation” if you can! Invent tropes, allege that the
words are obscure and ambiguous, and defend free choice against
these damning sentences if you dare! Then I, too, will willingly
yield and recant, and will myself be a confessor and assertor of free
choice. It is certain that these things are said of all men, for the
prophet represents God as looking down on all men and passing this
judgment on them. For so it says in Psalm 13[14:2f.]: “The Lord
looks down from heaven upon the children of men, to see if there
are any that understand or that seek after God; but they have all
gone astray,” etc. And lest the Jews should think that this did not
apply to them, Paul forestalls them with the assertion that it applies
above all to them: “We know,” he says, “that whatever the law says,
it speaks to those who are under the law” [Rom. 3:19]. He meant
just the same where he said: “To the Jew first, and also to the Greek”
[Rom. 2:9£.]. You hear, therefore, that all the children of men, all
who are under the law, Gentiles and Jews alike, come under this
judgment in the sight of God, that not even one of them is righteous,
understands, or seeks after God, but all have turned aside and be-
come worthless. Now, I imagine that among the children of men

‘See The Bondage of the Will, 1525. LW 33, 196, n. 46.
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and those who are under the law there are included also the best
and noblest of them, who by the power of free choice strive after
virtue and the good, concerning whom Diatribe loudly proclaims
that they have an awareness of the good and certain seeds of virtue
implanted in them—unless perhaps she maintains that they are chil-
dren of angels!

How, then, can they strive after the good, when they are totally
ignorant of God and neither seek after God nor pay any regard to
him? How can they have a power worth anything as a means to the
good when they have all turned aside from the good and are alto-
gether worthless? Are we ignorant of what it means to be ignorant
of God, not to understand, not to seek after God, not to fear God,
to turn aside and become worthless? Are not the words entirely
clear, and do not they teach us just this, that all men are devoid of
the knowledge of God and full of contempt for him, and they all
turn aside to evil and are worthless as regards the good? For it is
not a question here of ignorance about where to find food or of
contempt for money, but of ignorance and contempt for religion and
godliness. And such ignorance and contempt are beyond doubt not
in the flesh and the lower and grosser passions but in the highest
and most excellent powers of men, in which there ought to reign
righteousness, godliness, the knowledge of God and reverence for
God. In other words, they are in the reason and the will, and there-
fore in the power of free choice itself, or in the very seeds of virtue
and the most excellent thing there is in man.

Where are you now, friend Diatribe, with the promise you gave
earlier® that you would willingly agree that the most excellent thing
in man is flesh, i.e., ungodly, if this were proved from the Scriptures?
Agree now, then, when you hear that the most excellent thing in all
men is not only ungodly, but ignorant of God, contemptudiwlﬂéwof God,
fm:i‘:g{gi to evitand worthless as regardm g00d, Forwhat does it
mean to be wicked-burthatthe Will—which is one of the most ex-
cellent things—is wicked? What does it mean to be without under-
standing of God and the good but that reason—which is another of
the most excellent things—is ignorant of God and the good, or is

5 Diatribe, EAS 4, 126.
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blind to knowledge of godliness®? What does it mean to turn aside
and become worthless but that men have simply no ability in any
part of themselves, and least of all in their most excellent parts, to
turn to the good, but only to evil? What does it mean not to fear
God, but that in all their parts, and especially the higher ones, men
are despisers of God? But to be despisers of God is to be at the same
time despisers of all the things of God—his words, works, laws, pre-
cepts, and will, for example. What now can reason dictate that is
right when it is itself blind and ignorant?® What can the will choose
that is good when it is itself evil and worthless? Or rather, what
choice has the will when reason dictates to it only the darkness of
its own blind ignorance? With reason in error, then, and the will
misdirected, what can man do or attempt that is good?

But someone will perhaps venture the sophistry that although
the will goes astray and reason is ignorant in actual fact, yet it is
inherently possible for the will to make some attempt at the good
and for reason to know something of the right, since there are many
things we can do which we do not do; and after all, we are discuss-
ing here what is possible, not what actually happens. I reply that the
words of the prophet include both actuality and potentiality, and to
say that a man does not seek for God is the same as saying that he
cannot seek for God. You may gather this from the fact that if there
were a power or ability in man to will good, then since no inaction

Hen y_the motion of divine ommpotence as we
have shown above, it would be impossible for it to avoid being set
in motion and, at least in one instance if not more, displayed in
some employment. But this is not what happens, for God looks
down from heaven and does not see even one who seeks or attempts
to seek him; hence it follows that there is nowhere any power which
might attempt or wish to seek him, but instead they all turn aside.
Besides, if Paul were not understood as implying man’s impotence,
his argument would lose its point. For his whole concern here is to
make grace necessary for all men. But if they were able to initiate
anything of themselves, there would be no need of grace. As it is,
however, they are not able and therefore they do need grace.

So you see that free choice is completely abolished by this pas-
sage, and nothing good or virtuous is left in man, since he is flatly
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stated to be unrighteous, ignorant of God, a despiser of God, turned
aside from him, and worthless in the sight of God. The prophet’s
words are weighty enough, and not less in their own context than
in Paul’s quotation of them. It is no small matter to say that man is
ignorant of God and despises God, for these are the sources of all
crimes, the sink of all sins, nay, the hell of all evils. Could any evil
not be there where there is ignorance and contempt of God? In
short, the reign of Satan in men could not have been described in
fewer or more expressive terms than by his saying that they are
ignorant of God and despisers of God. That betokens unbelief, it

_ betokens disobedience, sacrilege, and blasphemy toward God; it
‘betokens cruelty and lack of mercy toward our neighbor; it betokens
~love of self in all the things of God and men. There you have a
_ picture of the glory and power of free choice!

However, Paul goes on to state explicitly that he is speaking of
all men, and especially of the best and noblest among them when
he says: “So that every mouth may be stopped, and the whole world
may be held accountable to God. For no human being will be justi-
fied in his sight by works of the law” [Rom. 3:19 £.]. Tell me, how
can every mouth be stopped if there still remains a power by which
we can do something? For we shall be able to say to God: “There
is not absolutely nothing here; there is something you cannot con-
demn, a measure of ability you yourself have given; this at least will
not be silenced, and will not be accountable to you.” For if the
power of free choice is sound and valid, it is not true that the whole
world is accountable and guilty before God; for that power is no
insignificant affair in an insignificant part of the world, but most
conspicuous and most common throughout the whole world, and its
mouth ought not to be stopped. Or else, if its mouth ought to be
stopped, it must be accountable to God and guilty, together with
the whole world. But by what right can it be said to be guilty unless
it is unrighteous and ungodly, or in other words, deserving of pun-
ishment and retribution? Show me, please, by what interpretation
this power of man can be absolved of the guilt with which the
whole world is charged before God, or by what device it can be
exempted from inclusion in the whole world.

These words of Paul: “All have turned aside, the whole world
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is guilty, there is none righteous,” are mighty rolls of thunder and
piercing lightning flashes, and in truth the very “hammer that breaks

" the rocks in pieces,” as Jeremiah calls it [Jer. 23:29], by which
everything that exists is shattered, not only in one man or some men

or some part of them, but in the whole world and all men without
a single exception, so that at these words the whole world ought to
tremble, fear, and take to flight. What stronger or graver terms

, could have been used than that the whole world is guilty, all the
. children of men are turned aside and worthless, no one fears God,

no one is not wicked, no one understands, no one seeks for God?
Nevertheless, such was and is the hardness and insensate obstinacy

. of our hearts that we have neither heard nor felt these thunderings

and lightnings, but have set up and extolled free choice and its

| powers in spite of them all, so that we have truly fulfilled the saying

“in Malachi 1[:4]: “They build, but I will tear down.”

[Free Choice May Do the Works of the Law
but Not Fulfill the Law]®

In similarly grave terms, this also is said: “No human being will be
justified in his sight by works of the law” [Rom. 3:20]. This is strong
language—“by works of the law”—just as is also “the whole world”
and “all the children of men.” For it should be observed that Paul
refrains from mentioning persons and speaks of pursuits, which
means that he involves all persons and whatever is most excellent
in them. For if he had said that the common people of the Jews, or
the Pharisees, or certain ungodly people are not justified, it might
have been thought that he had left out some who by the power of
free choice and the help of the law were not altogether worthless.
But when he condemns the works of the law themselves and makes
them impious in the sight of God, it is clear that he is condemning
all those whose strength lay in their zeal for the law and its works.

But it was only the best and noblest that were zealous for the
law and its works, and that only with the best and noblest parts of
themselves, namely, their reason and will. If, therefore, those who
exerted themselves in respect of the law and works with the utmost

8 WA 18, 763-769.
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zeal and endeavor both of reason and will—in other words, with the
whole power of free choice, and were assisted besides by the law
itself as with divine aid, finding in it instruction and stimulation—if
these, I say, are condemned for ungodliness and, instead of being
justified, are declared to be flesh in the sight of God, what is there
now left in the whole race of men that is not flesh and not ungodly?
For all are alike condemned who rely on works of the law.” For
whether they have exercised themselves in the law with the utmost
zeal or with only moderate zeal or with no zeal at all does not mat-
ter in the least. None of them could do anything but perform works
of law, and works of law do not justify; and if they do not justify,
they prove their doers ungodly and leave them in this condition; and
the ungodly are guilty and deserving of the wrath of God. These
things are so clear that no one can utter one syllable against them.
But they are in the habit of trying to get round Paul here, by
making out that what he calls works of the law are the ceremonial
works, which since the death of Christ are deadly. I reply that this
is the ignorant error of Jerome, which in spite of Augustine’s strenu-
ous resistance®—~God having withdrawn and let Satan prevail—has
spread out into the world and persisted to the present day.® It has
consequently become impossible to understand Paul, and the knowl-
edge of Christ has been inevitably obscured. Even if there had never
been any other error in the Church, this one alone was pestilent and
potent enough to make havoc of the gospel, and unless a special sort
of grace has intervened, Jerome has merited hell rather than heaven
for it—so little would I dare to canonize him or call him a saint. It
is, then, not true that Paul is speaking only about ceremonial laws;
otherwise, how can the argument be sustained by which he con-

" cludes that all men are wicked and in need of grace? For someone
-could say: Granted we are not justified by ceremonial works, yet a

: persqr_}._rmg‘ght be jti:stiﬁed by the moral mm‘fso

you have not proved by your syllogism that grace-is-necessary for

these. Besides, what is the use of a grace that liberates us only from

7 CE Gal. 3:10.

|
8 Letter 82, To Augustine, 2, 18 (MPL 33.283).
9 Luther had complained of this error in Erasmus as early as 1516, in a letter
written to the latter by Spalatin at his request.
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ceremonial works, which are the easiest of all, and which can at the
lowest be extorted from us by fear or self-love? It is, of course, also
untrue that ceremonial works are deadly and unlawful since the

death of Christ; Paul never said that, but he says they do not justify

and are of no advantage to a man in the sight of God as regards
setting him free from ungodliness. Once this is accepted, anyone
may do them without doing anything unlawful—just as eating and
drinking are works that do not justify or commend us to God [I
Cor. 8:8], yet a man does nothing unlawful when he eats and drinks.

They are also wrong in that the ceremonial works were as much
commanded and required in the old law as was the Decalogue, so
that the latter was neither more nor less important than the former.
And as Paul is speaking primarily to Jews, as he says in Romans
1[:16], no one need doubt that by works of the law he means all the
works of the entire law. For it would be meaningless to call them
works of the law if the law were abrogated and deadly, since an
abrogated law is no longer a law, as Paul very well knew. He is
therefore not speaking of an abrogated law when he speaks of the
works of the law, but of the law that is valid and authoritative.
Otherwise, how easy it would have been for him to say: “The law
itself is now abrogated!”—then we should have had a clear and
unambiguous declaration.

But let us appeal to Paul himself as his own best interpreter,
where he says in Galatians 3[:10]: “All who rely on works of the
law are under a curse; for it is written, ‘Cursed be everyone who
does not abide by all things written in the Book of the Law, and do
them.”” You see here, where Paul is making the same point in the
same words as in the epistle to the Romans, that every time he
mentions the works of the law he is speaking of all the laws written
in the Book of the Law. And what is more remarkable, he actually
quotes Moses, who curses those who do not abide by the law [Deut.
27:26], although he himself preaches that those are accursed who
rely on the works of the Jaw. He thus makes two contrary state-
ments, the one being negative, the other afirmative. He can do this,
however, because the fact is that in the sight of God those who are
most devoted to the works of the law are farthest from tulfilling the
law, because they lack the Spirit that is the true fulfiller of the law,
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and while they may attempt it by their own powers, they achieve
nothing. So both statements are true and both types are accursed—
. those who do not abide by the law, as Moses puts it, and those who
. rely on works of the law, as Paul puts it; for they each lack the

. Spirit, Vﬁthout’;}m/mtbf'morks of the law, no matter how much
they are ‘doneé,; do not justify, aSWROm. 3:20], and there-

| fore they do not abide in all the things that are written, as Moses
\‘Says [Deut. 27:26].

In short, Paul's division is confirmation enough of what we
teach, for he divides men as doers of the law into two classes, put-
ting those who work according to the Spirit in one, those who work
according to the flesh in the other, and leaving none in between.
For this is what he says: “No flesh will be justified by works of the
law” [Rom. 3:20]; and what else does this mean but that those of
whom he is speaking do the works of the law without the Spirit,
because they are “flesh,” or ungodly and ignorant of God, and that
these works are of no help to them at all? He draws the same dis-
tinction in Galatians 3[:2], where he says: “Did you receive the
Spirit by works of the law, or by hearing with faith?”; and again in
Romans 3[:21]: “But now the righteousness of God has been mani-
fested apart from law”; and again: “We hold that a man is justified
by faith apart from works of law” [Rom. 3:28].

From all this it is unmistakably plain that for Paul the Spirit is
opposed to works of law in just the same way as he is to all other
unspiritual things and to the whole gamut of powers and pretensions
of the flesh. It is thus clear that Paul takes the same view as Christ,
who in John 3[:6] says that everything not of the Spirit is of the
flesh, no matter how splendid, holy, and exalted it may be, even
including the very finest works of God’s law, no matter with what
powers they are performed. For there is need of the Spirit of Christ,
without whom all our works are nothing else than damnable. It can
be taken as settled, then, that by works of the law Paul means not
simply ceremonial works, but all the works of the law in its entirety.
With this it will also be settled that everything connected with the
works of the law is condemned if it is without the Spirit. And one
of the things without the Spirit is that very power of free choice—
for this is the matter at issue—which is held to be the most out-

|
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standing thing a man has. Now, nothing more excellent can be said
of a man than that he is engaged in works of the law; and Paul is
speaking not of those who are engaged in sins and impiety contrary

to the law but of these very ones who are engaged in works of the

law, that is to say, the best of men, who are devoted to the law, and
who, besides the power of free choice, have the help of the law
itself to instruct and inspire them. If, therefore, free choice, assisted
by the law and occupying all its powers with the law, is of no avail
and does not justify, but remains in the ungodliness of the flesh,
what may we suppose it is able to do by itself, without the law?

“Through the law,” he says, “comes knowledge of sin” [Rom.
3:20]. He shows here how much and how far the law helps. In
other words, he shows that free choice by itself is so blind that it
is not even aware of sin, but has need of the law to teach it. But
what effort to get rid of sin will anyone make who is ignorant of
sin? Obviously, he will regard what is sin as no sin, and what is no
sin as sin. Experience shows this plainly enough by the way in
which the world, in the persons of those whom it regards as the
best and most devoted to righteousness and godliness, hates and
persecutes the righteousness of God proclaimed by the gospel, call-
ing it heresy, error, and other abusive names, while advertising its
own works and ways, which in truth are sin and error, as righteous-
ness and wisdom. With this text, therefore, Paul stops the mouth of
free choice when he teaches that through the law sin is revealed to
it as to someone ignorant of his sin. That is how far he is from
conceding to it any power of striving after the good.

Here we have also the answer to that question which Diatribe
so often repeats throughout her book: “If we cannot do anything,
what is the point of so many laws, so many precepts, so many
threatenings and promises?” Paul here replies: “Through the law
comes knowledge of sin.” He replies to this question very differently
from the way man or free choice thinks. He denies that free choice
is proved by the law and cooperates with it to produce righteous-
ness; for what comes through the law is not righteousness but
knowledge of sin. It is the task, function, and effect of the law to be
a light to the ignorant and blind, but such a light as reveals sickness,
sin, evil, death, hell, the wrath of God, though it affords no help and
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brings no deliverance from these, but is content to have revealed
them. Then, when a man becomes aware of the disease of sin, he is
troubled, distressed, even in despair. The law is no help, much less
can he help himself. There is need of another light to reveal the
remedy. This is the voice of the gospel, revealing Christ as the de-
liverer from all these things. It is not reason or free choice that
reveals Christ; how should it when it is itself darkness and needs the
light of the law to reveal its disease, which by its own light it does
not see, but believes to be health?

So also in Galatians [3:19], dealing with the same question, he
says: “Why then the law?” He does not, however, reply as Diatribe
does, that it proves the existence of free choice, but he says: “It was
added because of transgressions, till the offspring should come to
whom the promise had been made.” It was because of transgres-
sions, Paul says; not meaning, however, that it was in order to put a
stop to them, as Jerome dreams,'® since Paul is arguing that a prom-
ise had been given to the future offspring that God would take away
and put a stop to sins by the gift of righteousness; but it was in
order to increase transgressions, as he says in Romans 5[:20]: “Law
came in to increase sin.” Not that sins were not committed or did
not abound without the law, but that they were not known to be
transgressions or sins of such grave consequence; on the contrary,
most of them and the greatest of them were regarded as righteous-
ness. Now, when sins are unrecognized, there is no room for a rem-
edy and no hope of a cure, because men will not submit to the touch
of a healer when they imagine themselves well and in no need of a
physician. Therefore, the law is necessary to make sin known so that
when its gravity and magnitude are recognized, man in his pride
who imagines himself well may be humbled and may sigh and gasp
for the grace that is offered in Christ.

Notice how simple the words are: “Through the law comes
knowledge of sin”; yet they alone are powerful enough to confound
and overthrow free choice. For if it is true that when left to itself it
does not know what sin and evil are—as he says both here and in
Romans 7[:7]: “I should not have known that covetousness is sin if

10 Commentary on the Epistle to the Galatians (Comment. in Ep. ad Gal.), 1I,
3 (MPL 26.368). —_
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the law had not said, ‘You shall not covet, "—how can it ever know
what righteousness and goodness are? And if it does not know what
righteousness is, how can it strive toward it? If we are unaware of
the sin in which we were born, in which we live, move, and have
our being, or rather, which lives, moves, and reigns in us, how should
we be aware of the righteousness that reigns outside of us in
heaven? These statements make complete and utter nonsense of that
wretched thing, free choice.

This being so, Paul speaks with full confidence and authority
when he declares: “But now the righteousness of God is manifested
apart from law, although the law and the prophets bear witness to
it; the righteousness of God, I say, through faith in Jesus Christ for
all and upon all who believe in him. For there is no distinction;
since all have sinned and fallen short of the glory of God, they are
justified by his grace as a gift, through the redemption which is in
Christ Jesus, whom God put forward as an expiation by his blood,”
etc. [Rom. 3:21-25]. Paul’s words here are absolute thunderbolts
against free choice.

First: “The righteousness of God is manifested apart from law.”
This distinguishes the righteousness of God from the righteousness
of the law; for the righteousness of faith comes from grace apart
from law. The phrase “apart from law” cannot mean anything else
but that Christian righteousness exists apart from the works of the
law, in the sense that works of law are utterly useless and ineffective
for obtaining it, as he says immediately below: “We hold that a man
is justified by faith apart from works of law” [Rom. 3:28], and as he
has said above: “No human being will be justified in his sight by
works of the law” [Rom. 3:20]. From all of which it is very clearly
evident that all the devoted endeavors of free choice are worth ab-
solutely nothing. For if the righteousness of God exists apart from
law and the works of law, must it not much more exist apart from
free choice? Especially as the highest aspiration of free choice is to
practice moral righteousness, or the works of the law, with the help
afforded by the law to its own blindness and ignorance. This expres-
sion “apart from” excludes morally good works; it excludes moral
righteousness; it excludes preparations for grace. In a word, imagine
whatever you may as being within the power of free choice, Paul
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will still persist in saying that the righteousness of God avails “apart
from” that kind of thing. And suppose I allow that free choice can
by its own endeavor achieve something—good works, let us say, or
the righteousness of the civil or moral law—yet it does not attain to
the righteousness of God, nor does God regard its efforts as in any
way qualifying it for his righteousness, since he says that his right-
eousness functions apart from the law. But if it does not attain to
the righteousness of God, what will it gain if by its own works and
endeavors (if this were possible) it achieves the very sanctity of
angels? The words are not, I think, obscure or ambiguous here, nor
is there room for any kind of tropes. For Paul clearly distinguishes
the two righteousnesses, attributing one to the law and the other to
grace, maintaining that the latter is given without the former and
apart from its works, while the former without the latter does not
justify or count for anything. I should like to see, therefore, how free
choice can stand up and defend itself against these things.

A second thunderbolt is his saying that the righteousness of
God is revealed and avails for all and upon all who believe in Christ,
and that there is no distinction [Rom. 3:21 f.]. Once more in the
plainest terms he divides the entire race of men into two, giving the
righteousness of God to believers and denying it to unbelievers.
Now, no one is crazy enough to doubt that the power or endeavor of
free choice is something different from faith in Jesus Christ. But
Paul denies that anything outside this faith is righteous in the sight
of God; and if it is not righteous in the sight of God, it must neces-
sarily be sin. For with God there is nothing intermediate between
righteousness and sin, no neutral ground, so to speak, which is
neither righteousness nor sin. Otherwise, Paul's whole argument
would come to nothing, since it presupposes this division, namely,
that whatever is done or devised among men is either righteousness
or sin before God: righteousness if faith is present, sin if faith is
absent. With men, of course, it is certainly a fact that there are
middle and neutral cases, where men neither owe one another any-
thing nor do anything for one another. But an ungodly man sins
against God whether he eats or drinks or whatever he does, because
he perpetually misu\ses God’s creatures in his impiety and ingrati-
tude, and never for a moment gives glory to God from his heart.
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It is also no small thunderbolt when he says: “All have sinned
and fall short of the glory of God” and “There is no distinction”
[Rom. 3:23, 22]. I ask you, could he put it more plainly? Show me
a worker of free choice and tell me whether in that enterprise of
his he also sins. If he does not sin, why does not Paul make an ex-
ception of him? Why does he include him “without distinction”? It
is certain that one who says “all,” excepts no one in any place, at
any time, in any work or endeavor. Hence if you except any man
for any kind of effort or work, you make Paul a liar, because the
subject of such work and endeavor of free choice is also included in
“all,” and Paul ought to have had enough respect for him not to
place him so freely and without qualification among sinners.

Then there is the statement that they lack the glory of God.
You can take “the glory of God” here in two senses, active and pas-
sive. This is an example of Paul’s habit of using Hebraisms. Actively,
the glory of God is that by which God glories in us; passively, it is
that by which we glory in God. It seems to me, however, that it
ought to be taken passively here—like “the faith of Christ,” which
suggests in Latin the faith that Christ has, but to the Hebrew mind
means the faith we have in Christ. Similarly, “the righteousness of
God” in Latin means the righteousness that God possesses, but a
Hebrew would understand it as the righteousness that we have from
God and in the sight of God. So we take “the glory of God” not in
the Latin but in the Hebrew sense as that which we have in God
and before God, and which might be called “glory in God.” Now, a
man glories in God when he is certain that God is favorable to him
and deigns to look kindly upon him, so that the things he does are
pleasing in God’s sight, or if they are not, they are borne with and
pardoned. If, then, the enterprise or endeavor of free choice is not
sin, but good in God’s sight, it can certainly glory and say with
confidence as it glories: “This pleases God, God approves of this,
God counts this worthy and accepts it, or at least bears with it and
pardons it. For this is the glory of the faithful in God, and those
who do not have it are rather put to shame before him.” But Paul
here denies this, saying that men are completely devoid of this glory.
Experience proves that he is right; for ask all the exercisers of free
choice to a man, and if you are able to show me one who can sin-
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cerely and honestly say with regard to any effort or endeavor of his
own, “I know that this pleases God,” then I will admit defeat and
yield you the palm. But I know there is not one to be found.

Now, if this glory is lacking, so that the conscience dare not say
for certain or with confidence that “this pleases God,” then it is
certain it does not please God. For as a man believes, so it is with
him; and in this case he does not believe with certainty that he
pleases God, although it is necessary to do so, because the offense
of unbelief lies precisely in having doubts about the favor of God,
who wishes us to believe with the utmost possible certainty that he
is favorable. We thus convict them on the evidence of their own
conscience that free choice, when it is devoid of the glory of God,
is perpetually guilty of the sin of unbelief, together with all its

powers, efforts, and enterprises. ) Y S S5 S @%«/
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[“Congruous” and “Condign” Merit]" AL~
o~
However, what will the patrons of free choice say in the end to

WI;gt\f_gllows: “justified by his grace as a gift”? What does “as a

gift” mean? What does “by his grace” mean? How do endeavor and
merit accord with a righteousness freely bestowed? Perhaps they
Wﬂlda_}[‘w they attribute o free choice as little as possible,
and-by no means condign merit.”? But these are empty words. For

11 WA 18, 769-771.

12 Scholastic theology distinguished between two kinds of merit: de congruo
and de condigno, or the merit of “fitness” and the merit of “worthiness.” The
ormer was due to man’s well-intentioned efforts when he “did what in him

£ lay” (facere quod in se est] to seek the good; for although TiotHing achieved
by such eflortswas strictly mieritorious; it-was—fittng ™ tat God should reward

them with his grace. The latter kinid of memnt arose from good works done with

thmmus received (gratia gratum faciens), which were meri-

| torious in the strict sense of the term—and were rewarded with yet more grace

and finally with salvation and glory. Just how much, if anything, it lay in a

{ man to do without the stimulus of “special” grace (gratia peculiaris, prae-
t veniens, operans), was much debated. Some held (like Aquinas) that man
i could make no effort whatsoever toward the good, and therefore could acquire
; no merit, apart from grace; and that any such effort inspired by grace carried

both kinds of merit—"congruous” inasmuch as it was a work of man’s free

| choice, “condign” inasmuch as it was a work of God’s grace. The prevailing
i trend in later scholastic thought, however, was more optimistic as to what man

could do “by his own natural powers” to acquire congruous merit, though it
was universally agreed that for condign merit the assistance of grace was
essential.
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what is sought by means of free choice is to make room for merits.
Diatribe has shown this all along by her insistent demand: “If there
is no freedom of choice, what room is there for merits? If there is no
room for merits, what room is there for rewards? To what are we to

ascribe it if a man is justified without merits?” Paul here replies that

there is no s ing as merit, but e justified are justified
freely (gratis), and this is to_be ascribed to nothing but tlliggge__of
God. With the gift of righteousness, moreover, there are given also
the Kingdom and eternal life. What about your “endeavoring” now?
What about your “earnest striving and ~works r What about the
merits of free choice? What use are they? You cannot complain of
obscurity and ambiguity; the facts and the words are very clear and
very simple.
For suppose they do attribute as little as possible to free choice,
/nevertheless they teach that by means of this minimum we can
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a good tree, but it produces what a good tree usually does.!* Dia-
tribe is not indeed ungodly, though she speaks and acts only as an
ungodly person does.

For these advocates of free choice, it turns out as the proverb
says: “In avoiding Charybdis he runs into Scylla.”** For in their
anxiety not to agree with the Pelagians, they start denying condign
merit, and by their very denial they establish it more firmly than
ever. They deny it in the words they speak and write, but affirm it
in fact and in their hearts, and they are on two accounts worse than
the Pelagians. First, because the Pelagians confess and assert con-
dign merit, simply, candidly, and ingenuously, calling a spade a
spade'® and a fig a fig, and teaching what they really believe. These
friends of ours, however, though they believe and teach the same,
make dupes of us with deceptive words and a false pretense, as if
they dissented from the Pelagians, though this is the last thing they
do; so that if you go by their hypocrisy, they seem to be the bitterest

/ attain to righteousness and grace. Nor have they any other way of
\ solving the problem of why God justifies one man and abandons
| another than by positing free choice, and inferring that one has

h

foes of the Pelagians, while if you look at the facts and their real
opinion, they themselves are Pelagians double-dyed. The second

; endeavored while the other has not, and that God respects the one

for his endeavor but despises the other, and he would be unjust if
he did anything else. And although they protest both in speech and
writing that they do not seek to obtain grace by condign merit, and
in fact do not use the term, yet they are only playing a trick on us
with the word, and holding on to the thing it signifies just the same.
For what excuse is it that they do not call it condign merit, when
they attribute to it everything that belongs to condign merit? When
they say that the man who endeavors finds favor with God, while
the one who does not endeavor does not find favor, is not this
plainly a case of condign merit? Are they not making God a re-
specter of works, merits, and persons? They say that one man lacks
grace by his own fault, because he has not striven after it, while the
other, because he has striven, obtains grace, as he would not have
done if he had not striven. If this is not condign merit, I should like
to know what there is that deserves the name. You could play about
with any word in this fashion, and say: It is not, of course, condign
merit, but it has the same effect as condign merit; the thorn is not
a bad tree, but only produces the fruit of a bad tree; the fig is not
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reason is that by this hypocrisy they both value and purchase the
grace of God for far less than the Pelagians. For the latter do not
assert that there is a tiny little something in us by which we can
attain to grace, but that there are whole, full, perfect, great, and
many efforts and works. But our friends say that it is a very little
thing, and almost nothing, by which we merit grace. '

If we must have error, then, there is more honesty and less
pride in the error of those who say that the grace of God costs a
great deal, and so hold it dear and precious, than of those who teach
that it costs only a trifling amount, and so hold it cheap and con-
’cemﬁtible.16 But Paul kills both these birds with one stone when he
says that all are justified freely, or again, are justified apart from
law and works of law. For when he asserts that justification is freely
bestowed on all who are justified, he leaves no one to work, or earn,

13 Cf. Matt. 7:16 £.

14 Gualtherus ab Insulis, Alexandreis i. 301.

18 Literally: “a boat a boat.”

®Grace is not cheap, but priceless—and free. It is free to us, but immensely
costly to God; cf. p. 210. ’
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or prepare himself, and he leaves no work that can be called con-
gruous or condign; and thus by a single stroke of this thunderbolt
he shatters both the Pelagians with their total merit, and the Soph-
ists with their little scrap of merit. Free justification allows of no
workers, because there is an obvious contradiction between “freely
given” and “earned by some sort of work.” Besides, justification by
grace excludes consideration of anyone’s personal worthiness, as he
says below in chapter 11: “If it is by grace, it is no longer on the
basis of works; otherwise grace would no longer be grace” [Rom.
11:6]. He says the same in chapter 4: “Now to one who works, his
wages are not reckoned as a gift, but as his due” [Rom. 4:4]. Thus
my Paul, unconquerable conqueror of free choice that he is, wipes
out two armies with a single word. For if we are justified “apart
from works,” then all works are condemned, whether small or great,
for he makes no exception but thunders equally against all.

You will notice here how unobservant all these friends of ours
are, and what good it does to rely on the venerable old Fathers, who
have been approved through such a long succession of ages. Were
not they too all equally blind, or rather, did they not simply over-
look the clearest and most explicit statements of Paul? Can anything,
I ask you, be said clearly and explicitly in defense of grace against
free choice if Paul’s language here is not clear and explicit? He first
extols grace by contrasting it with works, and then in the clearest
and simplest terms he states that we are justified freely, and that
grace would not be grace if it were earned by works, so that he
quite unmistakably excludes all works in the matter of justification
in order to establish grace alone and free justification. Yet with all
this light we still search for darkness, and when we cannot claim
large and all-inclusive things for ourselves, we try to claim little
modest things, just to ensure that justification by the grace of God
shall not be free and apart from works. As if he who denies us all
the important things will not even more deny that the little modest
things help us in any way toward justification, when he has laid it
down that we are justified only by his grace apart from all works,
and therefore apart from the law itself, in which all works, great and
small, congruous and condign, are included. Now go and boast of
your ancient authorities, and rely on what they say, when you see
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that they have one and all overlooked the clearest and plainest
teaching of Paul as if they deliberately shunned this morning star,
or rather this sun, because of the carnal notion they doubtless enter-
tained that it would be absurd to have no place left for merits.

[The Righteousness of Works and of Faith; and a
Summary of St. Paul’s Testimony Against Free Choice]*

Let us take a look here at what Paul says later about the example of
Abraham [Rom. 4:1-3]. “If Abraham,” he says, “was justified by
works, he has something to boast about, but not before God. For
what does the Scripture say? ‘Abraham believed God, and it was
reckoned to him as righteousness.”” Please notice here too the dis-
tinction Paul makes by referring to a twofold righteousness of
Abraham. '

First, there is the righteousness of works, or moral and civil
righteousness; but he denies that Abraham is justified in God’s sight
by this, even if he is righteous in the sight of men because of it.
With this righteousness, he has indeed something to boast about
before men, but like the rest he falls short of the glory of God. Nor
can anyone say here that it is the works of the law, or ceremonial
works, that are being condemned, seeing that Abraham lived so
many years before the law was given. Paul is speaking simply about
the works Abraham did, and the best ones he did. For it would be
absurd to argue as to whether anyone is justified by bad works. If,
therefore, Abraham is not righteous because of any works, and if
both he himself and all his works remain in a state of ungodliness
unless he is clothed with another righteousness, namely, that of faith,
then it is plain that no man is brought any nearer to righteousness
by his works; and what is more, that no works and no aspirations or
endeavors of free choice count for anything in the sight of God, but
are all adjudged to be ungodly, unrighteous, and evil. For if the
man himself is not righteous, neither are his works or endeavors
righteous; and if they are not righteous, they are damnable and
deserving of wrath.

The other kind of righteousness is the righteousness of faith,

1T WA 18, 771-776.
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which does not depend on any works, but on God’s favorable regard
and his “reckoning” on the basis of grace. Notice how Paul dwells
on the word “reckoned,” how he stresses, repeats, and insists on it.
“To one who works,” he says, “his wages are not reckoned as a gift
but as his due. And to one who does not work but has faith in him
who justifies the ungodly, his faith is reckoned as righteousness, ac-
cording to the plan of God’s grace” [Rom. 4:4 f.].'® Then he quotes
David as saying the same about the “reckoning” of grace: “Blessed
is the man against whom the Lord will not reckon his sin,” etc.
[Rom. 4:6 ff.]. He repeats the word “reckon” nearly ten times in this
chapter. In short, Paul sets the one who works and the one who
does not work alongside each other, leaving no room for anyone
between them; and he asserts that righteousness is not reckoned to
the former, but that it is reckoned to the latter provided he has faith.
There is no way of escape for free choice here, no chance for it to
get away with its endeavoring and striving. It must be classed either
with the one who works or with the one who does not work. If it is
classed with the former, so you are told here, it does not have any
righteousness reckoned to it, whereas if it is classed with the latter—
the one who does not work but has faith in God—then it does have
righteousness reckoned to it. But in that case it will no longer be a
case of free choice at work, but of a being created anew through
faith,

Now, if righteousness is not reckoned to the one who works,
then clearly his works are nothing but sins, evils, and impieties in
the sight of God. Nor can any impudent Sophist break in here with
the objection that a man’s work need not be evil, even if the man
himself is evil. For Paul purposely speaks, not simply of the man as
a man, but of the man as a worker, in order to make it unmistakably
plain that the man’s works and endeavors themselves are con-
demned, no matter what their nature, name, or sign may be. It is,
however, with good works that he is concerned, since he is arguing
about justification and merit. Hence although with the phrase “one
who works” he refers quite generally to all workers and all their
works, it is particularly of their good and virtuous works that he is

18 The phrase “according to the plan of God’s grace” is the reading of the
Clementine Vulgate.
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speaking. Otherwise, there would be no point in his distinction be-
tween the “one who works” and the “one who does not work.”

I will not here elaborate the very strong arguments that can be
drawn from the purpose of grace, the promise of God, the meaning
of the law, original sin, or divine election, any one of which would
be sufficient by itself to do away completely with free choice. For
if grace comes from the purpose or predestination of God, it comes
by necessity and not by our effort or endeavor, as we have shown
above. Moreover, if God promised grace before the law was given,
as Paul argues here and in Galatians, then grace does not come from
works or through the law; otherwise the promise means nothing. So
also faith will mean nothing—although Abraham was justified by it
before the law was given—if works count for anything. Again, since
the law is the power of sin [I Cor. 15:56] in that it serves only to
reveal and not to remove sin, it makes the conscience guilty before
God, and threatens it with wrath. That is what Paul means when he
says: “The law brings wrath” [Rom. 4:15]. How, then, could there
be any possibility of attaining righteousness through the law? And
if we receive no help from the law, what help can we expect from
the power of choice alone?

Furthermore, seeing that through the one transgression of the
one man, Adam, we are all under sin and damnation, how can we
attempt anything that is not sinful and damnable? For when he
says “all,” he makes no exception either of the power of free choice
or of any worker, but every man, whether he works or not, endeav-
ors or not, is necessarily included among the “all.” Not that we
should sin or be damned through that one transgression of Adam if ’
it were not our own transgression. For who could be damned for
another’s transgression, especially before God? It does not, however,
become ours by any imitative doing of it ourselves, for then it would
not be the one transgression of Adam, since it would be we and not
Adam who committed it; but it becomes ours the moment we are
born—a subject we must deal with some other time. Original sin
itself, therefore, leaves free choice with no capacity to do anything
but sin and be damned.

These arguments, I say, I will not elaborate, both because they
are so very obvious and so very substantial, and also because we
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have already said something about them earlier in the book. But if
we wished to list all the points made by Paul alone by which free
choice is overthrown, we could not do better than make a running
commentary on the whole of Paul, showing how the much vaunted
power of free choice is refuted in almost every word. I have already
done this with the third and fourth chapters,’® on which I have
chiefly concentrated in order to expose the inattentiveness of all
these friends of ours who have a way of reading Paul that enables
them to find, even in his clearest passages, anything but these very
strong arguments against free choice. 1 also wanted to show the
foolishness of the confidence they repose in the authority and writ-
ings of the ancient doctors, and to leave them to consider what the
effect of these most evident arguments must be if they are treated

with due care and judgment.
For my own part, I confess to being greatly astonished. Paul

5 <€ 3 <<

again and again uses these universal terms, “all” “none,” “not,” “no-
where,” “apart from”—for example: “All have turned aside”; “None
is righteous”; “No one does good, not even one”; “All are sinners and
damned through one man’s transgression”; “We are justified by
faith, apart from law, apart from works”—so that although one might
wish to put it differently, he could not speak more clearly and
plainly. Hence I am, as I say, astonished that in face of these uni-
versal words and sentences, contrary and even contradictory ideas
have come to prevail, such as: “Some have not turned aside, are not
unrighteous, not evil, not sinners, not damned,” and “There is some-
thing in man that is good and strives after the good”—as if the man

that strives after the good, whoever he may be, were not included

3 & 35 <

in the words “all,” “none,” “not”!

I should not myself find it possible, even if I wished, to make
any objection or reply to Paul, but should have to regard my power
of free choice, endeavors and all, as included in those “alls” and
“nones” of which Paul speaks, unless a new kind of grammar or a
new use of language were introduced. It might have been possible
to suspect a trope and give a twist to the words I have cited if Paul
had used this kind of expression only once or in only one passage;

19 Of the Epistle to the Romans.
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but in fact he uses it continually, both in the affirmative and the
negative form, treating his theme through a polemical partition of
categories which on both sides have universal application. In conse-
quence, not only the natural sense of the words and the actual
statement he makes, but both the immediate and wider context and
the whole purpose and substance of his argument lead alike to the
conclusion that what Paul means to say is that apart from faith in
Christ there is nothing but sin and damnation—it was in this way
that we promised we would refute free choice, so that all our oppo-
nents would be unable to resist; and I think I have done it, even
though they will neither admit defeat and come over to our view,
nor yet keep silence. That is not within our power; it is the gift of
the Spirit of God.

However, before we hear John the Evangelist, let us add a
crowning touch from Paul—and if that is not enough, we are pre-
pared to bring out the whole of Paul against free choice, comment-
ing on him verse by verse. In Romans 8[:5]: where he divides the
human race into two types, namely, flesh and spirit (just as Christ
does in John 3[:6]), he says: “Those who live according to the flesh
set their minds on the things of the flesh, but those who live accord-
ing to the Spirit set their minds on the things of the Spirit.” That
Paul here calls carnal all who are not spiritual is evident both from
this very partition and opposition between spirit and flesh, and from
his own subsequent statement: “You are not in the flesh but in the
Spirit if the Spirit of God really dwells in you. Anyone who does not
have the Spirit of Christ does not belong to him” [Rom. 8:9]. What
else is the meaning of “You are not in the flesh if the Spirit of God
is in you” but that those who do not have the Spirit are necessarily
in the flesh? And if anyone does not belong to Christ, to whom else
does he belong but Satan? Clearly, then, those who lack the Spirit
are in the flesh and subject to Satan.

Now let us see what he thinks of the endeavor and power of
free choice in those he calls carnal. “Those who are in the flesh
cannot please God” [Rom. 8:8]. And again: “The mind of the flesh
is death” [v. 6]. And again: “The mind of the flesh is enmity toward
God” [v. 7]. Also: “It does not submit to God’s law, indeed it can-
not” [v. 7]. Here let the advocate of free choice tell me this: how
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something that is death, displeasing to God, hostility toward God,
disobedient to God, and incapable of obedience can possibly strive
toward the good? For Paul did not choose to say simply that the
mind of the flesh is “dead” or “hostile to God,” but that it is death
itself, hostility itself, which cannot possibly submit to God’s law or
please God, just as he had said a little before: “For what was im-
possible to the law, in that it was weak because of the flesh, God has
done,” ete. [v. 3].

I, too, am familiar with Origen’s fable about the threefold dis-
position of flesh, soul, and spirit, with soul standing in the middle
and being capable of turning either way, toward the flesh or toward
the spirit.?® But these are dreams of his own; he states but does not
prove them. Paul here calls everything flesh that is without the
Spirit, as we have shown. Hence the loftiest virtues of the best of
men are in the flesh, that is to say, they are dead, hostile to God,
not submissive to the law of God and not capable of submitting to
it, and not pleasing to God. For Paul says not only that they do not
submit, but that they cannot. So also Christ says in Matthew 7[:18]:
“A bad tree cannot bear good fruit,” and in Matthew 12[:34]: “How
can you speak good when you are evil?” You see here not only that
we speak evil, but that we cannot speak good. And although he says
elsewhere that we who are evil know how to give good gifts to our
children [Matt. 7:11], yet he denies that we do good even when we
give good gifts, because although what we give is a good creation
of God, we ourselves are not good, nor do we give these good things
in a good way; and he is speaking to all men, including his disciples.
Thus the twin statements of Paul are confirmed, that the righteous
live by faith [Rom. 1:17], and that whatsoever is not of faith is sin
[Rom. 14:23]. The latter follows from the former, for if there is
nothing by which we are justified but faith, it is evident that those
who are without faith are not yet justified; and those who are not
justified are sinners; and sinners are “bad trees” and cannot do any-
thing but sin and “bear bad fruit.” Hence, free choice is nothing but
a slave of sin, death, and Satan, not doing and not capable of doing
or attempting to do anything but evil.

20 Cf. Diatribe, EAS 4, 126 (quoted p. 223, n. 19); cf. also Erasmus, Enchiri-
dion 7.
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Take also the example in chapter 10 [Rom. 10:20], quoted from
Isaiah: “T have been found by those who did not seek me; I have
shown myself to those who did not ask for me” [Isa. 65:1]. He says
this with reference to the Gentiles, because it has been given to
them to hear and to know Christ, though previously they could not
even think of him, much less seek him or prepare themselves for
him by the power of free choice. From this example it is clear
enough that grace comes so freely that no thought of it, let alone
any endeavor or striving after it, precedes its coming. It was the
same also with Paul when he was Saul. What did he do with his
wonderful power of free choice? He certainly gave his mind to very
good and virtuous things from the point of view of reason. But ob-
serve by what endeavor he finds grace! Not only does he not seek it,
but he receives it even while raging furiously against it. On the
other hand, he says concerning the Jéws in chapter 9 [Rom. 9:30]:
“Gentiles who did not pursue righteousness have attained it, that
is, righteousness through faith; but Israel who pursued the righ-
teousness which is based on law did not succeed in fulfilling that
law.” What murmur can any defender of free choice raise against
this? The Gentiles, just when they are full of ungodliness and every
kind of vice, receive righteousness freely by the mercy of God, while
the Jews, who devote themselves to righteousness with the utmost
zeal and endeavor, are frustrated. Does not this simply mean that
the endeavoring of free choice is in vain, even when it strives after
the best, and that of itself it rather “speeds toward the worse, and
backward borne glides from us?”?* Nor can anyone say that they
did not strive with the utmost power of free choice. Paul himself
bears them witness in chapter 10, “that they have a zeal for God,
but it is not enlightened” [Rom. 10:2]. Therefore, nothing is lacking
in the Jews that is attributed to free choice, and yet nothing comes
of it, or rather, the opposite comes of it. In the Gentiles there is
nothing to be found of what is attributed to free choice, and yet the
righteousness of God results. What is this but a confirmation by the
unequivocal example of the two nations and the clearest possible
testimony of Paul that grace is given freely to those without merits

21 Virgil Georgics i. 200.
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and the most undeserving, and is not obtained by any efforts, en-
deavors, or works, whether small or great, even of the best and most
virtuous of men, though they seek and pursue righteousness with

burning zeal?

[St. John: Free Choice Is of “the World,” “the Flesh”;
Grace Is of Christ, by Faith. The Two Are Opposites]*

Let_us now come to John, who is also an eloquent and powerful
devastator of free choice. At the very outset, he represents iree
choice as so blind that it cannot even see the truth, let alone be
able to strive toward it. For he says: ~The light shines in the dark-

negs, but the darkness does not comprehend it” [John 1:5]; and
shortly afterward: “He was i the world, and the world knew him
not. He came to his own, and his own received him not” [vv. 10 £1.
What do_you think he means by ~world ¥ Wil youexempt any fran
ﬁOIWWHGIY
SM is characteristic of this apostle to use this word “world” to

mean_precisely the whole race of men. Hence, whatever he says
about the world applies also to Iree choice as the most excetent

thing in man. Thus ac o this apostle, the world do Jemeoli

ow the light of truth [v. 10], the world hates Christ and those
who are his [John 15:18£.], the world neither knows nor sees the

Holy Spirit [John 14:17], the whole world is in the power of the evil
one [I John 5:19], all that is in the world is the lust of the flesh and

_the lust of the eyes and the pride of life [T John 2:16]. “You,” he

says, “are of the world” [John 8:23]. “The world cannot hate you,
but it hates me because I testify of it that its works are evil” [John
7:7]. W«W of
free choice, that principal part of the world and that which governs
it under the overlordship of Satan.

“"For John too speaks of the world antithetically, so that “world”
means everything that has not been taken out of the world into the
Spirit, as Christ says to the apostles: “I took you out of the world

and appointed you,” etc. [John 15:186, 19]. If now there were any in
the world who by the powers of free choice were endeavoring to-

22 WA 18, 776-783.
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ward the good (which should be the case if free choice were able
to do anything), John ought surely to have limited the word out of
respect for these people, so as not to implicate them, by using a
general term, in all the evils of which he accuses the world. As he
does not do this, it is evident that he makes free choice guilty of all

the charges brought against the world, since whatever the world
w does” by the power of free choice, or in other words, by
means of reason and will, which are its most notable components.
He goes on: “To all who received him, who believed in his
name, he gave power to become children of God; who were born,
not of blood nor of the will of the flesh nor of the will of man, but
of God” [John 1:12f.]. By this absolute distinction he drives out
of the Kingdom of Christ “blood,” “the will of the flesh,” “the will of
man.” I think “blood” means the Jews, that is, those who claimed to
be sons of the Kingdom because they were sons of Abraham and
the Patriarchs, and thus gloried in their blood. The “will of the flesh”
I take to mean the zeal with which the people devoted themselves
to the law and works. For “flesh” here means those who are carnal
and without the Spirit, so that although they certainly have the
ability to will and endeavor, they do so, in the absence of the Spirit,
in a carnal way. The “will of man” I understand as the strivings of
all men generally, whether under the law or without the law, Gen-
tiles or whatever they may be, so that the meaning is: “They be-
come sons of God neither by natural birth nor by zeal for the law
nor by any other human doing, but only by a divine birth.” If there-
fore they are not born of the flesh, nor trained by the law, nor pre-
pared by any human discipline, but are born anew from God, it is
plain that free choice counts for nothing here. For I think the word
“man” in this passage is to be taken in the Hebrew sense as mean-
ing any and every man, just as “flesh” is understood in contrast with
Spirit to mean the people without the Spirit; and the “will” I take to
be the highest power in men, as the principal element in free choice.
But supposing we do not so understand the individual terms,
the matter itself as a whole is quite clear. For by his division John
rejects everything that is not born of God, inasmuch as he says we

23 “Virum,” “male.”
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do not become sons of God except by being born of God; and this
takes place, as he himself explains, by believing in the name of
Christ. In this rejection, moreover, the will of man, or free choice,
being neither a birth from God nor faith, is necessarily included..
But if free choice were worth anything, the will of man ought not
to be rejected by John, nor should men be drawn away from it and
directed to faith and the new birth alone; otherwise, the word of
Isaiah would apply to him: “Woe to you who call good evil” [Isa.
5:20]. As it is, since he rejects equally blood, the will of the flesh,
and the will of man, it is certain that the will of man can no more
do anything toward making men sons of God than can blood or
carnal birth. But no one doubts that carnal birth does not make men
sons of God. As Paul says in Romans 9[:8]: “It is not the children
of the flesh who are the children of God,” and he proves this by the
example of Ishmael and Esau.

The same John introduces the Baptist speaking thus of Christ:
“And of his fullness we have all received, grace for grace” [John
1:16]. He says that grace has been received by us from the fullness
of Christ; but for what merit or effort? “For grace,” he says, mean-
ing Christ's grace; just as Paul also says in Romans 5[:15]: “The
grace of God and the free gift in the grace of that one man Jesus
Christ abounded for many.” Where is now the endeavor of free
choice by which grace is obtained? John says here, not only that
grace is not received by any effort of ours, but that it is received
through another’s grace or another’s merit, namely, that of the one
man Jesus Christ. It is therefore either false that we receive our
grace in return for another’s grace, or else it is evident that free
choice counts for nothing. For we cannot have it both ways; the
grace of God cannot be both so cheap as to be obtainable anywhere
and everywhere by any man’s puny endeavor, and at the same time
so dear as to be given us only in and through the grace of one Man
and so great a Man. I wish the defenders of free choice would take
warning at this point, and realize that when they assert free choice
they are denying Christ. For if it is by my own effort that I obtain
the grace of God, what need have I of the grace of Christ in order
to receive it? Or what do I lack when I have the grace of God?

Now, Diatribe has said, and all the Sophists say, that we secure
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grace and prepare ourselves to receive it by our own endeavor, even
if not “condignly,” yet at least “congruously.”* This is plainly a
denial of Christ, when it is for his grace that we receive grace, as
the Baptist testifies. For I have already exposed that fiction about
“condign” and “congruous,” showing that these are empty words,
and that what they really have in mind is the merit of worthiness,
and this to a more ungodly degree than the Pelagians themselves, as
we said. The result is that the ungodly Sophists and Diatribe alike
deny the Lord Christ who bought us, more than the Pelagians or
any heretics ever denied him. So little can grace tolerate the power
of free choice or even the slightest hint of it. The fact that the de-
fenders of free choice deny Christ is proved, moreover, not only by
this Scripture but also by their very way of life. For they have
turned Christ from a kindly Mediator into a dreaded Judge for
themselves, whom they strive to placate by the intercessions of his
mother and the saints, and by a multitude of invented works, rites,
religious orders, and vows, in all of which their aim is to placate
Christ so that he may give them grace. They do not believe that
Christ is their advocate with God, and obtains grace for them by his
own blood, and as it says here, “grace for grace” [John 1:16]. And
as they believe, so it is with them. Christ is truly and deservedly an
inexorable Judge to them, inasmuch as they abandon him as a
Mediator and most merciful Savior, and count his blood and his
grace of less value than the efforts and endeavors of free choice.
Let us look also at an example of free choice. Nicodemus [John
3:11.] surely is a man who leaves nothing to be desired as regards
the capabilities of free choice; for what is there that he fails to do
in the way of effort or endeavor? He confesses that Christ is true
and has come from God; he praises his signs, he comes by night to
hear him and converse with him. Does he not seem to have sought
by the power of free choice the things that belong to godliness and
salvation? Yet see how he comes to grief. When he hears the true
way of salvation by means of a new birth as taught by Christ, does
he recognize it or profess that it is what he himself has been seek-
ing? On the contrary, he is so shocked and perturbed that he not

24 Cf. Diatribe, EAS 4, 50.
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only says he cannot understand it, but he rejects it as impossible.
“How,” he says, “can this be?” [John 3:9]. Nor indeed is it surpris-
ing, for whoever heard that a man must be born anew of water and

the Spirit in order to be saved? [v. 5]. Whoever thought that the -

Son of Man would have to be lifted up, that whosoever believes in
him should not perish but have eternal life? [vv. 14f.]. Did the
greatest and most discerning philosophers ever make mention of
this? Did the princes of this world ever possess this knowledge? Did
any man’s free choice ever strive toward this? Does not Paul confess
it to be “wisdom hidden in a mystery” [I Cor. 2:7], which though
foretold by the prophets and revealed by the gospel, has yet from
eternity been kept secret and unknown to the world [Rom. 16:25]?

What can I say? Let us ask experience. The whole world, hu-
man reason itself, indeed free choice itself, is obliged to confess that
it never knew Christ nor heard of him before the gospel came into
the world. And if it did not know him, much less did it seek after
him, or even could seek after him or make any endeavor to come to
him. Yet Christ is the way, the truth, the life, and salvation [John
14:6]. It must therefore confess, willy-nilly, that by its own powers
it has been unable either to know or to seek after the things that
pertain to the way, the truth, and salvation. Nevertheless, despite
this confession and our own experience, we insanely argue with
empty words that there still remains in us a power capable of both
knowing and applying itself to the things that pertain to salvation.
That is as good as saying it can know Christ the Son of God lifted
up for us, although no one has ever known or been able to think of
such a thing. So ignorance here is no longer ignorance, but knowl-
edge of Christ, that is, of the things that pertain to salvation. Do you
still not see and feel that the assertors of free choice are clearly mad
when they call a thing knowledge that they themselves admit to be
ignorance? Is not this putting darkness for light, as Isaiah says [Isa.
5:20]? To think that God so mightily stops the mouth of free choice
by its own confession and experience, yet not even so can it keep
silence and give God the glory!

Furthermore, when Christ is called the way, the truth, and the
life [John 14:6], and that antithetically, so that whatever is not
Christ is not the way but error, not the truth but a lie, not the life
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but death, then it necessarily follows that free choice, since it is
neither Christ nor in Christ, is included in the error, the lie, and
the death. Where and whence, then, have we that intermediate and
neutral thing, the power of free choice, which although it is not
Christ or the way, the truth, and the life, must still not be error, or
a lie, or death? For unless everything said about Christ and grace
were said antithetically, so as to be set over against its opposite—for
instance, that outside of Christ there is nothing but Satan, apart
from grace nothing but wrath, apart from light only darkness, apart
from the way only error, apart from the truth only a lie, apart from
life only death—what, I ask you, would be the point of all the dis-
courses of the apostles and of Scripture as a whole? They would all
be in vain, because they would not insist on the absolute necessity
of Christ, which in fact is their chief concern; and they would not
do so because some intermediate thing would be found, which of
itself would be neither evil nor good, neither Christ’s nor Satan’s,
neither true nor false, neither alive nor dead, perhaps even neither
something nor nothing, and that would be called “the most excellent
and exalted thing in the whole race of men”!

Choose then which you please. If you grant that the Scriptures
speak antithetically, you will be able to say nothing about free
choice but what is contrary to Christ, namely that error, death,
Satan, and all evils reign in it. If you do not grant that they speak
antithetically, then you enervate the Scriptures, so that they lose
their point and fail to prove that Christ is necessary. Hence, inas-
much as you maintain free choice, you cancel out Christ and ruin
the entire Scripture. Moreover, although verbally you may make a
show of confessing Christ, yet in reality and in your heart you deny
him. Or if the power of free choice is not wholly in error or damn-
able, but sees and wills what is virtuous and good and what pertains
to salvation, then it is in sound health and has no need of Christ the

" physician [Matt. 9:12], nor has Christ redeemed that part of man;

for what need of light and life is there where there is light and life?
And if that part has not been redeemed by Christ, the best thing in
man has not been redeemed, but is in itself good and saved. But
then God is unjust if he damns any man, because he damns what is
best and soundly healthy in man, or in other words, he condemns
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the innocent. For there is no man who does not have the power of
free choice; and although a bad man may misuse it, this power is
not thereby destroyed, we are told, but still strives or can strive after
the good. And if that is so, then it is undoubtedly good, holy, and
righteous, and ought not to be damned but separated from the man
who is to be damned. This, however, cannot be done; and if it could,
a man no longer possessed of free choice would not be a man at all.
He would have neither merits nor demerits, nor could he be saved,
but would be simply a brute and no longer immortal. It therefore
remains that God is unjust if he damns, along with the evil man,
that good, righteous, and holy power which even in an evil man has
no need of Christ. -

But let us proceed with John. “He who believes in him,” he
says, “is not judged; he who does not believe is judged already,
because he has not believed in the name of the only Son of God”
[John 8:18]. Tell me, is free choice counted among those who be-
lieve, or is it not? If it is, then again it has no need of grace, since
of itself it believes in Christ, though of itself it neither knows him
nor gives him a thought. If it is not, then it is already judged; and
what does that mean but that it is damned in the sight of God? But
God damns none but the ungodly, so therefore it is ungodly. And
what godliness can the ungodly aspire to? We cannot, I think, make
an exception of the power of free choice here, since John is speaking
of the whole man, who he says is damned. Besides, unbelief is not
one of the grosser passions, but sits and holds sway at the summit—
the citadel of the will and reason, just like its opposite, faith. Now,
to be unbelieving is to deny God and make him a liar, as I John
1[:10] says: “If we do not believe God, we make him a liar” [cf.
John 5:10]. And how can a power that is contrary to God and makes
him a liar strive toward the good? If this power were not unbeliev-
ing and ungodly, John should not have said of the whole man that
he is judged already, but rather that with regard to his grosser pas-
sions man is already judged, but with regard to what is best and
most excellent in him he is not judged, because this strives after
faith, or rather, already believes. Hence where Scripture says, as it
so often does, that every man is a liar, we must say on the authority
of free choice that, on the contrary, it is rather the Scripture that
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lies, because man is not a liar in the best part of him, his reason and
will, but only in his flesh, blood, and bones, so that the whole of that
which entitles man to be called man, namely reason and will, is
soundly healthy and holy. Again, there are the words of the Bap-
tist: “He who believes in the Son has eternal life; but he who does
not believe in the Son shall not see life, but the wrath of God rests
upon him” [John 3:36]. This will have to be understood as follows:
“Upon him” means that whereas the wrath of God rests upon the
grosser passions of man, upon his power of free choice, that is to say,
his will and reason, there rests grace and eternal life. On this model,
in order that free choice may be maintained, you can twist any-
thing that is said in the Scriptures against ungodly men, to apply by
synecdoche? to the brute part of man, so that the rational and truly
human part may be left untouched. I shall then return thanks to the
assertors of free choice, and shall sin with confidence, safe in the
knowledge that reason and will, or free choice, cannot be damned,
since it is never extinguished but remains forever sound, righteous,
and holy. And with will and reason thus beatified, I shall rejoice
that the filthy, brutish flesh is separated from them and damned; so
far shall I be from wishing to have Christ as its Redeemer. Do you
see what the dogma of free choice leads us to, how it denies all
things divine and human, temporal and eternal, and with all these
monstrous notions makes itself a laughingstock?

Again, the Baptist says: “No one can receive anything except
what is given him from heaven” [John 3:27]. Diatribe may here stop
that parading of her forces where she enumerates all the things we
have from heaven.?® We are not disputing about nature but about

25 A figure of speech in which a part is used to express the whole, or vice versa.
28 Diatribe, EAS 4, 136: “From this saying of John the Baptist it does not
follow that there is no power or use of free choice. The fact that fire warms
comes from heaven; the fact that we naturally seek what is useful and shun
what is harmful, comes from heaven; the fact that after the Fall our will is
impelled to better desires, comes from heaven; the fact that with tears, alms,
and prayers we attain the grace that makes us acceptable to God, this too is
from heaven. Nor does our will in the meantime do nothing, although it can-
not attain what it seeks without the help of grace; but since what is done by
us is so very little, the whole is ascribed to God, just as a sailor who has
brought his ship safely into port out of a severe storm, does not say “I have
saved the ship,” but “God has saved it,” although his own skill and toil were
not useless. . . .”
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grace, and we are not asking what we are on earth, but what we are
in heaven before God. We know that man has been constituted lord
over the lower creatures, and in relation to them he has authority

and free choice, so that they obey him and do what he wills and -

thinks. What we are asking is whether he has free choice in relation
to God, so that God obeys man and does what man wills, or rather,
whether God has free choice in relation to man, so that man wills
and does what God wills and is not able to do anything but what
God wills and does. The Baptist says here that a man can receive
nothing except what is given him from heaven; consequently, free
choice must be nothing. Also, “He who is of the earth belongs to the
earth, and of the earth he speaks; he who comes from heaven is
above all” [John 3:31]. Here again he makes all men earthly who
do not belong to Christ, and says they savor and speak of earthly
things; and he leaves no room for any in between.~Free choice,
therefore, which is not in any event “he who comes from heaven,”
must necessarily be of the earth and must savor and speak of the
earth.

But if ever at any time, in any place or work, there was any
power in any man that did not savor of earthly things, the Baptist
ought to have made allowance for this man and should not have
said of all men generally that apart from Christ they are of the earth
and speak of the earth. So also below, in chapter 8, Christ says:
“You are of the world, I am not of the world; you are from below,
I am from above” [John 8:23]. Now those to whom he was speaking
possessed free choice, or reason and will, yet even so he says they
are of the world. But what new thing would he be telling us, to say
they were of the world as regards the flesh and the grosser passions?
Did not the whole world know this already? Besides, what need is
there to say that men are of the world as regards the brute part of
them, when in this respect even beasts are of the world?

Now take the saying of Christ in John 6[:44]: “No one comes
to me unless my Father draws him.” What does this leave to free
choice? For he says that everyone needs to hear and learn from the
Father himself, and that all must be taught by God. He plainly
teaches here, not only that the works and efforts of free choice are
fruitless, but that even the message of the gospel itself (which is
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what this passage is about) is heard in vain unless the Father him-
self speaks, teaches, and draws inwardly. “No one can come,” he
says, “no one”; and thus that power by which a man is able to make
some endeavor toward Christ, or in other words, toward the things
that pertain to salvation, is asserted to be no power at all. Nor is
free choice helped by Diatribe’s attempt to depreciate this clear and
most powerful passage by quoting from Augustine to the effect that
God draws us in the same way as we draw a sheep, by holding out
a green twig to it.?" By this simile she claims it is proved that there
is in us a power to follow the drawing of God. But this simile is
valueless in connection with this passage. For God holds out not
only one of his good things, but all of them, and even Christ his Son
himself, yet not a man follows unless the Father inwardly does
something else and draws in some other way; instead, the whole
world persecutes the Son whom he holds out to it. The simile fits
very well the case of the godly, who are already sheep and know
God their Shepherd; for they, living in the Spirit and moved by him,
follow wherever God wills and whatever he holds out to them. But
the ungodly does not come even when he hears the Word, unless
the Father draws and teaches him inwardly, which He does by
pouring out the Spirit. There is then another “drawing” than the one
that takes place outwardly; for then Christ is set forth by the light
of the Spirit, so that a man is rapt away to Christ with the sweetest
rapture, and rather yields passively to God’s speaking, teaching, and
drawing than seeks and runs himself.

Let us take one more passage from John, where he says: “The
Spirit will convince the world of sin, because they have not believed
in me” [John 16:8{.]. Here you see that it is sin not to believe in
Christ. And this sin is surely not seated in the skin or the hair, but
precisely in the reason and the will. But when he makes the whole
world guilty of this sin, of which experience shows that the world is
as ignorant as it is of Christ until the convincing Spirit reveals it,
then it is evident that in the sight of God free choice, with its will
and its reason alike, is reckoned as a captive of this sin and as
damned by it. Therefore, so long as it is ignorant of Christ and does

;’;Alufsg(;lgs)ﬁne, On the Gospel of John (Tract. in Joan. Evang.), XXVI, 5 (MPL
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not believe in him, it cannot will or strive after anything good but
necessarily serves this sin without knowing it.
In a word, since Scripture everywhere preaches Christ by con-

trast and antithesis, as I have said, putting everything that is with- -

out the Spirit of Christ in subjection to Satan, ungodliness, error,
darkness, sin, death, and the wrath of God, all the texts that speak
of Christ must consequently stand opposed to free choice; and they
are innumerable, indeed they are the entire Scripture. If, therefore,
we submit the case to the judgment of Scripture, I shall win on all
counts, and there will not be a jot or a tittle left that will not damn
the dogma of free choice. Moreover, the fact that Scripture preaches
Christ by contrast and antithesis, even if the great theologians and
defenders of free choice are or pretend to be ignorant of it, is
nevertheless known and commonly confessed by all Christians.

[ The Two Kingdoms, of Christ and of Satan.
The Assurance of Faith]*

For Christians know there are two kingdoms in the world, which
are bitterly opposed to each other. In one of them Satan reigns, who is
therefore called by Christ “the ruler of this world” [John 12:31] and
by Paul “the god of this world” [II Cor. 4:4]. He holds captive
to his will all who are not snatched away from him by the Spirit of
Christ, as the same Paul testifies, nor does he allow them to be
snatched away by any powers other than the Spirit of God, as Christ
testifies in the parable of the strong man guarding his palace in
peace [Luke 11:21]. In the other Kingdom, Christ reigns, and his
Kingdom ceaselessly resists and makes war on the kingdom of Satan.
Into this Kingdom we are transferred,?® not by our own power but
by the grace of God, by which we are set free from the present evil
age® and delivered from the dominion of darkness.®!

The knowledge and confession of these two kingdoms perpetu-
ally warring against each other with such might and main would

28 WA 18, 782-783.
29 Col. 1:13 1.

30 Gal. 1:4.

31 Col. 1:13.
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alone be sufficient to confute the dogma of free choice, seeing that
we are bound to serve in the kingdom of Satan unless we are de-
livered by the power of God. These things, I say, the common peo-
ple know, and they confess them abundantly in their proverbs and
prayers, their attitudes and their whole life.

I leave aside that truly Achillean text of mine,3? which Diatribe
has bravely passed over and left intact. I mean, where Paul in
Romans 7[:14ff.] and Galatians 5[:16 ff.] teaches that there is in
the saints and the godly a battle between the Spirit and the flesh, so
fierce that they cannot do what they would. From this I argued
thus: If human nature is so evil that in those born anew of the Spirit
it not only does not endeavor after the good but actually strives and
fights against it, how should it endeavor after the good in those who
are not yet born anew but are still “in the old man” and in bondage
to Satan? For even here Paul is not speaking only of the grosser
passions, in which Diatribe commonly takes refuge when she wants
to evade the Scriptures, but he lists among the works of the flesh
heresy, idolatry, dissension, strife, which undoubtedly have their
seat in those highest faculties, the reason and the will. If, therefore,
the flesh wages war against the Spirit with such passions as these in
the saints, it will fight against God all the more in the ungodly and
in free choice. That is why in Romans 8[:7] he calls it hostility to
God. I should like to see this argument pulled to pieces, and free
choice defended against it.

For my own part, I frankly confess that even if it were possible,
I should not wish to have free choice given to me, or to have any-
thing left in my own hands by which I might strive toward salva-
tion. For, on the one hand, I should be unable to stand firm and
keep hold of it amid so many adversities and perils and so many
assaults of demons, seeing that even one demon is mightier than all
men, and no man at all could be saved; and on the other hand, even
if there were no perils or adversities or demons, I should neverthe-
less have to labor under perpetual uncertainty and to fight as one
beating the air,?® since even if I lived and worked to eternity, my

2Cf. The Bondage of the Will, 1525. LW 33, 145 n. 68 and 234, n. 36.
3T Cor. 9:26.
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conscience would never be assured and certain how much it ought
to do to satisfy God. For whatever work might be accomplished,
there would always remain an anxious doubt whether it pleased

God or whether he required something more, as the experience of -

all self-justifiers proves, and as I myself learned to my bitter cost
through so many years. But now, since God has taken my salvation
. out of my | hands into his, making it depend on his choice and not

mine, and has promlsed to save me, not by my own work or exertion

but by his"grace and mercy, I am assured and certam both that he
~is faithful 'and will not Lie to me, and also that he'is too great and
powerful for any demons or any adversities to be able to break him
/ or to snatch me from h1m No one, he says, hall snatch them out

'/ thanall” [ ]ohn 10:28 £.]. So it comes about that; 1f not all, some and
indeed many are saved, whereas by the power of free choice none

.. § at all would be saved, but all would perish together. Moreover, we

| are also certain and sure that we please God, not by the merit of
‘our own working, but by the favor of his mercy promised to us, and
x that if we do less than we should or do it badly, he does not hold
| this against us® but in a fatherly way pardons and corrects us.
Hence the glorying of all the saints in their God.

[The Mercy and Justice of God in the Light of Nature,
Grace, and Glory]®

Now, if you are disturbed by the thought that it is difficult to defend
the mercy and justice of God when he damns the undeserving, that
is to say, ungodly men who are what they are because they were
born in ungodliness and can in no way help being and remaining
ungodly and damnable, but are compelled by a necessity of nature
to sin and to perish (as Paul says: “We were all children of wrath
like the rest,” since they are created so by God himself from seed
corrupted by the sin of the one man Adam)—rather must God be
honored and revered as supremely merciful toward those whom he

34 Or: “dees not impute this to us.”
35 WA 18, 784-785.
36 Eph. 2:3.
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justifies and saves, supremely unworthy as they are, and there must
be at least some acknowledgement of his divine wisdom so that he
may be believed to be righteous where he seems to us to be unjust.
For if his righteousness were such that it could be judged to be
righteous by human standards, it would clearly not be divine and
would in no way differ from human righteousness. But since he is
the one true God, and is wholly incomprehensible and inaccessible
to human reason, it is proper and indeed necessary that his right-
eousness also should be incomprehensible, as Paul also says where
he exclaims: “O the depth of the riches of the wisdom and the
knowledge of God! How incomprehensible are his judgments and
how unsearchable his ways!”*” But they would not be incompre-
hensible if we were able in every instance to grasp how they are
righteous. What is man, compared with God? How much is there
within our power compared with his power? What is our strength
in comparison with his resources? What is our knowledge compared
with his wisdom? What is our substance over against his substance?
In a word, what is our all compared with his?

If, therefore, we confess, as even nature teaches, that human
power, strength, wisdom, substance, and everything we have, is
simply nothing at all in comparison with divine power, strength,
wisdom, knowledge, and substance, what is this perversity that
makes us attack God’s righteousness and judgment only, and make
such claims for our own judgment as to wish to comprehend, judge,
and evaluate the divine judgment? Why do we not take a similar
line here too, and say, “Our judgment is nothing in comparison with
the divine judgment”® Ask Reason herself whether she is not con-
vinced and compelled to confess that she is foolish and rash in not
allowing the judgment of God to be incomprehensible, when she
admits that everything else divine is incomprehensible. In all other
matters we grant God his divine majesty, and only in respect of his

" judgment are we prepared to deny it. We cannot for a while believe

that he is righteous, even though he has promised us that when he
reveals his glory we shall all both see and feel that he has been and

is righteous.

37 Rom. 11:33.
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I will give an example to confirm this faith and console that evil
eye which suspects God of injustice. As you can see, God so orders
this corporal world in its external affairs that if you respect and

follow the judgment of human reason, you are bound to say either -

that there is no God or that God is unjust. As the poet says: “Oft I
am moved to think there are no gods!”® For look at the prosperity
the wicked enjoy and the adversity the good endure, and note how
both proverbs and that parent of proverbs, experience, testify that
the bigger the scoundrel the greater his luck. “The tents of the un-
godly are at peace,” says Job [Job 12:6], and Psalm 72[73:12] com-
plains that the sinners of the world increase in riches. Tell me, is it
not in everyone’s judgment most unjust that the wicked should
prosper and the good suffer? But that is the way of the world. Here
even the greatest minds have stumbled and fallen, denying the
existence of God and imagining that all things are moved at random
by blind Chance or Fortune. So, for example, did the Epicureans
and Pliny; while Aristotle, in order to preserve that Supreme Being
of his from unhappiness, never lets him look at anything but him-
self, because he thinks it would be most unpleasant for him to see
so much suffering and so many injustices. The prophets, however,
who did believe in God, had more temptation to regard him as un-
just—Jeremiah, for instance, and Job, David, Asaph, and others.
What do you suppose Demosthenes®® and Cicero*® thought, when
after doing all they could they were rewarded with so tragic a death?

Yet all this, which looks so very like injustice in God, and which
has been represented as such with arguments that no human reason
or light of nature can resist, is very easily dealt with in the light of
the gospel and the knowledge of grace, by which we are taught that
although the ungodly flourish in their bodies, they lose their souls.
In fact, this whole insoluble problem finds a quick solution in one
short sentence, namely, that there is a life after this life, and what-
ever has not been punished and rewarded here will be punished and

38 Ovid Amores iii. 8.36.

39 Athenian orator and statesman (ca. 383-322 B.c.), opponent of Philip of
Macedon; took poison after the failure of the Athenian revolt against the
Macedonians.

40 Roman orator, writer and statesman (106-43 B.c.); outlawed, pursued and
murdered after a speech in the Senate against Mark Antony.
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rewarded there, since this life is nothing but an anticipation, or
rather, the beginning of the life to come.

If, therefore, the light of the gospel, shining only through the
Word and faith, is so effective that this question which has been
discussed in all ages and never solved is so easily settled and put
aside, what do you think it will be like when the light of the Word
and of faith comes to an end, and reality itself and the Divine
Majesty are revealed in their own light? Do you not think that the
light of glory will then with the greatest of ease be able to solve the
problem that is insoluble in the light of the Word or of grace, seeing
that the light of grace has so easily solved the problem that was
insoluble in the light of nature?

Let us take it that there are three lights—the light of nature, the
light of grace, and the light of glory, to use the common and valid
distinction. By the light of nature it is an insoluble problem how it
can be just that a good man should suffer and a bad man prosper;
but this problem is solved by the light of grace. By the light of grace
it is an insoluble problem how God can damn one who is unable by
any power of his own to do anything but sin and be guilty. Here
both the light of nature and the light of grace tell us that it is not
the fault of the unhappy man, but of an unjust God; for they cannot
judge otherwise of a God who crowns one ungodly man freely and
apart from merits, yet damns another who may well be less, or at
least not more, ungodly. But the light of glory tells us differently,
and it will show us hereafter that the God whose judgment here is
one of incomprehensible righteousness is a God of most perfect and
manifest righteousness. In the meantime, we can only believe this,
being admonished and confirmed by the example of the light of
grace, which performs a similar miracle in relation to the light of
nature,
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[CONCLUSION]

[That the Case Against Free Choice is Unanswerable
Let Erasmus Be Willing to Admit]*

I will here bring this little book to an end, though I am prepared if
need be to carry the debate farther. However, I think quite enough
has been done here to satisfy the godly and anyone who is willing
to admit the truth without being obstinate. For if we believe it to
be true that God foreknows and predestines all things,? that he can
neither be mistaken in his foreknowledge nor hindered in his pre-
destination, and that nothing takes place but as he wills it (as rea-
son itself is forced to admit), then on the testimony of reason itself
there cannot be any free choice in man or angel or any creature.

Similarly, if we believe that Satan is the ruler of this world,
who is forever plotting and fighting against the Kingdom of Christ
with all his powers, and that he will not let men go who are his
captives unless he is forced to do so by the divine power of the
Spirit, then again it is evident that there can be no such thing as
free choice.

Similarly, if we believe that original sin has so ruined us that
even in those who are led by the Spirit it causes a great deal of
trouble by struggling against the good, it is clear that in a man
devoid of the Spirit there is nothing left that can turn toward the
good, but only toward evil.

Again, if the Jews, who pursued righteousness to the utmost of
their powers, rather ran headlong into unrighteousness, while the
Gentiles, who pursued ungodliness, attained righteousness freely
and unexpectedly, then it is also manifest from this very fact and
experience that man without grace can will nothing but evil.

To sum up: If we believe that Christ has redeemed men by his
blood, we are bound to confess that the whole man was lost; other-
wise, we should make Christ either superfluous or the redeemer of
only the lowest part of man, which would be blasphemy and sacri-
lege.

1WA 18, 786-787.
2 Rom. 8:289.
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My dear Erasmus, I beg you now for Christ’s sake to do at last
as you promised; for you promised you would willingly yield to
anyone who taught you better.® Have done with respecting of per-
sons! I recognize that you are a great man, richly endowed with the
noblest gifts of God—with talent and learning, with eloquence bor-
dering on the miraculous, to mention no others—while I have and
am nothing, unless I may venture to boast that I am a Christian.
Moreover, I praise and commend you highly for this also, that un-
like all the rest you alone have attacked the real issue, the essence
of the matter in dispute, and have not wearied me with irrelevancies
about the papacy, purgatory, indulgences, and such like trifles (for
trifles they are rather than basic issues), with which almost everyone
hitherto has gone hunting for me without success. You and you
alone have seen the question on which everything hinges, and have
aimed at the vital spot; for which I sincerely thank you, since I am
only too glad to give as much attention to this subject as time and
leisure permit. If those who have attacked me hitherto had done the
same, and if those who now boast of new spirits and new revelations
would still do it, we should have less of sedition and sects and more
of peace and concord. But God has in this way through Satan
punished our ingratitude.

Unless, however, you can conduct this case differently from the
way you have in this Diatribe, I could very much wish that you
would be content with your own special gift, and would study,
adorn, and promote languages and literature as you have hitherto
done with great profit and distinction. I must confess that in this

3 Diatribe, EAS 4, 921.: “. . . I do not knowingly resist the truth, and with all
my heart I favor true evangelical liberty and detest whatever is opposed to the
gospel. Nor do I here act the part of a judge, as I have said, but of a debater,
and yet I can truly say that in the debate I have kept the cath that used to be
demanded in capital cases from sworn judges. And although I am an old man

~ now, I shall not be either ashamed or reluctant to learn from any young man

who can teach me better things with evangelical courtesy. Here I know some-
one will say: ‘Let Erasmus learn Christ and have done with human wisdom;
no one understands these things unless he has the Spirit of God.” If I do not
yet understand what Christ is, I have indeed been wandering far from the
mark hitherto; though I should like to know what Spirit so many doctors and
Christian people have possessed—the people being likely to have believed what
their bishops taught—for the past thirteen hundred years without understanding
this.”
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direction you have done no small service to me too, so that I am
considerably indebted to you, and in this regard I certainly respect
and admire you most sincerely. But God has not yet willed or

granted that you should be equal to the matter at present at issue -

between us. I say this, as I beg you to believe, in no spirit of arro-
gance, but I pray that the Lord may very soon make you as much
superior to me in this matter as you are in all others. There is no
novelty in it, if God instructs Moses through Jethro* and teaches
Paul through Ananias.® For as to your saying that you have wan-
dered very far from the mark if you are ignorant of Christ, I think
you yourself see what it implies. For it does not follow that every-
body will go astray if you or I do. God is preached as being mar-
velous in his saints,® so that we may regard as saints those who are
very far from sanctity. And it is not difficult to suppose that you,
since you are human, may not have rightly understood or observed
with due care the Scriptures or the sayings of the Fathers under
whose guidance you think you are attaining your goal; and of this
there is more than a hint in your statement that you are asserting
nothing, but have only “discoursed.” No one writes like that who
has a thorough insight into the subject and rightly understands it.
I for my part in this book have not discoursed, but have asserted
and do assert, and I am unwilling to submit the matter to anyone’s
judgment, but advise everyone to yield assent. But may the Lord,
whose cause this is, enlighten you and make you a vessel for honor

and glory.®
Amen.
4 Exod. 18:13 f.
5 Acts 9:10 ff.
6Ps. 67:36 (Vulgate); English versions (Ps. 68:35) read: “terrible in his
sanctuary.”

7 Erasmus ends his Diatribe by saying: “CONTULI, penes alios esto judicium,”
“I have discoursed, let others pass judgment.” Contuli can also mean “I have
made comparisons,” and it is this sense Luther has in mind here. He does not
think it his business simply to discourse on the subject, comparing different
views, but he must assert and proclaim the truth about it.

8 Rom. 9:21.
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14.

SERMON ON THE AFTERNOON
OF CHRISTMAS DAY
1530

Sermon on the Afternoon of Christmas Day,
Luke 2:1-14, December 25, 1530

You have heard today the story from the Gospel of St. Luke of
how it came to pass that our Lord Christ was born and then also the
message of the angel, who announced who the boy was who was
born.! Now we shall go on and take up the message of the angel. So
for today you have heard only that the child was born and that he is
the Lord and Savior. Thus we spoke of the story, how it unfolded,
and who the persons in it were. This article is so high that even
today it is believed by only a few. Nevertheless, God has preserved

! Luther is referring to the sermon he preached that morning on Luke 2:1-10
i ;e;ts )in WA 32, 251-261; Buchwald, Martin Luther Predigten, op. cit., 1I,
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it even through those who have not believed it. For at all times in
the monasteries and universities there have been disputations and
lectures which dealt with the fact that Christ the Lord, born of Mary,

is true man and God. But it went no further than saying and hearing -

it.2 But this belief is held by the devil too and the Turks and all the
godless among the Christians, and is the kind of belief which every-
body believes that it is true but would not die for it, as Eck® and
many others show today. If they had as much from Christ and the
teaching of the gospel as from the devil, they would also think as
much of Christ. The Turk too admits that Christ was born of the
Virgin Mary, that Mary was an immaculate virgin, and that Christ
was more than a man; but the Word of God, as it is given in the
gospel, he denies, and yet I fear that the Turk believes more of this
article than does the pope. Therefore it is a high article to believe
that this infant, born of Mary, is true God; for nobody’s reason can
ever accept the fact that he who created heaven and earth and is
adored by the angels was born of a virgin. That is the article.
Nobody believes it except he who also knows this faith, namely,
that this child is the Lord and Savior.

But for whom was he born and whose Lord and Savior is he?
The angels declare that he was born Lord and Savior. The Turks,
the pope, and the scholars say the same thing, but only to the extent
that it brings in money and honor. But that anyone could say, “to
you is born,” as the angel says, this is the faith which we must preach
about. But we cannot preach about it as we would like to do.
Indeed, who could ever grasp [the full meaning of] these words
of the evangelist: “a Savior, who is the Lord,” and, “to you™ I
know well enough how to talk about it and what to believe about
it, just as others do. So there are many who have this belief and do
not doubt this first belief that Christ is the Lord, the Savior, and the
virgin’s Son. This I too have never doubted. But if these words are
planted no higher than in my thoughts, then they have no firm roots.
We are certain that this was proclaimed by the angel, but the firm
faith does not follow. For the reason does not understand both sides
of this faith, first that Christ is a man, but also the Savior and Lord

2 This sentence supplied from Niirnberg Codex Solger.
3 Johann Eck (1486-1543), one of Luther’s earliest opponents. Cf. The Leipzig
Debate. LW 31, 308-325.
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or King. This needs to be revealed from heaven. One who really
has the first faith also has the. other.

Who, then, are those to whom this joyful news is to be pro-
claimed? Those who are faint-hearted and feel the burden of their
sins, like the shepherds, to whom the angels proclaim the message,
letting the great lords in Jerusalem, who do not accept it, go on
sleeping. Beyond the first faith there must be the second faith; that
Christ is not only the virgin’s Son, but also the Lord of angels and
the Savior of men. The words anyone can understand, anti-
sacramentarians, fanatics, sectarians, and Turks; but they do not
proceéd from the heart, they come only from hearing and go no
farther than hearing. This is not faith, however, but only a memory
of what has been heard, that one knows that he has heard it. Nobody
ventures upon it, so as to stake goods, life, and honor upon it. And
yet we must preach it for the sake of those who are in the multitude
to whom the angel preached.

This is our theology, which we preach in order that we may
understand what the angel wants. Mary bore the child, took it to
her breast and nursed it, and the Father in heaven has his Son, lying
in the manger and the mother’s lap. Why did God do all this? Why
does Mary guard the child as a mother should? And reason answers:
in order that we may make an idol of her, that honor may be paid
to the mother. Mary becomes all this without her knowledge and
consent, and all the songs and glory and honor are addressed to the
mother. And yet the text does not sound forth the honor of the
mother, for the angel says, “I bring to you good news of a great joy;
for to you is born this day the Savior” [Luke 2:10-11]. I am to
accept the child and his birth and forget the mother, as far as this
is possible, although her part cannot be forgotten, for where there
is a birth there must also be a mother. Nevertheless, we dare not
put our faith in the mother but only in the fact that the child was

"born. And the angel desired that we should see nothing but the

child which is born, just as the angels themselves, as though they
were blind, saw nothing but the child born of the virgin, and desired
that all created things should be as nothing compared with this
child, that we should see nothing, be it harps, gold, goods, honor,
power, and the like, which we would prefer before their message.
For if I receive even the costliest and best in the world, it still does
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not have the name of Savior. And if the Turk were ten times
stronger than he is, he could not for one moment save me from my
infirmity, to say nothing of the peril of death, and even less from

the smallest sin or from death itself. In my sin, my death, I must

take leave of all created things. No, sun, moon, stars, all creatures,
physicians, emperors, kings, wise men and potentates cannot help
me. When I die I shall see nothing but black darkness, and yet that
light, “To you is born this day the Savior” [Luke 2:11], remains in
my eyes and fills all heaven and earth. The Savior will help me
when all have forsaken me. And when the heavens and the stars
and all creatures stare at me with horrible mien, I see nothing in
heaven and earth but this child. So great should that light which
declares that he is my Savior become in my eyes that I can say:
Mary, you did not bear this child for yourself alone. The child is
not yours; you did not bring him forth for yourself, but for me, even
though you are his mother, even though you held him in your arms
and wrapped him in swaddling clothes and picked him up and laid
him down. But I have a greater honor than your honor as his
mother. For your honor pertains to your motherhood of the body
of the child, but my honor is this, that you have my treasure, so that
I know none, neither men nor angels, who can help me except this
child whom you, O Mary, hold in your arms. If a man could put out
of his mind all that he is and has except this child, and if for him
everything—money, goods, power, or honor—fades into darkness and
he despises everything on earth compared with this child, so that
heaven with its stars and earth with all its power and all its treasures
becomes as nothing to him, that man would have the true gain and
fruit of this message of the angel. And for us the time must come
when suddenly all will be darkness and we shall know nothing but
this message of the angel: “I bring to you good news of great joy;
for to you is born this day the Savior” [Luke 2:10-11].

This, then, is the faith we preach, of which the Turks and the
pope and all the sectarians know nothing. The fanatics do, it is true,
snatch to themselves the words of the angels, but how earnest they
are is plain to see. For they receive the Word only as a piece of
paper, as the cup and corporal receive the body and blood of Christ.
The paper does no more than contain something and pass it on to
others, but yet it remains paper. Thus you copy something from
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one paper on another paper; from my tongue the Word sounds in
your ear, but it does not go to the heart. So they receive this greatest
of treasures to their great harm and still think they are Christians,
just as though the paper were to say: I certainly have in me the
written words, “to you is born this day the Savior”; therefore I shall
be saved. But then the fire comes and burns up the paper.

Therefore this is the chief article, which separates us from all
the heathen, that you, O man, may not only learn that Christ, born
of the virgin, is the Lord and Savior, but also accept the fact that he
is your Lord and Savior, that you may be able to boast in your heart:
I hear the Word that sounds from heaven and says: This child who
is born of the virgin is not only his mother’s son. I have more than
the mother’s estate; he is more mine than Mary’s, for he was born
for me, for the angel said, “To you” is born the Savior. Then ought
you to say, Amen, I thank thee, dear Lord.

But then reason says: Who knows? I believe that Christ, born
of the virgin, is the Lord and Savior and he may perhaps help Peter
and Paul, but for me, a sinner, he was not born. But even if you
believed that much, it would still not be enough, unless there were
added to it the faith that he was born for you. For he was not born
merely in order that I should honor the mother, that she should be
praised because he was born of the virgin mother. This honor
belongs to none except her and it is not to be despised, for the angel
said, “Blessed are you among women!” [Luke 1:28]. But it must
not be too highly esteemed lest one deny what is written here: “To
you is born this day the Savior.” He was not merely concerned to
be born of a virgin; it was infinitely more than that. It was this, as
she herself sings in the Magnificat: “He has helped his servant
Israel” [Luke 1:54]; not that he was born of me and my virginity,
but born for you and for your benefit, not only for my honor.

Take yourself in hand, examine yourself and see whether you

are a Christian! If you can sing: The Son, who is proclaimed to be

a Lord and Savior, is my Savior; and if you can confirm the message
of the angel and say yes to it and believe it in your heart, then your
heart will be filled with assurance and joy and confidence, and you
will not worry much about even the costliest and best that this world
has to offer. For when I can speak to the virgin from the bottom of
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my heart and say: O Mary, noble, tender virgin, you have borne a
child; this I want more than robes and guldens, yea, more than my
body and life; then you are closer to the treasure than everything

else in heaven and earth, as Ps. 73 [:25] says, “There is nothing upon -

earth that I desire besides thee.” You see how a person rejoices
when he receives a robe or ten guldens. But how many are there
who shout and jump for joy when they hear the message of the
angel: “To you is born this day the Savior?” Indeed, the majority
look upon it as a sermon that must be preached, and when they have
heard it, consider it a trifling thing, and go away just as they were
before. This shows that we have neither the first nor the second
faith, We do not believe that the virgin mother bore a son and that
he is the Lord and Savior unless, added to this, I believe the second
thing, namely, that he is my Savior and Lord. When I can say: This
I accept as my own, because the angel meant it for me, then, if I
believe it in my heart, I shall not fail to love the mother Mary, and
even more the child, and especially the Father. For, if it is true that
the child was born of the virgin and is mine, then I have no angry
God and I must know and feel that there is nothing but laughter
and joy in the heart of the Father and no sadness in my heart. For,
if what the angel says is true, that he is our Lord and Savior, what
can sin do against us? “If God is for us, who is against us?” [Rom.
8:81]. Greater words than these I cannot speak, nor all the angels
and even the Holy Spirit, as is sufficiently testified by the beautiful
and devout songs that have been made about it. I do not trust
myself to express it. I most gladly hear you sing and speak of it,
but as long as no joy is there, so long is faith still weak or even non-
existent, and you still do not believe the angel.

You can see what our papists and Junkers, who have chosen
innumerable saviors, have felt about this faith. Indeed, the papists
still want to retain the mass, the invocation of saints, and their
invented works by which we are to be saved. This is as much as to
say, I do not believe in the Savior and Lord whom Mary bore; and
yet they sing the words of the angel, hold their triple masses [at
Christmas] and play their organs. They speak the words with their
tongues but their heart has another savior. And the same is true in
the monasteries: if you want to be saved, remember to keep the rule
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and regulations of Francis* and you will have a gracious God! And
at the Diet of Augsburg they decided to stick to this. In the name
of all the devils, let them stick there! It has been said sufficiently
that this Savior lies in the manger. But if there is any other thing
that saves me, then I rightly call it my savior. If the sun, moon, and
stars save, I can call them saviors. If St. ‘Bartholomew® or St.
Anthony® or a pilgrimage to St. James” or good works save, then
they surely are my savior. If St. Francis, then he is my savior. But
then what is left of the honor of the child who was born this day,
whom the angel calls Lord and Savior, and who wants to keep his
name, which is Savior and Christ the Lord. If I set up any savior

‘except this child, no matter who or what it is or is called, then he is

not the Savior. But the text says that he is the Savior. And if this is
true—and it is the truth—then let everything else go.

One who hears the message of the angel and believes it will
be filled with fear, like the shepherds. True, it is too high for me to
believe that I should come into this treasure without any merit on
my part. And yet, so it must be. In the papacy this message was
not preached in the pulpit, and I am afraid that it will disappear
again. It was the other message that the devil initiated and has
allowed to remain in the papacy. All their hymns are to this effect.
Among the Turks the devil has completely wiped it out. Therefore,
remember it, sing it, and learn it, while there is still time! I fear that
the time will come when we shall not be allowed to hear, believe,
and sing this message in public, and the time has already come when
it is no longer understood; though Satan does allow it to be spoken
with the mouth, as the papists do. But when it comes to declaring
that he is born for you, and to singing:

In dulci jubilo
Now sing with hearts aglow!
Our delight and pleasure

* Francis of Assisi (1182-1226), founder of the Franciscan Order, who was
canonized two years after his death by Pope Gregory IX.

® According to Matt. 10:3, Mark 3:18, Luke 6:14, and Acts 1:18, Bartholomew
is one of the twelve Apostles. His feast day is usually observed on August 24.
8 St. Anthony (b. ca. 250 A.D.), a hermit who is considered the forerunner of
the monastic movement.

7 St. James of Compostella was the most frequented place of pilgrimage in
Europe for many centuries.
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Lies in praesepio,
Like sunshine is our treasure
Matris in gremio
Alpha est et OI®
—this he is unwilling to allow.

What we have said, then, has been about that second faith,
which is not only to believe in Mary’s Son, but rather that he who
lies in the virgin’s lap is our Savior, that you accept this and give
thanks to God, who so loved you that he gave you a Savior who is
yours. And for a sign he sent the angel from heaven to proclaim
him, in order that nothing else should be preached except that this
child is the Savior and far better than heaven and earth. Him, there-
fore, we should acknowledge and accept; confess him as our Savior
in every need, call upon him, and never doubt that he will save us
from all misfortune. Amen.

& Fourteenth century macaronic German carol. The Osford Book of Carols
(Oxford University Press, 1628), No. 86,
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PART IV

THE PROMISE OF THE
SACRAMENTS

The first three parts of this anthology introduce
aspects of Luther that are generally well known: that Luther
took a strong stand for faith against the prevailing theological
method of his time; that he was a translator and interpreter
of Scripture; and that he was passionate for proclaiming the
righteousness of God in Christ. This last made him opposed
to all human claims for excellence that might obscure faith,
even that freedom of human will might play any part in
salvation.

But when it comes to the sacraments, the full range
of Luthers theological contribution is not so well known.
Many who have seen Luther only as the primordial Prot-
estant will know his critique of the Mass, and of the Roman
Catholic sacramental system generally. But they may not
know that Luther is not only a critical theologian regarding
the sacraments, but also a constructive one.

This is one area where it is safe to say that Luthers

full views emerged slowly and in response to the debates

of the age. Some of his early writings are quite traditional.
Then follow treatises that are sharply polemical against
claims for the sacraments that seem to set them alongside
or apart from the gospel.
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But as a range of other voices begin to emerge,
including those more sharply critical of catholic sacramental
theology, Luther soon found that he was in even deeper
disagreement with these persons. The five long selections
included here attempt to show something of this range of
Luthers interests, and above all the positive contribution
he made toward understanding the full meaning of the
sacraments within the Christian faith.

Luther found in Baptism and in the Lords Supper
powerful and efficacious forms of the gospel itself. That
Christ who must come to be known not only as the Lord
but even more intimately as my Lord can be discerned in
a number of ways, but certainly not exclusively through
the preaching of the Word. Baptizing and sharing the Lords
Supper are also strong ways of proclaiming the gospel,
which also provide a powerful, personal encounter for the
individual believer.
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15 The Blessed Sacrament of the Holy and True
Body and Blood of Christ, and the Brotherhoods

The first document in this part was written in 1519. Luther’s
writing here shows many signs of continuity with traditional
catholic teaching. He speaks of a change in the bread and wine
that sounds compatible with the doctrine of transubstantiation.
He emphasizes the need for frequent reception.

Even his proposal for laity to receive both bread and wine
(which had been forbidden only as recently as the Council of
Constance in 1414-18) is put forward with great caution. But
here Luther already speaks of Baptism and the Lords Supper
as the two “principal sacraments in the church,” rather than two
among seven.

Two strongly evangelical themes are sounded here. One is
Luther does not say that faith makes Christ present—this is never
a position he would have maintained. But he does exhort his
readers toward faith:

Christ and all his saints are coming to you with all their virtues,
sufferings, and mercies to live, work, suffer, and die with you, and
. . . they desire to be wholly yours, having all things in common
with you. If you will exercise and strengthen this faith, then you
will experience what a rich, joyous, and bountiful wedding feast
your God has prepared for you upon this altar (p. 254).

The other evangelical emphasis here concerns the nature
of Christian community or fellowship as experienced in the Sup-
per. Christians find true unity in Christ and with one another
in the Lord’s Supper. Luther contrasted this exchange of blessings
and burdens with the practices of the brotherhoods. These were
primarily lay groups that met ostensibly for devotional purposes,
but whose meetings often had a largely social (sometimes even
rowdy) character.
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16 The Babylonian Captivity of the
Church—Part I

Luther’s critique of Roman Catholic sacramental practice is
much more sharply focused in the second document, Part I of
his great treatise from 1520. This entire writing is an attack on
the system of seven sacraments (as the introduction makes clear),
but this first part is especially important in its indictment of three
aspects of the current Roman teaching concerning the Lords
Supper:

= The withholding of the cup from the laity summarizes the
whole tyrannical, arbitrary, power-oriented side of the
medieval church. )

& The doctrine of transubstantiation (which the church lived
well without for twelve hundred vears) is an unnecessary,
speculative philosophical imposition on simple faith that
Christ is present in the bread and Wwine as he promised.

a Most serious of all, the doctrine of the sacrifice of the mass
turns what ought to be a gracious gift of God into a human
work or human action.

It is evident that much had happened in the one year since
the previous treatise was written, and at the beginning of this
section Luther reviews the events that have moved him beyond
his earlier simple conviction that “it would be well if a general
council were to decide that the sacrament should be administered
to the laity in both kinds.”

17 The Sacrament of the Body and Blood of
Christ—Against the Fanatics

Luther was now perceived as a strong opponent of the sac-
raments. King Henry VIII of England even received the papal
title of “defender of the Faith” for his refutation of Luthers
“Babylonian Captivity.” But this was hardly Luther’ final word.
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In the next few years, much more violent critics of sacramental
theology and practice began to appear, claiming Luther’s example
in justification of their own views. In the debates that followed
Luther seems to have discovered that he was far more “catholic”
in regard to sacramental theology than he might earlier have
imagined.

The third document comes from the year 1526. For all of
its polemical title ("Against the Fanatics™), it is a clear, simple,
pastoral text, based on a series of three sermons that Luther
preached to the Wittenberg congregation in the season of Easter,
1526.

It does have as its background the controversies near home
with radical reformers like Andreas Karlstadt and debates with
voices at a greater distance, like that of the Swiss Reformer Ulrich
Zwingli, whose influence was growing at this time. It shows us
Luther expounding the sacrament in a simple way that the people
can understan;l but with the controversies of the day clearly in
mind. @ i~ j

]
The first part is a*passionate defense of the reality of the/ ‘,«f'

bodlly presence of Christ i the bread and the wir wine. Luthers

attack on transubstantiation in the Babﬂonlan Captwlty had
never called nfo question this “téal presence.

~ Luther shows that while His6pponents Onjlli}‘adlcal edgeq X e
‘of the Reformation claim that it-{5 iiéither fitting nor necessary ; / ,;M s

o €

e gc *‘
_‘guments can really be used against the incarnation 1tself: TheT" # L
a//”i‘d/"
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bread and wine are as fitting vehicles for the presence of Chr1stf ol te

/ j
/ as was hlS human_ body “The | ﬁmte is Qapable of bearlng the , 5 Mﬁ

Py

infinite. = g S e
The second part of the treatlse is a dlscussmn of the proper

spirit in which to come to the sacrament and_a celebration of o

the fruits or benefits that one receives. The third part is an (3

evangelical presentation of a long-standing sacramental concern ‘/2&"“’

aboutheSS Here Luthers chief stress is. ;; T
=7 : T Tt
on the way in which penance is presented. Private confession ;" v
‘f‘w’!,[
must not be demanded, but rather the people invited to come,’
“with kind words and not with coercion.’ ,f\,‘f’;’
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18 Concerning Rebaptism

The next document in this part is another one that grew

out of the controversies of the 1520's. Luther wrote this expansion

of his earlier baptismal theology late“nldﬂﬂa—e’a;y in 1328
as a response to the growing influence of the anabaptists.

He was stimulated by their attacks on infant baptism both
to an affirmation of that traditional practice and even more deeply
to a meditation on the meaning and gift of baptism _itsell, If
baptism were to be repeated and grounded on certain faith, then
“baptizing without end would result.” One could never be sure
of baptism if it were grounded in personal Taith, vather thai in
the promise and action of God.

Assume that the first baptism is without faith. Tell me which is
the greater and the more important in the second baptism, the
Word of God or faith? Is it not true that the Word of God is greater
and more important than faith, since faith builds and is founded
on the Word of God rather than God’s Word on faith? Furthermore
faith may waver and change, but Gods Word remains forever (p.

372).

19 Confession Concerning Christs Supper—
from Part I

The final selection in this group is from a document that
has already been introduced in selection 4, “Confession Con-

cerning Christ’s Supper” from 1528. Here we find Luther in the

midst of the fully developed conflict with Zwingli about the mode
of Christs presence in the Eucharist. Zwingli, who had argued
that since Christ is now at the right hand of the Father, he cannot
be present in local cetebrationsof thesacrament; accused Luther

of misunderstanding the Ascension.

But Luther exhorts Zwingli (and modern readers) to think
more energetically about the promise of Christ, and therefore
about ways in which the mode of presence might be understood.
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Perhaps it is Zwinglis understanding of the Ascension that is too

literal, locating Christ in glory in a far-off place.

In fact, Luther wonders by the end of this spirited and
conceptually challenging excerpt whether Zwingli and his fol-
lowers may have misunderstood the incarnation itself. And he
challenges the reader to think more deeply about the nature of

God:

God . . . is a supernatural, inscrutable being who exists at the
same time in every little seed. whole and entire, and vet also in
all and above all and outside all created things. There is no need
to enclose him here, as this spirit dreams, for a body is much,
much too wide for the Godhead; it could contain many thousand
Godheads. On the other hand, it is also far too narrow to contain
one Godhead (p. 397).

Zwingli, for all his distrust of catholic tradition, has in the
end put the same faith in reason that Luther had been attacking
ten years earlier in his writings against scholastic theological
method. Reason cannot accept a gracious God, let alone a God
bound by a promise to be present in the flesh of Jesus Christ,
in the water of baptism, and in the bread and wine of the sac-
rament.

But the Christian community knows by faith that God is
graciously present in just this place. Thus the theologian writing
about the sacraments must keep struggling until he or she can
present a doctrinal account that is faithful to this full reality of
the church’s experience.
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THE BLESSED SACRAMENT OF
THE HOLY AND TRUE BODY
OF CHRIST, AND THE
BROTHERHOODS

1. The holy sacrament of the altar, or of the holy and true body* of

Christ, also has three parts? which it is necessary for us ,'to"linow.
ficange.

T}Mramént, or sign:'lfhe‘second is the(’ 51gm e
of this sacrament. The third is the faith required with each of the

first two. These three parts must be found in every sacrament. The
sacrament must be external and visible, having some material form

or appearance. The significance must b¢ internal ancysp‘i»rv_‘iﬁ;;ﬂ; within

“the spirit of the person. Faith must make both of them together

_operative and useful.

~9. The sacrament, or external sign, consists in the form or
appearance of bread and wine, just as baptism has water as its sign;
only the bread and wine must be used in eating and drinking, just
as the water of baptism is used by immersion or pouring. For the
sacrament, or sign, must be received, or at least desired, if it is to
work a blessing. Of course at present both kinds are not given to the
people daily, as in former times.® But this is not necessary since the
priesthood partakes of it daily in sight of the people. It is enough

\Waren Leychnams is the actual body which was given into death. MA®, Er 2,
540, n. 382, 2.

°Cf. The Sacrament of Penance (1519), LW 35, 11, and The Holy and Blessed
Sacrament of Baptism (1519), LW 35, 29-30.

* The custom of giving only the bread but not the wine to the laity was enacted
into canon law by the Council of Constance which burned an earlier advocate
of both kinds, John Huss, as a heretic, even though the council itself admitted
the custom’s divergence from the institution of Jesus and the practice of the
early church. Denzinger, The Sources of Catholic Dogma, No. 626.
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that the people desire it daily and at present receive one kind, as the
Christian Church ordains and provides.*

3. For my part, however, I would consider it a good thing if the . .
church should again decree® in a general council that all persons be

<~ —

given botﬁﬁﬁ&i&&@iégg "Not because one kind is insufficient,
since indeed the desire of faith_ig—mgriﬁ‘m@% A
says, “Why do you prepare stomach and teeth? Only believe, and
you have already partaken of the sacrament.™® But it would be
fitting and fine that the form, or sign, of the sacrament be given not

“in part only, but in its entirety, just.as I said of baptism: it would be ;o
more fitting to immerse in the water than to pour with it, for the sake B Lo

of the completeness and perfection of the sign.” For this sacrament o~~~ =
[of the Body of Christ], as we shall see, signifies the complete union -. ..~
and the undivided fellowship of the saints; and this is poorly and
unﬁttiﬁgi_);_ iE&?Eé’t?&%’y [distributing] only one part of the sacrament.

Nor is there as great a danger in the use of the cup as is supposed,®

since the people seldom go to this sacrament. Besides Christ was

well aware of all future dangers, and yet he saw fit to institute both

kinds for the use of all his Christians. _

4. The significance or effect of this sacrament is fellowship of /V /0
all the saints. F: gn_?his it derives its common name synaxis [Greek] /;/g;/ ;
or communio [Latin], that is, fellowship. And the Latin communicare , .
[commune or communicate], or as we say in German, zum sacrament 7

‘ Later Luther continued to allow for the voluntary use of one kind, but he
soon expressed himself more forthrightly on the propriety of both kinds and
the wickedness of forbidding both kinds. Cf. A Treatise on the New Testament,
that is, the Holy Mass, in this volume, pp. 106-107. LW 36, 19-28.

® The Council of Basel had concluded the Compactata of Prague (November
80, 1433), which reversed the decision of Constance to the extent of allowing
the followers of Huss to administer the sacrament in both kinds. Cf. LW 38,
27 and 18.

® Sermo 112, cap. 5. Migne 38, 645.

'Cf. The Holy and Blessed Sacrament of Baptism, 1519. LW 35, 29.

*The danger, readily conceded by pious laity who trembled at the thought of
it, was that a drop of the consecrated wine might fall to the floor. Since the
bread was regarded as the more important anyway-and could be placed in the
mouth of the communicant without his even having to touch it—it seemed
possible, by expending with reception of the wine, to avoid the danger of
desecrating the sacrament. Cf. Albert Hauck (ed.), Realencyklopidie fiir pro-
testantische Theologie und Kirche (3rd ed., 24 vols.; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1896-
1913), XII, 721.
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gehen [go to the sacrament], means to take part in this fellowship.

Hence it is that Christ and all saints are one spirimavlwi");g};f’w]:tfs‘t‘ as
the inhabitants of a city are one community and body, each citizen

therefore, are members of Christ and of the church, While_wi‘_s,;?
spiritual and eternal city of God.™> And whoever is taken into this

city is said to be received into the community of saints and to be
ﬁ??@m piritual body and made a member of him.
On the other hand excommunicare [excommunicate] means to put
out of the community and to sever a member from this body; and
that is called in our language “putting one under the ban”—though
a distinction [is to be made in this regard] as I shall show in the
following treatise, concerning the ban.!!

To receive this sacrament in bread and wine, then, is nothing

. else than to receive a sure sigh of tiis fellowship and incorporation
with Christ and all saints. It is as if a citizen were given a sign,

a document, or s6me other token to "éwswsbﬁ’;?ﬁaﬁ@iit he is a citizen
of the city, a member of that particular community. St. Paul says
this very thing in I Corinthians 10[:17], “We are all one bread and
one body, for we all partake of one bread and of one cup.”
5. This fellowship consists in this, that all the spiritual posses-
sions of Christ and his saints'? are shared with and become the
common property of him who receives this sacrament. Again all
sufferings and sins also become common property; and thus love
engenders love in return and [mutual love] unites. To carry out our
homely figure, it is like a city where every citizen shares with all the

others the city’s name, honor, freedom, trade, customs, usages, help,

®Cf. Rom. 12:5; I Cor. 12:5.

© Cf. Isa. 60:14; Heb. 12:22; Rev. 3:12.

% See A Treatise Concerning the Ban (1520) (PE 2, 35-54), where Luther
distinguishes between the external ban (excommunication) which excludes
from the church’s sacramental fellowship and the internal ban (sin and un-
belief) which excludes from the fellowship with Christ.

¥ As early as 1515-1516 in his lectures on Romans [12:13] Luther distinguished
between the contemporary understanding of “saints” as those who “are blessed
and participating in glory” and the biblical understanding of “saints” as “all
those who believe in Christ.” WA 56, 469; MA®, Er 2, 398. This second sense
is implicit in his use of the term here and throughout this treatise.
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support, protection, and the like, while at the same time he shares
all the dangers of fire and flood, enemies and death, losses, taxes, and
the like. For he who would share in the profits must also share in the
costs,’® and ever recompense love with love.* Here we see that
whoever injures one citizen injures an entire city and all its citizens;
whoever benefits one [citizen] deserves favor and thanks from all the
others. So also in our natural body, as St. Paul says in I Corinthians
12[:25-26], where he gives this sacrament a spiritual explanation,
“The members have [the same] care for one another; if one member
suffers, all suffer together; if one member is honored, all rejoice
together.” This is obvious: if anyone’s foot hurts him, yes, even the
little toe, the eye at once looks at it, the fingers grasp it, the face
puckers, the whole body bends over to it, and all are concerned with
this small member; again, once it is cared for all the other members
are benefited. This comparison must be noted well if one wishes to
understand this sacrament, for Scripture uses it for the sake of the
unlearned. i~ T O

6. In this :;Sggvazg@iﬁ%henef,OLeymanis given through the priest
2 sure sign from God himself that he is thus united with Christ and
his saints and has _all_th@gs\inﬁgom{no“n [with them], that Christ’s

suffrings and lfe are his own, together with the lives and sufferngs
of all the saints. Therefore whoever does injury to [the believer],
does injury to Christ and all the saints, as he says through the prophet
[Zech. 2:8], “He who touches you touches the apple of my eye.” On
the other hand whoever does him a kindness does it to Christ and all
his séfﬁjchysm“in Matthew 25[:40], “As you did it to one of
the least of these my brethren, you did it to me.” Again, man must

be willing to share all the burdens and misfortunes of Christ and

¥ Cf. the English aphorism, “What's none of my profit shall be none of my
peril” (Vincent Stuckey Lean, Lean’s Collectanea [Bristol: Arrowsmith, 1904],
IV, 178) with its German equivalents in Karl F. Wander (ed.), Deutsches
Sprichwirter-Lexikon (5 vols.; Leipzig: Brockhaus, 1867-1880), I, 1557, “Geni-
essen,” Nos. 3, 4, 10, 14.

“ Cf. the English aphorism, “Love is love’s reward” (Lean’s Collectanea, IV,
39), with its German equivalents in Wander (ed.), Sprichwdérter-Lexikon, 111,
136fF., “Liebe,” Nos. 146, 388, 388, 635, 661, and especially No. 410 which also
cites the English, “Love can neither be bought nor sold, its only price is love.”
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his saints, the cost as well as the profit. Let us consider more fully

these two [sides of the fellowship].
7. Now adversity assails us in more than one form. There is, in

 the first place, the sin that remains in our flesh after baptism: the -

inclination to anger, hatred, pride, unchastity, and so forth. This sin
assails us as long as we live.}® Here we not only need the help of the
community [of saints] and of Christ, in order that they might with
us fight this sin, but it is also necessary that Christ and his saints
intercede for us before God, so that this sin may not be charged
to our account by God’s strict judgment. Therefore iniorder to
strengthen and encourage us against this same sin, God gives us this
sacrament, a5 much as to say, - Look, many kinds of sin are assailing
you; take this sign by which I give you my pledge that this sin is
assailing not only you but also my Son, CHrist, and all his saints in
Leaven and on earth. Therefore take heart and be bold. You are not
fighting alone. Great help and support are all around you.” King
David speaks thus of this bread, “The bread strengthens a man’s
heart” [Ps. 104:15]. And the Scriptures in_numerous places ascribe
to this sacrament the property of strengthening, as in Acts 9[:18-19]
[where it is written] of St. Paul, “He was baptized, and when he
had received the food, he was strengthened.”

In the second place the evil spirit assails us unceasingly with
many sins and afflictions. In the third place the world, full of wicked-
ness, entices and persecutes us and is altogether bad. Finally our own
guilty conscience assails us with our past sins; and there is the fear
of death and the pains of hell. All of these afflictions make us weary
and weak, unless we seek strength in this fellowship, where strength
is to be found.

8. Whoever is in despair, distressed by a sin-stricken conscience
or terrified by death or carrying some other burden upon his heart,
if he would be rid of them all, let him go joyfully to the sacrament of
the altar and lay down his woe in the midst of the community [of
saints] and seek help from the entire company of the spiritual body—
just as a citizen whose property has suffered damage or misfortune
at the hands of his enemies makes complaint to 