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LUTHER'S REPLY TO THE HUMANISTS: 

THE BONDAGE OF THE WILL 

by Rev. Cra ig  A. Ferkens tad  

"The epoch-making d i a logue  between Luther  and 
Erasmus i s  a  p r e lude  t o  t h e  problems which have 
plagued modern man s i n c e  t h e  t i m e  of t h e  Reforma- 
t i o n . " l  These words w e l l  summarize t h e  c o n f l i c t  
of both t h e  1950 ' s  and t h e  1900 ' s .  The c o n f l i c t  
c e n t e r s  i n  t h e  n a t u r e  of man. 

Mar t in  Luther  and Des ide r iu s  Erasmus dialogued 
about  man's a b i l i t y  t o  app ly  himself  un to  h i s  
e t e r n a l  s a l v a t i o n .  Today t h e  d i a logue  con t inues  
a s  i t  c e n t e r s  on man's a b i l i t y  t o  determine h i s  
own f u t u r e  and d e s t i n y .  A t  i s s u e  i s  t h e  t o p i c  of 
" s ecu l a r  humanism" and ~ u t h e r ' s  r e p l y  t o  t h e  
humanis ts .  

Humanism i s  a  word w i th  a broad meaning. It 
c a r r i e s  wi th  i t  a  p o s i t i v e  connota t ion .  A s  a  
movement, humanism was t h e  "new l ea rn ing"  which 
was developing i n  f o u r t e e n t h  cen tu ry  Renaissance 
I t a l y .  It was a  r e a c t i o n  t o  t h e  Middle Ages. I n  
L u t h e r ' s  day a  humanist  was p r i m a r i l y  a  s c h o l a r  of 
t h e  c l a s s i c s .  We, today,  would equa t e  t h i s  wi th  
a  l i b e r a l  a r t s  educa t ion  i nc lud ing  f o r e i g n  language, 
h i s t o r y ,  l i t e r a t u r e ,  and f i n e  a r t s .  Humanism, i n  
t h i s  sense ,  i s  a  s tudy  of humanity. 

By s tudying  t h e  Greek and Roman world t h e  human- 
i s t s  hoped t o  r e s t o r e  much of what had been l o s t  
du r ing  t h e  Middle Ages. I n  n o r t h e r n  Europe (out- 
s i d e  of I t a l y  and France)  t h i s  movement was known 

11 a s  C h r i s t i a n  humanism. " 
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When i t  was t r anspo r t ed  northward a c r o s s  
t h e  Alps i n t o  Germany and t h e  Nether lands,  
t h e  New Learning was o f t e n  employed more i n  
t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  goa l s  t han  
i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t  of s e c u l a r  p u r s u i t s .  It 
was viewed p a r t i c u l a r l y  a s  an instrument  
u s e f u l  f o r  reform of t h e  church. Northern 
s c h o l a r s  were more i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  s tudy  
of C h r i s t i a n  a n t i q u i t y  t han  i n  t h e  s tudy  of 
c l a s s i c a l  Greek a n t i q u i t y .  A new i n t e r e s t  
developed i n  t h e  s tudy  of Hebrew as we l l  a s  
Greek, account ing f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  
l e a d e r s  of t h e  Reformation were a t  home i n  
bo th  B i b l i c a l  languages.  

Humanism, then,  played an important  r o l e  i n  t h e  
Reformation. " In  f a c t ,  one could even say t h a t  
without  i t  t h e r e  would have been no re format ion  
a s  we know it . l t 3  

Th is  was t h e  humanism of Erasmus. He, l i k e  
Luther ,  had l i v e d  a monastic l i f e  and was ordained 
a p r i e s t  (a l though l a t e r  being r e l ea sed  from h i s  
vow). He too  sought t h e  reform of t h e  church. 
He was comfortable  i n  Greek and L a t i n .  H i s  i n t e r -  
e s t  i n  r e t u r n i n g  t o  t h e  o r i g i n a l  t e x t s  l e d  t o  h i s  
p u b l i c a t i o n  of t h e  Greek New Testament which was 
used by Luther .  

Humanism ( t h e  movement) began a s  something good. 
It  was no t  intended t o  be a n t i - r e l i g i o u s  o r  a n t i -  
C h r i s t i a n .  But it changed. Today t h e  d ia logue  
cont inues  wi th  t h e  humanists of " secu l a r  humanism." 
The t i t l e  "secular"  i s  added t o  show t h a t  t h i s  
r e p r e s e n t s  no t  t h e  humanit ies ,  bu t  t h e  nega t ive  
s e c u l a r i z i n g  t r end  of t h i s  branch of humanism. 
It i s  b e s t  def ined  by t h e  o f f i c i a l  s t a t emen t s  of 
t h e  Humanist Manifesto I (1933) and t h e  Humanist 
Manifesto I1 (1973) : 

While t h i s  age does owe a v a s t  deb t  t o  t h e  
t r a d i t i o n a l  r e l i g i o n ,  i t  i s  none t h e  l e s s  
obvious t h a t  any r e l i g i o n  t h a t  can hope t o  
be a syn thes i z ing  and dynamic f o r c e  f o r  
today must be shaped f o r  t h e  needs of t h i s  
age. (Humanist Manifesto I )  

Though we cons ider  t h e  r e l i g i o u s  forms and 
i d e a s  of our f a t h e r s  no longer  adequate ,  
t h e  ques t  f o r  t h e  good l i f e  is  s t i l l  t h e  
c e n t r a l  t a s k  f o r  mankind. Man i s  a t  l a s t  
becoming aware t h a t  he a lone  i s  r e spons ib l e  
f o r  t h e  r e a l i z a t i o n  of t h e  world of h i s  
dreams, t h a t  he h a s  w i th in  himself  t h e  power 
f o r  i t s  achievement.  (Humanist Manifesto I )  

We b e l i e v e ,  however, t h a t  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  
dogmatic o r  a u t h o r i t a r i a n  r e l i g i o n s  t h a t  
p l a c e  r e v e l a t i o n ,  God, r i t u a l  o r  c reed  above 
human need and exper ience  do a d i s s e r v i c e  
t o  t h e  human s p e c i e s .  (Humanist Manifesto 11)  

Promises of immortal s a l v a t i o n  o r  f e a r  of 
e t e r n a l  damnation a r e  both i l l u s o r y  and 
harmful . . . .  There is  no c r e d i b l e  evidence 
t h a t  l i f e  su rv ives  t h e  dea th  of t h e  body. 
(Humanist Manifesto 11)  

W e  a f f i r m  t h a t  moral v a l u e s  d e r i v e  t h e i r  
source  from human exper ience .  E t h i c s  i s  
autonomous and s i t u a t i o n a l ,  needing no theo- 
l o g i c a l  o r  i d e o l o g i c a l  s anc t ion .  (Humanist 
Manifesto 11) 

The i n t e n t i o n  of t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  paper  i s  two- 
fo ld :  t o  show t h a t  Lu the r ' s  con f ron ta t i on  wi th  
Erasmus and h i s  humanism is  p a r a l l e l  t o  t h e  pres-  
e n t  day c o n f l i c t  between t h e  B ib l e  and "secular"  
humanism. The Reformer answered t h e  humanists.  
We s h a l l  h e r e  look  only  a t  Erasmus, t h e  " f a the r "  
of t h e  humanists ,  a s  t h e  development of h i s  thought 
i n t o  t h e  twen t i e th  cen tury  a l r e a d y  h a s  been t r aced  
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Conference, 1984).  Then i t  i s  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  a l s o  
t o  s e e  how Luther  d e a l t  w i th  t h e  s p i r i t  of human- 
i s m  i n  a h i s t o r i c a l  ( a s  opposed t o  a  t h e o l o g i c a l )  
sense .  With such w e  s h a l l  approach The Bondage of 
t h e  W i l l ,  which w a s  L u t h e r ' s  response t o  t h e  human- 
ist  Erasmus. 

~ r a s m u s '  t r a i n i n g  i n  humanism goes back t o  t h e  
e a r l y  p a r t  of h i s  l i f e .  He was about  f i f t e e n  
y e a r s  o l d e r  than  Luther ,  born  a s  t h e  i l l e g i t i m a t e  
son of a man who l a t e r  was t o  become a  Roman Cath- 
o l i c  p r i e s t .  A t  t h e  age of n i n e  y e a r s  he  was s e n t  
t o  school  a t  Deventer,  Nether lands.  This  school  
was d i r e c t e d  by t h e  Bre thren  of t h e  Common L i f e .  
Here Erasmus became in t roduced  t o  t h e  f l e d g l i n g  
humanism of h i s  day. The school  a t  Deventer was 
an i n t e l l e c t u a l  c e n t e r .  One of t h e  occupat ions  
of t h e  Bre thren  was t h e  copying and c i r c u l a t i n g  of 
u s e f u l  books. More books were publ i shed  h e r e  t han  
i n  any o t h e r  p l a c e  i n  t h e  Low Count r ies ,  England, 
France, o r  Spain.  

H i s  pa s s ion  f o r  humanism grew a s  h e  l a t e r  was 
t o  become a monk. Even though h e  d i s l i k e d  monas- 
t i c i sm,  t h i s  l i f e  g r an t ed  him t h e  oppor tun i ty  t o  
pursue h i s  s t u d i e s  of t h e  c l a s s i c s  ( e s p e c i a l l y  
Jerome and Lorenzo V a l l a ) .  A f o r t u n a t e  event  
f r e e d  him from h i s  l i f e  a t  t h e  monastery. 

Eventua l ly  ~ r a s m u s '  pa th  l e d  him t o  England 
where he f i r s t  m e t  Thomas More, John Co le t ,  and 
Hugh Latimer.  Here he was shown how t o  r e c o n c i l e  
C h r i s t i a n i t y  and humanism by r e p l a c i n g  t h e  scholas -  
t i c  method of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  w i th  a  thorough s tudy  
of t h e  S c r i p t u r e s .  Erasmus never  l o s t  t h i s  l o v e  
f o r  humanism. H e  cont inued t o  f u r t h e r  i t  through- 
o u t  h i s  l i f e .  

The r e p u t a t i o n  of t h i s  man grew unto  t h e  po in t  
t h a t  he was one of t h e  best-known s c h o l a r s  of h i s  
day. Luther  d i d  n o t  conf ront  an unknown man. 
P h i l i p  Schaff h a s  desc r ibed  him as :  

... t h e  king among scholar i sm i n  t h e  e a r l y  
p a r t  of t h e  s i x t e e n t h  cen tu ry . . . .  H e  was 
t h e  most c u l t i v a t e d  man of h i s  age,  and t h e  
admired l e a d e r  of s c h o l a s t i c  Europe from 
Germany t o  I t a l y  and Spain,  from England t o  
Hungary .... No man be fo re  o r  s i n c e  acqui red  
such undisputed sovere ign ty  i n  t h e  r e p u b l i c  
of l e t t e r s e 4  

H i s  pe r sona l  f r i e n d s  included:  P h i l i p  Malanchthon 
(co-worker w i th  Lu the r ) ,  J u s t u s  Jonas  (co-worker 
w i th  Lu the r ) ,  Heironymus Aleandar (papa l  l e g a t e ) ,  
Georg S p a l a t i n  ( f r i e n d  of Lu the r ) ,  Duke George of 
Saxony (Luther  opponent),  Johan Froben (famous 
p u b l i s h e r ) ,  Cuthbert  T u n s t a l l  (Bishop of London), 
Henry V I I I  (k ing  of ~ n g l a n d ) ,  Pope Leo X ([1521- 
15231 wi th  whom he was a  long-time f r i e n d ) ,  Pope 
Adrian V I  ([1523-15341 who was from t h e  Nether- 
l ands  and was a  school-fr iend of Erasmus). H i s  
c o n t a c t s  included Michelangelo and Leonardo da 
Vinc i .  He rece ived  i n v i t a t i o n s  from t h e  King of 
France t o  l i v e  i n  P a r i s ,  from Archduke Ferdinand 
t o  come t o  Vienna, from t h e  King of England t o  
r e s i d e  t h e r e ,  from t h e  Regent of t h e  Nether lands 
t o  l i v e  t h e r e .  He l e c t u r e d  f o r  a  t ime a t  t h e  
Un ive r s i t y  of Cambridge (England).  He spent  sev- 
e r a l  y e a r s  a t  t h e  Un ive r s i t y  of Louvain (Belgium) 
where h e  corresponded wi th  humanis t ic  s c h o l a r s  
a l l  over  t h e  world and became perhaps t h e  l ead ing  
f i g u r e  i n  t h e  no r the rn  Renaissance. He was o f f -  
e red  a  c h a i r  a t  t h e  new Un ive r s i t y  of Alca la  -- 
which h e  dec l ined .  Archduke Char les  ( [Nether lands]  
l a t e r  Emperor Cha r l e s  V)  cons idered  making him a  
bishop. H e  r ece ived  h i s  f i x e d  s a l a r y  from h i s  
p o s i t i o n  a s  an adv i so r  f o r  Emperor Char les  V of 
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day. Luther  d i d  n o t  conf ront  an unknown man. 
P h i l i p  Schaff h a s  desc r ibed  him as :  
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p a r t  of t h e  s i x t e e n t h  cen tu ry . . . .  H e  was 
t h e  most c u l t i v a t e d  man of h i s  age,  and t h e  
admired l e a d e r  of s c h o l a s t i c  Europe from 
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Hungary .... No man be fo re  o r  s i n c e  acqui red  
such undisputed sovere ign ty  i n  t h e  r e p u b l i c  
of l e t t e r s e 4  

H i s  pe r sona l  f r i e n d s  included:  P h i l i p  Malanchthon 
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e red  a  c h a i r  a t  t h e  new Un ive r s i t y  of Alca la  -- 
which h e  dec l ined .  Archduke Char les  ( [Nether lands]  
l a t e r  Emperor Cha r l e s  V)  cons idered  making him a  
bishop. H e  r ece ived  h i s  f i x e d  s a l a r y  from h i s  
p o s i t i o n  a s  an adv i so r  f o r  Emperor Char les  V of 



t h e  Holy Roman Empire. Pope Leo X fo rmal ly  i n v i t e d  
him t o  come t o  Rome a s  h i s  adv i so r  i n  1516.* 

A s  an au thor  and s c h o l a r ,  Erasmus was recognized  
wherever h e  went. For example, i n  1506 he  journeyed 
t o  I t a l y .  A t  t h e  c i t i e s  of Bologna, Padua, and 
Venice (academic c e n t e r s )  he  was welcomed wi th  
enthusiasm and spen t  t ime a t  each of t h e s e  c i t i e s .  
On t h e  same journey h e  r ece ived  t h e  Doctor of 
D i v i n i t y  degree a t  Turin .  

Many w r i t i n g s  came from h i s  pen which gave him 
t h e  r e p u t a t i o n  of an  outspoken s cho l a r .  He a l s o  
was known a s  a  r e l i g i o u s  reformer  ever  s i n c e  h e  
publ i shed  t h e  Dagger of t h e  C h r i s t i a n  S o l d i e r  
[Ench i r i d ion ]  i n  1503. "Its wider p o p u l a r i t y ,  
however, was d e f e r r e d  u n t i l  1518, when penance, 
indulgences ,  and r e l a t e d  i s s u e s  became s u b j e c t s  
of p u b l i c  debate. ' l6 I n  1524 h e  publ i shed  h i s  
Discourse  Concerning F ree  Choice (Freedom of t h e  
W i l l )  which p laced  him and Luther  on a  c o l l i s i o n  
course .  He was very  outspoken i n  c a l l i n g  f o r  
re form w i t h i n  t h e  church. T h i s  l e d  many t o  f e e l  
t h a t  " ~ r a s m u s  l a i d  t h e  egg which Luther  hatched.I17 
It even l e d  t h e  famous p a i n t e r  Albrech t  ~ g r e r  t o  
r eco rd  i n  h i s  d i a r y  i n  about  1521: "0 God, i f  
Luther  i s  dead, who w i l l  so  c l e a r l y  t e ach  u s  t h e  
gospe l ?  0  Erasmus of Rotterdam where a r e  you 
s t a y i n g ?  Ride f o r t h ,  you kn igh t  of  C h r i s t .  Defend 
t h e  t r u t h  and win t h e  m a r t y r ' s  ~ r o w n . " ~  On t h e  
o t h e r  s i d e ,  h i s  n o t o r i e t y  l e d  Pope Adrian V I  t o  
w r i t e :  

*"one cannot  b u t  wonder what t h e  b l e s s e d  f e e t  of 
h i s  Ho l ine s s  might have done o r  l e f t  undone had 
Erasmus been a t  h i s  s i d e ,  i n s t e a d  of P r i e r i a s  and 
Eck, a f t e r  Mar t in  Luther  on t h e  3 1 s t  of October ,  
1517, pos ted  h i s  Theses  on t h e  door of t h e  C a s t l e  
church a t  ~ i t t e n b v  

Beloved Son, you a r e  a  man of g r e a t  l e a r n i n g .  
You a r e  t h e  one t o  r e f u t e  t h e  h e r e s i e s  of 
Mar t in  Luther  by which innumerable s o u l s  
a r e  being taken  t o  damnation. R i s e  up t o  
t h e  defense  of t h e  Church. How much b e t t e r  
t h a t  t h e  Lutherans  should be recla imed by 
your e loquence t han  by our  thunders  t o  
which, a s  you know, we a r e  ave r se .9  

Mar t i n  Luther  conf ron ted  a  l e a d i n g  f i g u r e  of h i s  
day ! 

While n o t  espousing n e a r l y  a l l  of t h e  i d e a l s  
set f o r t h  by contemporary s e c u l a r  humanism, t h i s  
"movement" and Erasmus s h a r e  a  common founda t ion .  
T h i s  p r i n t e d  d i s c u s s i o n  w i l l  be  l i m i t e d  t o  t h e  
i t ems  t o  which Luther  responds i n  The Bondage of 
t h e  W i l l ,  a s  Luther  saw i n  Erasmus' Freedom of t h e  
W i l l  a n  a t t a c k  on a  number of b a s i c  t e ach ings  of 
t h e  Bib le .  

RELIGION AS A HUMAN DEVELOPMENT 

Contemporary humanism bo ld ly  s t a t e s :  

Humanism r ecogn ize s  t h a t  man's r e l i g i o u s  
c u l t u r e ,  and c i v i l i z a t i o n . . .  a r e  t h e  product  
of a  g r adua l  development due t o  h i s  i n t e r -  
a c t i o n  w i t h  h i s  n a t u r a l  environment and wi th  
h i s  s o c i a l  h e r i t a g e .  (Humanist Manifesto  I) 

Whereas today a n  e v o l u t i o n  of r e l i g i o n  i s  spoken 
o f ,  Erasmus spoke of r e l i g i o n  a s  determined on 
t h e  b a s i s  of human a u t h o r i t y  and numbers. There 
i s  l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e .  I n  e i t h e r ,  r e l i g i o n  i s  
based i n  human development. Luther  paraphrases  
Erasmus : 

YOU ARE MUCB INFLUENCED (YOU TELL US) BY 
TBE GREAT ARRAY OF LEARNED MEN, OBJECTS 
OF MANY CENTURIES ' UNANIMOUS ACCLAIM, SOME 
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OF THEM EXPERT BIBLICAL SCHOLARS, SOME OF 
THEM GREAT SAINTS, SOME MARTYRS, MANY RE- 
NO WNED FOR MIRACLES, PLUS THE THEOLOGIANS 
OF MORE RECENT TIMES AND AN ABUNDANCE OF 
SCHOOLS, COUNCILS, BISHOPS, AND POPES BE- 
SIDES. I N  SHORT (YOU SAY) THERE STANDS ON 
YOUR SIDE SCHOLARSHIP, ABILITY, NUMBERS, 
DIGNITY, DISTINCTION, COURAGE, HOLINESS, 
MIRACLES AND VHAT NOT ELSE. (page  1 0 9 )  * 

Erasmus would r e p e a t e d l y  p l a c e  h i s  conf idence  
i n  t h e  weight  of m a j o r i t y  op in ion .  Th i s  was t h e  
f i r s t  h a l f  of ~ r a s m u s '  two-fold argument a g a i n s t  
Luther :  h i s  opponent was n o t  i n  accord w i th  
m a j o r i t y  op in ion ,  which g i v e s  credence t o  f r e e -  
w i l l .  I t  was humans who u l t i m a t e l y  shaped 
Erasmus' view of C h r i s t i a n i t y ,  

How g r e a t l y  t h i s  is  seen  i s  evidenced i n  
Erasmus' view of t h e  Redeemer. John Wil l iam 
Aldr idge  s t a t e s :  "1t is  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o t e  t h a t  
a s  whereas today we speak of t h e  person  and work 
of C h r i s t ,  Erasmus speaks  of C h r i s t ' s  a c t i o n s  and 
e t h i c s ;  where we speak of Chr i s t o logy ,  Erasmus 
speaks of t h e  phi losophy of C h r i s t ;  where we 
speak of t h e  humanity of C h r i s t ,  Erasmus speaks 
of h i s  d iv in i t y . "10  I n  C h r i s t ,  Erasmus found a  
p e r s o n i f i c a t i o n  of l o v e  and p u r i t y  which was t o  
be emulated. The phi losophy of C h r i s t  was l o v e ,  
and i n  H i s  d i v i n i t y  t h i s  l o v e  was mani fes ted .  
Luther  saw t h i s  l a c k  of c o r r e c t  Chr i s to logy  i n  
Erasmus' theology.  H e  s a y s  Erasmus h a s  g iven  us:  

. . .A LIST OF WHAT YOU CONSIDER TO BE SUFFI- 
CIENT FOR CHRISTIAN PIETY--A DRAFT, INDEED, 
WHICH A JEW OR GENTILE WHO KNEW NOTHING OF 
CHRIST, COULD EASILY DRAW UP; FOR YOU DO 

* A l l  r e f e r e n c e s  t o  Mar t i n  L u t h e r ' s  The Bondage of 
t h e  W i l l  w i l l  be  no ted  d i r e c t l y  i n  t h e  t e x t .  

NOT MENTIOPJ CHRIST I N  A SINGLE LETTER-- 
AS I F  YOU THINK THAT CHRISTIAN PIETY I S  
POSSIBLE WITHOUT CHRIST, SO LONG AS 
CHRIST. . . . I S  WHOLE-HEARTEDLY SERVED. (page 74) 

Erasmus d i d  con fe s s  a s a l v a t i o n  through f a i t h  
i n  C h r i s t  a lone .  l1 Y e t  h e  be l i eved  t h a t  t h e r e  
were many ways t o  f i n d  t h e  t e ach ings  of C h r i s t .  
H e  could be found through p i e t y  ( l ove ,  s impl ic -  
i t y ,  and p u r i t y ) ,  through man's own powers of 
reasoning ,  o r  through t h e  c l a s s i c a l  w r i t i n g s  of 
t h e  p a s t .  Here s t a n d s  t h e  g r e a t  c o n t r a s t  between 
Luther  and Erasmus. I t  h a s  been summarized, i n  
r ega rd  t o  t h e  t e x t s  of t h e  Bib le ,  t h a t  Luther  is  
concerned wi th  t h e  message wh i l e  Erasmus i s  con- 
cerned w i th  t h e  s t y l e .  l2 Th i s  i s  what prompted 
Luther  t o  respond: "YOU GROVEL ON THE GROUND AND 
CANNOT CONCEIVE OF ANYTHING THAT I S  ABOVE MAN'S 
UNDERSTANDING. " (page  9 3 )  And aga in :  ". . . YOU 
ARE TAKING THE VIEW THAT THE TRUTH AND USEFULNESS 
OF SCRIPTURE SHOULD BE MEASURED AND DECIDED 
ACCORDING TO THE FEELINGS OF MEN." ( page  9 8 )  

I n  d e a l i n g  w i th  t h e  t o p i c a l  i s s u e  of f r e e - w i l l ,  
Lu ther  a t t e m p t s  t o  show h i s  opponent t h a t  he  can- 
no t  a rgue  from human reasoning .  Erasmus a rgues  
t h a t  God would n o t  damn anyone because no human 
can f u l f i l l  God's commands t o  change h imse l f .  
Luther  s e e s  t h i s  argument a s  based i n  human reason- 
ing ,  a p a r t  from S c r i p t u r a l  suppor t .  ~ u t h e r ' s  
unders tanding  of such a view is: 

AT THIS POINT THEY DEMAND TBAT GOD SHOULD 
ACT ACCORDING TO MANfS IDEA OF RIGBT AND 
DO WHAT SEEMS PROPER TO THEMSELVES--OR 
ELSE THAT HE SHOULD CEASE TO BE GOD!. . . 
RULES MUST BE LAID DOWN FOR H I M ,  AND HE 
IS NOT TO DAMN ANY BUT THOSE WHO HAVE 
DESERVED I T  BY OUR RECKONING! (pages 232-233) 
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* A l l  r e f e r e n c e s  t o  Mar t i n  L u t h e r ' s  The Bondage of 
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Erasmus found t h e  b a s i s  of h i s  r e l i g i o n  i n  
human opinion.  H i s  t h ink ing  i s  j u s t  a s  contem- 
porary  " secu la r  humanism" which says: "...we 
begin  wi th  humans no t  God, n a t u r e  n o t  d i e ty . "  
(Humanist Manifesto 11)  

NO ABSOLUTES I N  THE RELIGIOUS FAITH 

The o t h e r  h a l f  of t h e  dua l  argument used by 
Erasmus was t h a t  t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  suppor t  t h e  f r e e  
w i l l .  However, t h e r e  was a  problem i n  Erasmus' 
view of t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  themselves.  Erasmus d i d  
vo i ce  a  h igh  opin ion  of t h e  Holy Wri t ings .  He 
f e l t  t h a t  t h e  B ib l e  w a s  t h e  only source  of ~ o d ' s  
r e v e l a t i o n  and t h a t  i t  was d i v i n e l y  i n s p i r e d .  13 

Although Erasmus argued by r e f e r r i n g  t o  over  
two hundred t e x t s ,  h i s  u s e  of t h e  S c r i p t u r e  f e l l  
s h o r t  i n  L u t h e r ' s  e s t ima t ion .  The reason  being 
t h a t  Erasmus found more t han  God's i n s p i r a t i o n  i n  
t h e  Bib le .  Erasmus found much which h e  considered 
t o  be unc l ea r .  I n  doing so  h e  revea led  a d iver -  
gen t  view of t h e  S c r i p t u r e s .  

The s t a t e d  occas ion  f o r  Erasmus' a t t a c k  was t h e  
p u b l i c a t i o n  i n  November of 1520 of L u t h e r ' s  re-  
sponse t o  The Bu l l  of Excommunication. I n  t h e  
t h i r t y - s i x t h  a r t i c l e  Luther  s t a t e d  t h a t  " f r e e  
w i l l . . . . i s  r e a l l y  an  empty name" and f r e e  w i l l  
i s  r e a l l y  a  f i c t i o n  and a l a b e l  wi thout  r e a l i t y ,  
because i t  i s  i n  no man's power t o  p l a n  any e v i l  
o r  good."14 Here Luther  made many a s s e r t i o n s  
[ p o s i t i v e  d e c l a r a t i o n s ]  on t h e  b a s i s  of S c r i p t u r e .  
~ k a s m u s  d id  n o t  f e e l  t h a t  any a s s e r t i o n s  from 
S c r i p t u r e  were pos s ib l e .  He was s o  c e r t a i n  of t h i s  
t h a t  he  c a r e f u l l y  worded t h e  t i t l e  of h i s  own work 
Discourse Concerning F ree  Choice, l e s t  i t  a l s o  
appear  t o  be  an a s s e r t i o n .  H e  f e l t  t h a t  no th ing  
more than  a  d i s cus s ion  was ever  S c r i p t u r a l l y  

permiss ib le - -asser t ions  were no t  p o s s i b l e  on t h e  
b a s i s  of t h e  Bib le .  

I n  h i s  w r i t i n g  Erasmus even s t a t e s :  " . . . so  
g r e a t  i s  my d i s l i k e  of a s s e r t i o n s  t h a t  1 p r e f e r  
t h e  view of t h e  s k e p t i c s  wherever t h e  i n v i o l a b l e  
a u t h o r i t y  of S c r i p t u r e  and t h e  d e c i s i o n  of t h e  
Church permit--a Church t o  which a t  a l l  t imes  I 
w i l l i n g l y  submit my own views, whether I a t t a i n  
what she  p r e s c r i b e s  o r  n o t  ." (Cf . page 66) 15 
Erasmus f e l t  t h i s  way because he  be l i eved  t h a t  
no t  every th ing  i n  t h e  B ib l e  w a s  c l e a r  bu t  t h a t  
some t h i n g s  were "RECONDITE1' (paga 70). H i s  
argument t hen  runs  something l i k e  t h i s :  You 
a s s e r t  t h a t  t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  say  t h e  human w i l l  i s  
i n c l i n e d  only  t o  commit s i n ,  bu t  t h e r e  a r e  many 
p l a c e s  where t h e  B ib l e  seems t o  say t h e  oppos i t e .  
Therefore ,  t h i s  i s  an  unc l ea r  t eaching  which we 
a r e  n o t  t o  know. To Erasmus t h e  whole i s s u e  was 
a s u b j e c t  of specu la t i on ,  whi le  t o  Luther  i t  was 
a  ma t t e r  of l i f e  and dea th .  l 6  

To Erasmus t h e  i n s p i r e d  S c r i p t u r e s  were so un- 
c l e a r  t h a t  h e  was ready t o  " w i l l i n g l y  submit my 
own views [ t o  t h e  church] ,  whether I a t t a i n  what 
she p r e s c r i b e s  o r  no t . "  When a  person h a s  an un- 
c l e a r  S c r i p t u r e ,  t hen  an a d d i t i o n a l  source  of 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  needed. Erasmus found t h i s  
source  i n  t h e  Roman Ca tho l i c  Church. He found 
L u t h e r ' s  c o n t r a d i c t o r y  a s s e r t i o n s  t o  be undes i rab le .  

Erasmus, whi le  espousing a h igh  view of t h e  
S c r i p t u r e s ,  r e v e a l s  himself  t o  be  a  s k e p t i c  of 
them in s t ead .  Only c e r t a i n  t each ings  a r e  impor- 
t a n t .  Other t h i n g s  a r e  unc l ea r  and, a s  we s h a l l  
see ,  should be suppressed.  This  i s  t h e  s p i r i t  of 
" s e c u l a r  humanismf1--which c la ims  : " ... t h e  way t o  
determine t h e  e x i s t e n c e  and v a l u e  of any and a l l  
r e a l i t i e s  i s  by means of i n t e l l i g e n t  i n q u i r y  and 
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by t h e  assessment of t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s  t o  human 
needs." (Humanist Manifesto I )  

THE CHURCH I S  AN OBSTACLE 

Erasmus, however, was c r i t i c a l  of t h e  church,  
i t s  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  and i t s  l e a d e r s .  He longed f o r  
a  re format ion  from within--but would never  endorse 
a  break wi th  t h e  mother church. He needed i t s  
t r a d i t i o n  t o  p o i n t  him back t o  t h e  t r u e  C h r i s t  of 
t h e  f i r s t  cen tury ,  

Erasmus' o b j e c t i o n  i n  h i s  d ia logue  wi th  Luther  
cen t e r ed  about t h e  d o c t r i n e s  of t h e  t r u e  Church. 
H i s  views were p rophe t i c  of " secu l a r  humanism": 
"We b e l i e v e . . . t h a t  t r a d i t i o n a l  dogmatic o r  author-  
i t a r i a n  r e l i g i o n s  t h a t  p l a c e  r e v e l a t i o n ,  God, 
r i t u a l ,  o r  c reed  above human needs and exper ience  
do a  d i s s e r v i c e  t o  t h e  human spec ies . "  (Humanist 
Manifesto 11)  

Remember, Erasmus f e l t  t h a t  t h e r e  were many 
u n c l a r i t i e s  i n  God's Revela t ion .  He l i k e w i s e  
f e l t  t h a t  t h e r e  were t each ings  of t h a t  Reve l a t i on  
which should n o t  be t augh t  i n  t h e  church on e a r t h .  
Luther  quotes  Erasmus: "'SOME THINGS' (YOU SAY) 
'ARE SUCH A KIND THAT, EVEN I F  THEY WERE TRUE AND 
COULD BE KNOWN, I T  WOULD BE IMPRUDENT TO EXPOSE 
THEM TO EVERYONE ' S  HEARING. . . . THERE ARE DISEASES ' 
(YOU SAY) ' W H I C H  CAN BE BORNE WITH LESS EVIL THAN 
THEY CAN BE CURED, LIKE LEPROSY. "' (pages 86 & 89) 
Erasmus f e l t  t h a t  t h e  m a t t e r  of t h e  w i l l  was such 
a  teaching .  For, he a rgues ,  i f  L u t h e r ' s  view of 
an  enslaved w i l l  were t o  be  t augh t ,  what person 
would t r y  t o  c o r r e c t  h i s  l i f e ?  H e  says:  

What a  loophole  t h e  p u b l i c a t i o n  of t h i s  
op in ion  would open t o  godlessness  among 
innumerable people? I n  p a r t i c u l a r :  mankind 

i s  l a z y ,  i n d o l e n t ,  mal ic ious ,  and i n  addi- 
t i o n  i n c o r r i g i b l y  prone t o  every impious 
ou t rage .  How many weak ones would cont inue  
i n  t h e i r  p e r p e t u a l  and l a b o r i o u s  b a t t l e  
a g a i n s t  t h e i r  own f l e s h ?  What wicked f e l l o w  
would hence fo r th  t r y  t o  b e t t e r  h i s  conduct? 
Who would l ove  w i th  a l l  h i s  h e a r t  a  God who 
f i r e s  a  h e l l  w i th  e t e r n a l  pa in ,  i n  o rde r  t o  
punish t h e r e  poor mankind f o r  h i s  own e v i l  
deeds,  a s  i f  God enjoyed human d i s t r e s s ?  
Most people  a r e  u n i v e r s a l l y  ignoran t  and 
carnal-minded. They tend towards u n b e l i e f ,  
wickedness and blasphemy. There i s  no sense  
i n  pouring o i l  upon t h e  f i r e .  l8 

Furthermore, Luther  s ays  t o  Erasmus: "YOU CALL 
THOSE WHO ARE CONCERNED TO ACQUIRE THE KNOWLEDGE 
I N  QUESTION GODLESS, IDLE AND EMPTY, AND THOSE 
WHO CARE NOTHING FOR I T  YOU CALL GODLY, PIOUS 
AND SOBER. WHAT DO YOU IMPLY BY THESE WORDS, 
BUT THAT CHRISTIANS ARE IDLE, EMPTY AND GODLESS 
FELLOWS? AND !.THAT CHRISTIANITY I S  A TRIVIAL, 
EMPTY, STUPID AND DOWNRIGHT GODLESS THING? " 
(pages 84-85] 

INDIFFERENT TOLERANCE 

Erasmus q u i r i e s :  "HOW many q u a r r e l s  have 
a r i s e n  from i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  i n t o  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  
of persons  i n  t h e  Holy T r i n i t y ,  t h e  manner of pro- 
ce s s ion  of t h e  Holy S p i r i t ,  t h e  v i r g i n  b i r t h ?  
What d i s tu rbances  have been caused i n  t h e  world 
by t h e  f i e r c e  con ten t ions  concerning t h e  conception 
of t h e  v i r g i n  mother of ~ o d ? " ~ 9  Because, Erasmus 
f e e l s ,  we have both a l i m i t e d  m e n t a l i t y  and a  
Revela t ion  which, a t  t imes,  may be  unc lear - - i t  
becomes necessary  f o r  compromise t o  r e i g n  i n  t h e  
church on e a r t h .  Th i s  becomes a  r e c u r r i n g  theme 
f o r  t h e  Dutch Reformer a s  i t  is  f o r  " secu la r  
humanism." (Cf. Humanist Manifesto 11)  
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INDIFFERENT TOLERANCE 

Erasmus q u i r i e s :  "HOW many q u a r r e l s  have 
a r i s e n  from i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  i n t o  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  
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becomes necessary  f o r  compromise t o  r e i g n  i n  t h e  
church on e a r t h .  Th i s  becomes a  r e c u r r i n g  theme 
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It  is  t h i s  theme which a l s o  s u r f a c e s  i n  h i s  
w r i t i n g  under cons ide ra t i on .  To Luther ,  as t o  
many o t h e r s ,  i t  appears  t h a t  Erasmus d id  n o t  wish 
t o  a l i e n a t e  anyone bu t  wanted t o  remain bo th  
reformer and f a i t h f u l  Roman Ca tho l i c  a t  t h e  same 
t i m e .  (Cf. Bondage - page 88) The t r u t h  of 
~ r a s m u s '  t h ink ing ,  however, was t h a t  when open 
c o n f l i c t  a ro se ,  then  a l l  hope of compromise was 
gone and t h e  re format ion  of t h e  church was l o s t .  

I n  p r a c t i c e  t h i s  compromise t r a n s l a t e s  i n t o  a  
t o l e r a n c e  of f a l s e  r e l i g i o u s  t each ings  and prac- 
t i c e s .  Erasmus even w r i t e s :  " I f  I were c e r t a i n  
t h a t  a  wrong d e c i s i o n  o r  d e f i n i t i o n  had been 
reached a t  a  synod, i t  would be pe rmis s ib l e  bu t  
n o t  expedien t  t o  speak t h e  t r u t h  concerning i t . " 2 0  
Erasmus a l s o  says: "'...THE PAPAL LAWS SHOULD 
STILL I N  CHARITY BE BORNE WITH AND KEPT, FOR I T  
MAY BE THAT ETERNAL SALVATION THROUGH THE WORD OF 
GOD WILL YET PROVE COMPATIBLE WITH THE WORLD ' S  
PEACE WITHOUT ANY DISTURBANCE. "' (page  9 3 )  

Luther  responds t o  such an i n d i f f e r e n t  t o l e r a n c e  
i n  The Bondage of t h e  W i l l .  There he  s ays  of 
Erasmus : ". . . YOU DO NOT THINK I T  U T T E R S  A SCRAP 
WHAT ANYONE BELIEVES ANYWHERE, SO LONG AS THE 
WORLD I S  AT PEACE.. .SO YOU INTERVENE TO STOP OUR 
BATTLES; YOU CALL A HALT TO BOTH SIDES, AND URGE 
US NOT TO FIGHT ANY MORE OVER ISSUES THAT ARE SO 
STUPID AND STERILE. " ( p a g e s  69-70) Luther  a l s o  
recognizes  t h i s  s p i r i t  of t o l e r a n c e  a s  h e  says:  
"YOU MAKE I T  CLEAR THAT THIS CARNAL PEACE AND 
QUIET SEEMS TO YOU FAB MORE IMPORTANT THAN FAITH, 
CONSCIENCE, SALVATION, THE WORD OF GOD, THE GLORY 
OF CHRIST, AND WD HIMSELF. '' (page  9 0 )  

FREEDOM OF CHOICE 

W e  f i n a l l y  come t o  t h e  s t a t e d  t o p i c  of t h e  

debate:  t h e  freedom/bondage of choice  which 
Luther  c a l l s  "THE ESSENTIAL ISSUE. " (page  31 9 )  
Throughout h i s  w r i t i n g ,  Erasmus h a s  a t tempted t o  
show t h a t  t h e  human w i l l  h a s  some a b i l i t y  by which 
" ' A  MAN MAY APPLY HIMSELF Tr0 THOSE THINGS THAT 
LEAD TO ETERNAL SALVATION, OR TURN AWAY .FROM THE 
SAME. "' (page  2 3 7 )  Erasmus agreed wi th  Luther  
t h a t  no one can be p e r f e c t .  Yet Erasmus wanted 
t o  do j u s t i c e  t o  t h e  many passages of S c r i p t u r e  
which would a t  f i r s t  appear  t o  g i v e  credence t o  
human a b i l i t y .  (Cf. Jeremiah 15:19, Ezekie l  18:23, 
e t c . )  

Erasmus f i n d s  t h e  answer i n  t h i s :  " ~ l t h o u g h  
t h e  f r e e  w i l l  h a s  been wounded through s i n ,  i t  i s  
no t  e x t i n c t ;  though i t  h a s  con t r ac t ed  a  p a r a l y s i s ,  
making u s  b e f o r e  t h e  r e c e p t i o n  of g r a c e  more r e a d i l y  
i n c l i n e d  towards e v i l  t han  good, f r e e  w i l l  h a s  n o t  
been des t royed .  Luther  add re s se s  t h i s  a t t a c k  
by saying:  "INDEED, LET ME TELL YOU, THIS I S  THE 
HINGE ON WHICH OUR DISCUSSION TURNS, THE CRUCIAL 
ISSUE BETWEEN US: OUR AIM I S ,  SIMPLY TO INVESTI- 
GATE WHAT ABILITY 'FREE- WILL ' HAS, I N  WHAT RESPECT 
I T  I S  THE SUBJECT OF DIVINE ACTION, AND HOW I T  
STANDS RELATED TO THE GRACE OF GOD. " (page  78)  

Here, most c l e a r l y  of a l l ,  Erasmus i s  a l i gned  
wi th  contemporary " secu la r  humanism." Note t h e  
comparison: 

Man i s  a t  l a s t  becoming aware t h a t  h e  a lone  
i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  r e a l i z a t i o n  of t h e  
world of h i s  dreams, t h a t  h e  h a s  w i t h i n  
himself  t h e  power f o r  i t s  achievement. 
(Humanist Manifesto I) 

But we r e j e c t  t h o s e  f e a t u r e s  of t r a d i t i o n a l  
r e l i g i o u s  mora l i t y  t h a t  deny humans a  f u l l  
a p p r e c i a t i o n  of t h e i r  own p o t e n t i a l i t i e s  
and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s . . . . N o  d e i t y  can save u s ;  
we must save  ou r se lves .  (Humanist Manifesto 11)  
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Truly,  Erasmus would j o i n  i n  t h e  chorus of t h e  
1980 ' s  saying:  

11 ... t h e r e ' s  a  choice  we ' re  makin, '  we're 
saving our  own l i v e s ;  i t ' s  t r u e  w e ' l l  
make a b r i g h t e r  day, j u s t  you and me." 

Erasmus f i r s t  l e a rned  of t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of 
Mart in  Luther  when t h e  95 Theses were spread 
throughout Germany. Luther ,  however, a l r eady  
knew of Erasmus. I n  1515 and 1516, Luther  had 
been l e c t u r i n g  on t h e  l e t t e r  t o  t h e  Romans. He 
was bas ing  h i s  exeges i s  on t h e  L a t i n  Vulgate .  
I n  1516 Erasmus publ i shed  h i s  Greek e d i t i o n  of 
t h e  New Testament. Luther  "eager ly  used Erasmus' 
Greek Testament from t h e  moment i t  appeared."22 

The New Testament, however, was more than  j u s t  
Greek words. It a l s o  inc luded  ~ r a s m u s '  anno ta t i ons  
on t h e  passages.  It was t h i s  New Testament which 
in t roduced  Luther  t o  Erasmus ' theology.  23 Luther  
used t h i s  t e x t  even though i t  was no t  w e l l  r ece ived  
by t h e  f a c u l t y  of Wit tenberg who even cons idered  
i t  t o  be supe r f lous  and open t o  s ~ s ~ i c i o n . 2 4  
Luther  w a s  aware t h a t  he and Erasmus were n o t  of 
one mind. Already i n  October of 1516 h e  expressed 
h i s  op in ion  a s  he  wrote  a  l e t t e r  t o  h i s  f r i e n d  
Johann Lang: 

I am reading  our  Erasmus bu t  d a i l y  I d i s -  
l i k e  him more and more.... Human t h i n g s  
weigh more on him than  t h e  d iv ine .  Although 
I p a s s  judgment upon him r e l u c t a n t l y ,  never- 
t h e l e s s  I do it t o  warn you n o t  t o  r ead  
every th ing ,  o r  r a t h e r ,  n o t  t o  accept  i t  
wi thout  s c ru t iny .  25 

Erasmus' humanis t ic  views were so  w e l l  known 
t h a t  even Johann Eck s e n t  t h e  warning t o  Rome t h a t  
Erasmus was more dangerous t o  t h e  church than  even 
Luther .  26 

The above words of Luther  a r e  of g r e a t  impor- 
t ance .  Luther  d i d  n o t  u rge  a "boycott1' of Erasmus' 
works. H e  r a t h e r  urged d i s c r e t i o n  i n  t h e i r  use .  
This  is  f u r t h e r  s een  i n  t h e i r  cont inu ing  r e l a t i o n -  
s h i p .  Luther ,  i n  1520, was r e j e c t i n 2  any impli-  
c a t i o n  t h a t  h e  " d i s l i k e d  o r  was averse"  t o  Erasmus, 
He expressed t h e  d e s i r e  t h a t  h e  and Erasmus would 
"remain t oge the r .  "27 This  is  fou r  y e a r s  a f t e r  he  
had expressed misg iv ings  about Erasmus' theology.  
Luther  d id  n o t  misunderstand t h e  humanists '  posi-  
t i o n .  Even a f t e r  Erasmus publ i shed  t h e  Freedom 
of t h e  W i l l  i n  1524, Luther  d i d  n o t  become voca l  
i n  h i s  response.  Luther  d i d  n o t  l i k e  t h e  work, 
bu t  h e  a l s o  was " d i s i n c l i n e d  t o  was te  t i m e  answer- 
i ng  i t .1 '28  

Luther  was n o t  i n c l i n e d  p u b l i c l y  t o  speak 
a g a i n s t  t h e  humanist .  He wrote  t o  Johann Lang 
(1517): "I d e f i n i t e l y  wish t o  keep t h i s  op in ion  
[above] a  s e c r e t  so  t h a t  I do n o t  s t r eng then  t h e  
conspi racy  of h i s  [Erasmus'] enemies. "29 Luther  
d i d  no t  seek an open c o n f l i c t .  I n  1519 h e  wrote: 
"...my Erasmus, amiable man, i f  i t  seems accept-  
a b l e  t o  you, acknowledge a l s o  t h i s  l i t t l e  b ro the r  
i n  C h r i s t .  He i s  c e r t a i n l y  most devoted t o  you 
and h a s  t h e  g r e a t e s t  a f f e c t i o n  f o r  you."30 
Luther  s t i l l  was express ing  such thoughts  of 
harmony i n  1524, j h s t  be fo re  t h e    reed om of t h e  
W i l l  was publ i shed ,  Again h e  wrote  t o  Erasmus: 

Although I myself am e a s i l y  provoked, 
and have o f t e n  been prodded i n t o  w r i t i n g  
sha rp ly ,  y e t  I have done t h i s  on ly  a g a i n s t  
t hose  who a r e  o b s t i n a t e  and wi thout  re -  
s t r a i n t . . , .  So I t h u s  h e l d  back my pen 
whenever you have neddled me.  I have even 
w r i t t e n  l e t t e r s  t o  friends--which you too  
have read--that I would r e s t r a i n  myself 
u n t i l  you a t t a c k  m e  i n  pub l i c .  For 
a l though you do n o t  s i d e  w i th  u s  and 
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in t roduced  Luther  t o  Erasmus ' theology.  23 Luther  
used t h i s  t e x t  even though i t  was no t  w e l l  r ece ived  
by t h e  f a c u l t y  of Wit tenberg who even cons idered  
i t  t o  be supe r f lous  and open t o  s ~ s ~ i c i o n . 2 4  
Luther  w a s  aware t h a t  he and Erasmus were n o t  of 
one mind. Already i n  October of 1516 h e  expressed 
h i s  op in ion  a s  he  wrote  a  l e t t e r  t o  h i s  f r i e n d  
Johann Lang: 

I am reading  our  Erasmus bu t  d a i l y  I d i s -  
l i k e  him more and more.... Human t h i n g s  
weigh more on him than  t h e  d iv ine .  Although 
I p a s s  judgment upon him r e l u c t a n t l y ,  never- 
t h e l e s s  I do it t o  warn you n o t  t o  r ead  
every th ing ,  o r  r a t h e r ,  n o t  t o  accept  i t  
wi thout  s c ru t iny .  25 

Erasmus' humanis t ic  views were so  w e l l  known 
t h a t  even Johann Eck s e n t  t h e  warning t o  Rome t h a t  
Erasmus was more dangerous t o  t h e  church than  even 
Luther .  26 

The above words of Luther  a r e  of g r e a t  impor- 
t ance .  Luther  d i d  n o t  u rge  a "boycott1' of Erasmus' 
works. H e  r a t h e r  urged d i s c r e t i o n  i n  t h e i r  use .  
This  is  f u r t h e r  s een  i n  t h e i r  cont inu ing  r e l a t i o n -  
s h i p .  Luther ,  i n  1520, was r e j e c t i n 2  any impli-  
c a t i o n  t h a t  h e  " d i s l i k e d  o r  was averse"  t o  Erasmus, 
He expressed t h e  d e s i r e  t h a t  h e  and Erasmus would 
"remain t oge the r .  "27 This  is  fou r  y e a r s  a f t e r  he  
had expressed misg iv ings  about Erasmus' theology.  
Luther  d id  n o t  misunderstand t h e  humanists '  posi-  
t i o n .  Even a f t e r  Erasmus publ i shed  t h e  Freedom 
of t h e  W i l l  i n  1524, Luther  d i d  n o t  become voca l  
i n  h i s  response.  Luther  d i d  n o t  l i k e  t h e  work, 
bu t  h e  a l s o  was " d i s i n c l i n e d  t o  was te  t i m e  answer- 
i ng  i t .1 '28  

Luther  was n o t  i n c l i n e d  p u b l i c l y  t o  speak 
a g a i n s t  t h e  humanist .  He wrote  t o  Johann Lang 
(1517): "I d e f i n i t e l y  wish t o  keep t h i s  op in ion  
[above] a  s e c r e t  so  t h a t  I do n o t  s t r eng then  t h e  
conspi racy  of h i s  [Erasmus'] enemies. "29 Luther  
d i d  no t  seek an open c o n f l i c t .  I n  1519 h e  wrote: 
"...my Erasmus, amiable man, i f  i t  seems accept-  
a b l e  t o  you, acknowledge a l s o  t h i s  l i t t l e  b ro the r  
i n  C h r i s t .  He i s  c e r t a i n l y  most devoted t o  you 
and h a s  t h e  g r e a t e s t  a f f e c t i o n  f o r  you."30 
Luther  s t i l l  was express ing  such thoughts  of 
harmony i n  1524, j h s t  be fo re  t h e    reed om of t h e  
W i l l  was publ i shed ,  Again h e  wrote  t o  Erasmus: 

Although I myself am e a s i l y  provoked, 
and have o f t e n  been prodded i n t o  w r i t i n g  
sha rp ly ,  y e t  I have done t h i s  on ly  a g a i n s t  
t hose  who a r e  o b s t i n a t e  and wi thout  re -  
s t r a i n t . . , .  So I t h u s  h e l d  back my pen 
whenever you have neddled me.  I have even 
w r i t t e n  l e t t e r s  t o  friends--which you too  
have read--that I would r e s t r a i n  myself 
u n t i l  you a t t a c k  m e  i n  pub l i c .  For 
a l though you do n o t  s i d e  w i th  u s  and 



condemn most of t h e  main t each ings  of 
p i e t y  e i t h e r  i n  an  ungodly o r  d e c e i t f u l  
way, o r  t a k e  no d e f i n i t e  s tand ,  I s t i l l  
cannot charge you wi th  obs t inacy ,  nor  do 
I want t o . . . .  I f  you a b s o l u t e l y  cannot 
and d a r e  no t  j o i n  our  cause,  then  l e a v e  
i t  a lone  and s t a y  w i th  your own t h i n g s  .... 
Above a l l ,  do n o t  pub l i sh  book le t s  a g a i n s t  
me, a s  I s h a l l  p u b l i s h  no th ing  a g a i n s t  you.31 

Luther  wished t o  avoid an  open con f ron ta t i on  
w i th  t h e  humanist. But h e  d i d  i s s u e  a  warning. 
"1n those  days l e t t e r s  among t h e  learned--open 
l e t t e r s  really--were a  form of p r e s s  r e l e a s e .  
P u b l i s h e r s  grabbed them up unscrupulously,  w i th  
no i n t e n t i o n  of asking t h e  writer 's permission.  
They were copied by hand o r  p r i n t e d  and qu ick ly  
reached those  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  l i t e r a r y  controversy."32 
I n  such a  way a  warning f e l l  i n t o  t h e  hands of 
Erasmus i n  1522. There Luther  f i r m l y  warned: 

Erasmus is  n o t  t o  be f e a r e d  e i t h e r  i n  t h i s  
[ p r e d e s t i n a t i o n ]  o r  i n  almost any o t h e r  
r e a l l y  important  s u b j e c t  t h a t  p e r t a i n s  t o  
C h r i s t i a n  d o c t r i n e . . . .  I s h a l l  no t  chal-  
l enge  Erasmus; i f  chal lenged myself once 
o r  twice,  I s h a l l  n o t  hu r ry  t o  s t r i k e  back..  
But i f  h e  c a s t s  t h e  d i e ,  he  w i l l  s e e  t h a t  
C h r i s t  f e a r s  n e i t h e r  t h e  g a t e s  of h e l l  nor  
t h e  powers of t h e  a i r .  Poor stammerer t h a t  
I am, I s h a l l  pa r ry  t h e  e loquent  Erasmus 
wi th  a l l  confidence,  c a r i n g  noth ing  f o r  h i s  
a u t h o r i t y ,  r e p u t a t i o n ,  o r  good w i l l .  I know 
what i s  i n  t h i s  man j u s t  a s  I know t h e  
p l o t s  of ~ a t a n . 3 3  

Th i s  a t t i t u d e  of Luther  i s  p e c u l i a r  indeed. 
The man who wrote  w i th  vehemence a g a i n s t  Zwingli ,  
C a r l s t a d t ,  t h e  a n a b a p t i s t s  and a t  t h e ' t i m e  of t h e  
peasant  r e v o l t  d i d  n o t  choose t o  w r i t e  a g a i n s t  t h e  

humanist s p i r i t .  Even a f t e r  Erasmus made h i s  
open a t t a c k  wi th  t h e  Freedom of t h e  W i l l  and wrote 
w i th  h i s  cover l e t t e r  t o  King Henry V I I I ,  "I expect  
t o  be stoned" -- L u t h e r ' s  response s t i l l  was over  
one yea r  i n  coming.34 A t  t h a t ,  " . . .he  was a t  f i r s t  
d i s i n c l i n e d  t o  waste  t i m e  answering i t . . . .  and 
~ u t h e r ' s  suppor t e r s  persuaded him t h a t  h e  r e a l l y  
must t ake  i s s u e  w i th  i t . " 3 5  Why d id  he  r e a c t  t h i s  
way? What was t h e  d i f f e r e n c e ?  

The answer l i e s  i n  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  a t t a c k .  
U n t i l  t h e  co re  of t h e  Gospel was c l e a r l y  a t t acked  
--Luther d i d  n o t  wish t o  become involved i n  a  
debate .  He r a t h e r  wished t o  cont inue  wi th  a  posi-  
t i v e  movement of t h e  Gospel. However, a s  Herman 
Preus  says:  "The Luther  who could show himself so 
p e r f e c t l y  open t o  eve ry th ing  g r e a t  and important  
t h a t  humanism had produced s h u t  himself  o f f  from 
t h e  humanist world a t  t h e  p o i n t  where he  saw t h e  
gospe l  of t h e  g l o r y  and g race  of God impugned by 
i t .  A t  t h e  c r u c i a l  p o i n t  n e i t h e r  a c a p i t u l a t i o n  
t o  humanism nor  a  compromise wi th  i t  was p o s s i b l e  
f o r  him. "36 Luther  ' s only  " o f f i c i a l "  response t o  
humanism was penned i n  The Bondage of t h e  W i l l  
which was publ i shed  i n  1525, over  one yea r  a f t e r  
Erasmus had w r i t t e n .  Erasmus would, q u i t e  l i k e l y ,  
n o t  recognize  himself  from t h e  work. Luther  sought 
t o  show h i s  opponent e x a c t l y  where h i s  humanism 
w a s  t ak ing  him--and s o  he  o v e r s t a t e d  Erasmusv 
views i n  t h e  hope t h a t  h e  might "GAIN A BELOVED 
BRO!lTER. " (page 64)  

Luther ,  f u r t h e r ,  does n o t  develop h i s  own 
thoughts  i n  a sys t ema t i c  form. He r a t h e r  s t r i c t l y  
fo l l ows  ~ r a s m u s '  o u t l i n e  a s  h e  responds p o i n t  by 
p o i n t .  That  response i s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  u s  ind iv id-  
u a l l y  i n  ~ u t h e r ' s  own words. Here w e  s h a l l  look  
f o r  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  behind t h a t  response and view 
i t  a s  i t  relates t o  t h e  humanists  of ~ u t h e r ' s  
day and our  own day. Throughout h i s  w r i t i n g ,  



condemn most of t h e  main t each ings  of 
p i e t y  e i t h e r  i n  an  ungodly o r  d e c e i t f u l  
way, o r  t a k e  no d e f i n i t e  s tand ,  I s t i l l  
cannot charge you wi th  obs t inacy ,  nor  do 
I want t o . . . .  I f  you a b s o l u t e l y  cannot 
and d a r e  no t  j o i n  our  cause,  then  l e a v e  
i t  a lone  and s t a y  w i th  your own t h i n g s  .... 
Above a l l ,  do n o t  pub l i sh  book le t s  a g a i n s t  
me, a s  I s h a l l  p u b l i s h  no th ing  a g a i n s t  you.31 

Luther  wished t o  avoid an  open con f ron ta t i on  
w i th  t h e  humanist. But h e  d i d  i s s u e  a  warning. 
"1n those  days l e t t e r s  among t h e  learned--open 
l e t t e r s  really--were a  form of p r e s s  r e l e a s e .  
P u b l i s h e r s  grabbed them up unscrupulously,  w i th  
no i n t e n t i o n  of asking t h e  writer 's permission.  
They were copied by hand o r  p r i n t e d  and qu ick ly  
reached those  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  l i t e r a r y  controversy."32 
I n  such a  way a  warning f e l l  i n t o  t h e  hands of 
Erasmus i n  1522. There Luther  f i r m l y  warned: 

Erasmus is  n o t  t o  be f e a r e d  e i t h e r  i n  t h i s  
[ p r e d e s t i n a t i o n ]  o r  i n  almost any o t h e r  
r e a l l y  important  s u b j e c t  t h a t  p e r t a i n s  t o  
C h r i s t i a n  d o c t r i n e . . . .  I s h a l l  no t  chal-  
l enge  Erasmus; i f  chal lenged myself once 
o r  twice,  I s h a l l  n o t  hu r ry  t o  s t r i k e  back..  
But i f  h e  c a s t s  t h e  d i e ,  he  w i l l  s e e  t h a t  
C h r i s t  f e a r s  n e i t h e r  t h e  g a t e s  of h e l l  nor  
t h e  powers of t h e  a i r .  Poor stammerer t h a t  
I am, I s h a l l  pa r ry  t h e  e loquent  Erasmus 
wi th  a l l  confidence,  c a r i n g  noth ing  f o r  h i s  
a u t h o r i t y ,  r e p u t a t i o n ,  o r  good w i l l .  I know 
what i s  i n  t h i s  man j u s t  a s  I know t h e  
p l o t s  of ~ a t a n . 3 3  

Th i s  a t t i t u d e  of Luther  i s  p e c u l i a r  indeed. 
The man who wrote  w i th  vehemence a g a i n s t  Zwingli ,  
C a r l s t a d t ,  t h e  a n a b a p t i s t s  and a t  t h e ' t i m e  of t h e  
peasant  r e v o l t  d i d  n o t  choose t o  w r i t e  a g a i n s t  t h e  

humanist s p i r i t .  Even a f t e r  Erasmus made h i s  
open a t t a c k  wi th  t h e  Freedom of t h e  W i l l  and wrote 
w i th  h i s  cover l e t t e r  t o  King Henry V I I I ,  "I expect  
t o  be stoned" -- L u t h e r ' s  response s t i l l  was over  
one yea r  i n  coming.34 A t  t h a t ,  " . . .he  was a t  f i r s t  
d i s i n c l i n e d  t o  waste  t i m e  answering i t . . . .  and 
~ u t h e r ' s  suppor t e r s  persuaded him t h a t  h e  r e a l l y  
must t ake  i s s u e  w i th  i t . " 3 5  Why d id  he  r e a c t  t h i s  
way? What was t h e  d i f f e r e n c e ?  

The answer l i e s  i n  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  a t t a c k .  
U n t i l  t h e  co re  of t h e  Gospel was c l e a r l y  a t t acked  
--Luther d i d  n o t  wish t o  become involved i n  a  
debate .  He r a t h e r  wished t o  cont inue  wi th  a  posi-  
t i v e  movement of t h e  Gospel. However, a s  Herman 
Preus  says:  "The Luther  who could show himself so 
p e r f e c t l y  open t o  eve ry th ing  g r e a t  and important  
t h a t  humanism had produced s h u t  himself  o f f  from 
t h e  humanist world a t  t h e  p o i n t  where he  saw t h e  
gospe l  of t h e  g l o r y  and g race  of God impugned by 
i t .  A t  t h e  c r u c i a l  p o i n t  n e i t h e r  a c a p i t u l a t i o n  
t o  humanism nor  a  compromise wi th  i t  was p o s s i b l e  
f o r  him. "36 Luther  ' s only  " o f f i c i a l "  response t o  
humanism was penned i n  The Bondage of t h e  W i l l  
which was publ i shed  i n  1525, over  one yea r  a f t e r  
Erasmus had w r i t t e n .  Erasmus would, q u i t e  l i k e l y ,  
n o t  recognize  himself  from t h e  work. Luther  sought 
t o  show h i s  opponent e x a c t l y  where h i s  humanism 
w a s  t ak ing  him--and s o  he  o v e r s t a t e d  Erasmusv 
views i n  t h e  hope t h a t  h e  might "GAIN A BELOVED 
BRO!lTER. " (page 64)  

Luther ,  f u r t h e r ,  does n o t  develop h i s  own 
thoughts  i n  a sys t ema t i c  form. He r a t h e r  s t r i c t l y  
fo l l ows  ~ r a s m u s '  o u t l i n e  a s  h e  responds p o i n t  by 
p o i n t .  That  response i s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  u s  ind iv id-  
u a l l y  i n  ~ u t h e r ' s  own words. Here w e  s h a l l  look  
f o r  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  behind t h a t  response and view 
i t  a s  i t  relates t o  t h e  humanists  of ~ u t h e r ' s  
day and our  own day. Throughout h i s  w r i t i n g ,  



Luther  always r e t u r n s  t o  one of two r e c u r r i n g  
thoughts :  

AUTHORITY OF SCRIPTURE 

Who i s  t o  c o n t r a d i c t  t h e  a u t h o r i t i e s  ( " fa thers" )  
of 1300 yea r s ,  Erasmus a s k s ?  Luther ,  however, s e e s  
t o  t h e  h e a r t  of such a query. It i s  n o t  a  ma t t e r  
of t h e  " f a t h e r s , "  bu t  of t h e  S c r i p t u r e s .  Our r e l i -  
g ious  f a i t h  and l i f e  does n o t  beg in  wi th  t h e  
"humanism" of man but  i n  t h e  r e v e l a t i o n  of God i n  
H i s  i n s p i r e d  S c r i p t u r e s .  Erasmus must r e t u r n  t o  
t h e  c o r r e c t ,  and only  i n f a l l i b l e  source.  That 
S c r i p t u r e  must then  be allowed t o  speak f o r  i t s e l f .  
Luther  s t a t e s :  

I FOUGHT LAST YEAR, AND AM STILL FIGHTING, 
A PRETTY FIERCE CAhPAIGN AGAINST THOSE 
FANATICS WHO SUBJECT THE SCRIPTURES TO 
THE INTERPRETATION OF THEIR OWN SPIRIT.  
ON THE SAME ACCOUNT I HAVE THUS FAR 
HOUNDED THE POPE, Ifl WHOSE KINGDOM NOTHING 
I S  MORE COMMONLY SAID OR MORE WISELY 
ACCEPTED THAN THIS DICTUM: 'THE SCRIPTUW 
ARE OBSCURE AND EQUIVOCAL: WE MUST SEEK 
THE INTERPRETING SPIRIT FROM THE APOSTOLIC 
SEE OF ROME! ' NO MORE DISASTROUS WORDS 
COULD BE SPOKEN, FOR BY THIS MEANS UNGODLY 
MEN HAVE EXALTED THEMSELVES ABOVE THE 
SCRIPTURES. (page  1 2 4 )  

A s  f o r  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of t h e  " f a t h e r s , "  Luther  
reminds t h a t  they too  were s i n n e r s  and a s  such 
" IT  I S  NO WONDER TBAT IN SO MANY AGES MEN OF 
SUPERIOR ABILITY SHOULD BE BLIND CONCERNING THE 
TBINGS OF GOD. " ( p a g e  232) 

I n  t h e s e  S c r i p t u r e s  i t  is God who h a s  chosen 
what t o  r e v e a l  about Himself.  No person can be  
t h e  judge of what i s  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  t eaching  and 
d o c t r i n e .  Not even t h e  church on e a r t h  can 

determine t h a t  which h a s  no t  been s e t t l e d  by t h e  
Holy S c r i p t u r e  (Cf. Bondage, page 69) .  No person 
h a s  t h e  r i g h t  t o  tamper w i th  t h e  Sacred Text ,  
Luther  w r i t e s :  "...WHEN WE SHOW OURSELVES DISPOSED 
TO TRIFLE EVEN A LITTLE AND CEASE TO HOLD THE 
SACRED SCRIPTURES I N  SUFFICIENT REFERENCE3 WE ARE 
SOON INVOLVED I N  INPIETIES AND OVERWHELMED WITH 
BLASPHEMIES. " (page  8 5 )  Again, h e  says:  ". . . I T  
I S  NOT LEFT TO OUR DISCRETION. . . TO FASHION AND 
REFASHION THE WORDS OF GOD AS WE PLEASE: ELSE 
NOTHING I S  LEFT IN THE ENTIRE SCRIPTURE THAT WILL 
NOT RElrEIRT TO THE PBILOSOPHICAL POSITION ..... 
?ANYTHING MAY COME OUT OF ANYTHING! ' I f  (page  1 9 4 )  
Repeatedly Luther  a f f i r m s  t h a t  t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  a r e  
t h e  only a u t h o r i t y  f o r  t h e  C h r i s t i a n ' s  l i f e .  He 
says  "I STILL WANT, THEREFORE, FOR SOME PASSAGE OF 
SCRIPTURE TO SHOW ME THAT YOUR EXPLANATION I S  RIGHT. 
I GIVE NO CREDENCE TO THOSE WHO DEVISE I T  OUT OF 
THEIR OWN HEAD. " (page  235)  

Furthermore, t h e r e  i s  no u n c e r t a i n t y  o r  un- 
c l a r i t y  i n  t h e s e  S c r i p t u r e s  t h a t  would r e l e g a t e  
them t o  any p o s i t i o n  o t h e r  t han  t h a t  of supreme 
a u t h o r i t y .  The only  p o i n t  of u n c l a r i t y  i s  our  own 
heads.  (Cf. Bondage, page 192),  and i n  our  own 
human b l indnes s .  (Cf. Bondage, page 72) Luther  
s ays  ". . . SCRIPTURE EVERYWHERE PROCLAIMS CHRIST. " 
( p a g e  312)  I n  demonstrat ing t h e  c l a r i t y  of t h e  
Bib le ,  Luther  s t a t e s  h i s  two hermeneut ica l  r u l e s :  
1 )  a l l  S c r i p t u r e  p o i n t s  t o  C h r i s t  ("TAKE CHRIST 
FROM THE SCRIPTURES--AND WHAT MORE WILL YOU FIND 
I N  THEM. " [page  7 1 1 )  and 2) S c r i p t u r e  i n t e r p r e t s  
S c r i p t u r e  [ i t s e l f ]  ("IF WORDS ARE OBSCURE: I N  ONE 
PLACE, THEY ARE CLEAR IN ANOTHER. " ( [ p a g e  71 11 

Asse r t i ons  then  n o t  on ly  can be  made, bu t  must 
be made from God's Word. No one, Luther  says ,  
can be allowed ". . . TO LABOUR UNDER A FALSE ASSUR- 
ANCE OF SALVATION" ( p a g e  95) Where God h a s  spoken 



Luther  always r e t u r n s  t o  one of two r e c u r r i n g  
thoughts :  

AUTHORITY OF SCRIPTURE 

Who i s  t o  c o n t r a d i c t  t h e  a u t h o r i t i e s  ( " fa thers" )  
of 1300 yea r s ,  Erasmus a s k s ?  Luther ,  however, s e e s  
t o  t h e  h e a r t  of such a query. It i s  n o t  a  ma t t e r  
of t h e  " f a t h e r s , "  bu t  of t h e  S c r i p t u r e s .  Our r e l i -  
g ious  f a i t h  and l i f e  does n o t  beg in  wi th  t h e  
"humanism" of man but  i n  t h e  r e v e l a t i o n  of God i n  
H i s  i n s p i r e d  S c r i p t u r e s .  Erasmus must r e t u r n  t o  
t h e  c o r r e c t ,  and only  i n f a l l i b l e  source.  That 
S c r i p t u r e  must then  be allowed t o  speak f o r  i t s e l f .  
Luther  s t a t e s :  

I FOUGHT LAST YEAR, AND AM STILL FIGHTING, 
A PRETTY FIERCE CAhPAIGN AGAINST THOSE 
FANATICS WHO SUBJECT THE SCRIPTURES TO 
THE INTERPRETATION OF THEIR OWN SPIRIT.  
ON THE SAME ACCOUNT I HAVE THUS FAR 
HOUNDED THE POPE, Ifl WHOSE KINGDOM NOTHING 
I S  MORE COMMONLY SAID OR MORE WISELY 
ACCEPTED THAN THIS DICTUM: 'THE SCRIPTUW 
ARE OBSCURE AND EQUIVOCAL: WE MUST SEEK 
THE INTERPRETING SPIRIT FROM THE APOSTOLIC 
SEE OF ROME! ' NO MORE DISASTROUS WORDS 
COULD BE SPOKEN, FOR BY THIS MEANS UNGODLY 
MEN HAVE EXALTED THEMSELVES ABOVE THE 
SCRIPTURES. (page  1 2 4 )  

A s  f o r  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of t h e  " f a t h e r s , "  Luther  
reminds t h a t  they too  were s i n n e r s  and a s  such 
" IT  I S  NO WONDER TBAT IN SO MANY AGES MEN OF 
SUPERIOR ABILITY SHOULD BE BLIND CONCERNING THE 
TBINGS OF GOD. " ( p a g e  232) 

I n  t h e s e  S c r i p t u r e s  i t  is God who h a s  chosen 
what t o  r e v e a l  about Himself.  No person can be  
t h e  judge of what i s  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  t eaching  and 
d o c t r i n e .  Not even t h e  church on e a r t h  can 

determine t h a t  which h a s  no t  been s e t t l e d  by t h e  
Holy S c r i p t u r e  (Cf. Bondage, page 69) .  No person 
h a s  t h e  r i g h t  t o  tamper w i th  t h e  Sacred Text ,  
Luther  w r i t e s :  "...WHEN WE SHOW OURSELVES DISPOSED 
TO TRIFLE EVEN A LITTLE AND CEASE TO HOLD THE 
SACRED SCRIPTURES I N  SUFFICIENT REFERENCE3 WE ARE 
SOON INVOLVED I N  INPIETIES AND OVERWHELMED WITH 
BLASPHEMIES. " (page  8 5 )  Again, h e  says:  ". . . I T  
I S  NOT LEFT TO OUR DISCRETION. . . TO FASHION AND 
REFASHION THE WORDS OF GOD AS WE PLEASE: ELSE 
NOTHING I S  LEFT IN THE ENTIRE SCRIPTURE THAT WILL 
NOT RElrEIRT TO THE PBILOSOPHICAL POSITION ..... 
?ANYTHING MAY COME OUT OF ANYTHING! ' I f  (page  1 9 4 )  
Repeatedly Luther  a f f i r m s  t h a t  t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  a r e  
t h e  only a u t h o r i t y  f o r  t h e  C h r i s t i a n ' s  l i f e .  He 
says  "I STILL WANT, THEREFORE, FOR SOME PASSAGE OF 
SCRIPTURE TO SHOW ME THAT YOUR EXPLANATION I S  RIGHT. 
I GIVE NO CREDENCE TO THOSE WHO DEVISE I T  OUT OF 
THEIR OWN HEAD. " (page  235)  

Furthermore, t h e r e  i s  no u n c e r t a i n t y  o r  un- 
c l a r i t y  i n  t h e s e  S c r i p t u r e s  t h a t  would r e l e g a t e  
them t o  any p o s i t i o n  o t h e r  t han  t h a t  of supreme 
a u t h o r i t y .  The only  p o i n t  of u n c l a r i t y  i s  our  own 
heads.  (Cf. Bondage, page 192),  and i n  our  own 
human b l indnes s .  (Cf. Bondage, page 72) Luther  
s ays  ". . . SCRIPTURE EVERYWHERE PROCLAIMS CHRIST. " 
( p a g e  312)  I n  demonstrat ing t h e  c l a r i t y  of t h e  
Bib le ,  Luther  s t a t e s  h i s  two hermeneut ica l  r u l e s :  
1 )  a l l  S c r i p t u r e  p o i n t s  t o  C h r i s t  ("TAKE CHRIST 
FROM THE SCRIPTURES--AND WHAT MORE WILL YOU FIND 
I N  THEM. " [page  7 1 1 )  and 2) S c r i p t u r e  i n t e r p r e t s  
S c r i p t u r e  [ i t s e l f ]  ("IF WORDS ARE OBSCURE: I N  ONE 
PLACE, THEY ARE CLEAR IN ANOTHER. " ( [ p a g e  71 11 

Asse r t i ons  then  n o t  on ly  can be  made, bu t  must 
be made from God's Word. No one, Luther  says ,  
can be allowed ". . . TO LABOUR UNDER A FALSE ASSUR- 
ANCE OF SALVATION" ( p a g e  95) Where God h a s  spoken 



we too  must speak. (Cf. Bondage, page 95) The 
source  can be no th ing  e l s e  t han  t h e  Word of God. 

LAW AND GOSPEL 

A s  Erasmus spoke of "freedom of choice," h e  
a l s o  marshaled many p i e c e s  of S c r i p t u r a l  evidence.  
Erasmus would t a k e  passages  such a s  Jeremiah 15:19 
( " ~ f  you r epen t ,  I w i l l  r e s t o r e  you t h a t  you may 
s e r v e  Me...") a s  suppor t  t h a t  a  person h a s  t h e  
freedom and t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  f u l f i l l  t h e  Lo rd ' s  
command. Luther  saw i n  t h i s  a  confus ion  of t h e  
Law and t h e  Gospel. He wrote:  "[YOU ARE] AGAIN 
MAKING NO DISTINCTION BETWEEN WORDS OF LAW AND 
WORDS OF PROMISE. " (page 167)  I n  response  t o  
t h i s  confus ion  he  s a i d :  "PAUL HERE [ROMANS 3:9ffl 
GIVES THE ANSWER: 'BY THE LAW I S  THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SIN.  ' HIS ANSWER TO THE QUESTION I S  FAR DIF- 
FERENT FROM TfiE IDEAS OF MAN, OR OF 'FREE-WILL. ' 
HE DOES NOT SAY THAT 'FREE-WILL ' I S  PROVED BY THE 
LAW, NOR THAT I T  CO- OPERATES UNTO RIGHTEOUSNESS; 
FOR BY THE LAW COMES NOT RIGHTEOUSNESS, BUT 
KIVOWLEDGE OF SIN.  " (page 287) 

Luthe r  p rov ides  a  response  which speaks of 
t h e  law and t h e  gospe l  i n  o r d e r  t o  r e f k t e  t h e  
humanis t ic  power of man. H e  s a y s  t h a t  we are 
powerless  t o  do anyth ing  t o  m e r i t  s a l v a t i o n  by 
ou r se lve s .  Even our  b e s t  works a r e  no th ing .  
(Cf. Bondage, pages  219 and 286) Luther  e x p l a i n s  
it thus :  

NOW, SATAN AND MAN, BEING FALLEN AND 
ABANDONED BY GOD, CANNOT WILL GOOD (THAT 
I S ,  THIflGS THAT PLEASE GOD, OR THAT GOD 
WILLS), BUT ARE EVER TURNED IN THE DIREC- 
TION OF THEIR OWN DESIRES, SO TEAT THEY 
CANNOT BUT SEEK THEIR OWN.. . . THE UNGODLY 
MAN CANNOT BUT ERR AND SIN ALWAYS, BECAUSE 

UNDER THE IMPULSE OF DIVINE POWER HE 
I S  NOT ALLOWED TO BE IDLE, BUT WILLS, 
DESIRES, AND ACTS ACCORDING TO HIS 
NATURE.. . . AS A RESULT HE SINS AlVD ERRS 
INCESSANTLY AND INEVITABLY UNTIL HE I S  
SET RIGHT BY THE SPIRIT OF GOD.... HE 
CAN NO MORE STOP HIS SELF-SEEKING THAN 
HE CAN STOP EXISTING. (pages 204-2051 

Thi s  i s  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  of a l l  people ,  a p a r t  from 
God t h e  Holy S p i r i t .  I t  i s  t h e  bondage of t h e  
w i l l  which we do n o t  have t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  change. 
(Cf. Bondage, page 103) 

C e n t r a l  t o  such a  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  Law and 
Gospel i s  t h e  B i b l i c a l  d o c t r i n e  of  o r i g i n a l  s i n .  
 his concept was t h e  f i r s t  p o i n t  c r i t i c i z e d  by 
t h e  Enlightenment,  and i t s  r e j e c t i o n  i s  one of 
t h e  l a s t  p o i n t s  defended by contemporary human- 
i s m . ~ ' ~ ~  Luther  does  n o t  m i s s  t h e  p o i n t .  

I F  THE MOST EXCELLENT THING I N  MAN I S  
NOT UNGODLY, NOR RUINED AND DAMNED, BUT 
ONLY 'THE FLESH' (THAT I S ,  THE GROSSER 
LOMER AFFECTIONS), WHAT SORT OF REDEEMER, 
I ASK, SHALL WE MAKE CHRIST TO BE? SHALL 
WE MAKE !THE RANSOM PRICE OF HIS BLOOD TO 
BE OF SO LITTLE WORTH THAT I T  REDEEMED 
OlVLY THE LEAST VALUABLE PART OF MAN, MAN ' S  
MOST EXCZLLENT PART BEING SELF-SUFFICIENT, 
AND NOT NEEDING CHRIST? SO FROM NOW ON 
I MUST PREACH THAT CHRIST I S  THE REDEEMER, 
NOT OF TBE WHOLE MAN, BUT OlVZlY OF HIS 
LEAST VALUABLE PART (THAT I S ,  HIS FLESH, 
AND THAT MAN I S  HIS OWN REDEEMER I N  
RESPECT OF HIS BETTER PART!" (page 253) 

Luther  p r e sen t ed  t h e  Law, bu t  h e  d i d  n o t  f a i l  
a l s o  t o  p r e s e n t  t h e  p r ec ious  Gospel. He sought  
t o  show t h a t  our  s a l v a t i o n  i s  completely  t h e  work 



we too  must speak. (Cf. Bondage, page 95) The 
source  can be no th ing  e l s e  t han  t h e  Word of God. 
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it thus :  
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ABANDONED BY GOD, CANNOT WILL GOOD (THAT 
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WILLS), BUT ARE EVER TURNED IN THE DIREC- 
TION OF THEIR OWN DESIRES, SO TEAT THEY 
CANNOT BUT SEEK THEIR OWN.. . . THE UNGODLY 
MAN CANNOT BUT ERR AND SIN ALWAYS, BECAUSE 

UNDER THE IMPULSE OF DIVINE POWER HE 
I S  NOT ALLOWED TO BE IDLE, BUT WILLS, 
DESIRES, AND ACTS ACCORDING TO HIS 
NATURE.. . . AS A RESULT HE SINS AlVD ERRS 
INCESSANTLY AND INEVITABLY UNTIL HE I S  
SET RIGHT BY THE SPIRIT OF GOD.... HE 
CAN NO MORE STOP HIS SELF-SEEKING THAN 
HE CAN STOP EXISTING. (pages 204-2051 
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i s m . ~ ' ~ ~  Luther  does  n o t  m i s s  t h e  p o i n t .  

I F  THE MOST EXCELLENT THING I N  MAN I S  
NOT UNGODLY, NOR RUINED AND DAMNED, BUT 
ONLY 'THE FLESH' (THAT I S ,  THE GROSSER 
LOMER AFFECTIONS), WHAT SORT OF REDEEMER, 
I ASK, SHALL WE MAKE CHRIST TO BE? SHALL 
WE MAKE !THE RANSOM PRICE OF HIS BLOOD TO 
BE OF SO LITTLE WORTH THAT I T  REDEEMED 
OlVLY THE LEAST VALUABLE PART OF MAN, MAN ' S  
MOST EXCZLLENT PART BEING SELF-SUFFICIENT, 
AND NOT NEEDING CHRIST? SO FROM NOW ON 
I MUST PREACH THAT CHRIST I S  THE REDEEMER, 
NOT OF TBE WHOLE MAN, BUT OlVZlY OF HIS 
LEAST VALUABLE PART (THAT I S ,  HIS FLESH, 
AND THAT MAN I S  HIS OWN REDEEMER I N  
RESPECT OF HIS BETTER PART!" (page 253) 
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a l s o  t o  p r e s e n t  t h e  p r ec ious  Gospel. He sought  
t o  show t h a t  our  s a l v a t i o n  i s  completely  t h e  work 



of God i n  C h r i s t .  "THERE I S  NOTHING ELSE THAT 
LEADS TO THE GRACE OF GOD, OR ETERNAL SALVATION, 
BUT THE WORD AND WORK OF GOD." (page 1 3 9 )  Luther  
e x p l a i n s  how: 

GOD HAS TAKEN MY SALVATION OUT OF THE 
CONTROL OF MY OWN WILL, AND PUT I T  UNDER 
THE CONTROL OF HIS, AND PROMISED TO SAVE 
ME, NOT ACCORDING TO MY WORKING OR RUN- 
NING, BUT ACCORDING TO HIS OWN GRACE AND 
MERCY, I HAVE THE COMFORTABLE CERTAINTY 
THAT HE I S  FAITHFUL AND WILL NOT LIE  TO 
ME, AND THAT HE I S  ALSO SO GREAT AND 
POWERFUL, SO THAT NO DEVILS OR OPPOSITION 
CAN BREAK H I M  OR PLUCK ME FROM H I M .  (page 31 4 )  

Anything l e s s  t han  t h e  redeeming Gospel s e t s  
a s i d e  t h e  Sav io r  J e s u s  C h r i s t .  

. . . . IN SETTING UP 'FREE- WILL ' YOU SET 
ASIDE CHRIST, AND MAKE HAVOC OF THE ENTIRE 
SCRIPTURES. THOUGH WITH YOUR LIPS YOU 
PRETEND TO CONFESS CHRIST, YOU REALLY 
DENY H I M  I N  YOUR HEART. FOR I F  THE POWER 
OF 'FREE-WILL ' I S  NOT WHOLLY AND D M A B L Y  
ASTRAY, BUT SEES AND WILLS WHAT I S  GOOD 
AND UPRIGHT AND PERTAINS TO SALVATION, THEN 
I T  I S  IN SOUND HEALTH. I T  DOES NOT NEED 
CHRIST THE PHYSICIAN, NOR D I D  CHRIST REDEEM 
THAT PART OF MAN: FOR WHAT NEED I S  THERE OF 
LIGHT AND LIFE, WHERE LIGHT AND LIFE EXIST 
ALREADY? (page 308)  

The reaponse made t o  t h e  humanist  was one of t h e  
a u t h o r i t y  of t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  t o g e t h e r  w i th  t h e  Law 
and t h e  Gospel. Luther  made such a response  
because ". . .he i s  a t  a l l  t imes  aware t h a t  h e  i s  
d e a l i n g  w i t h  a humanist  who b e l i e v e s  he  can f i n d  
t h e  s o l u t i o n  t o  t h e  mystery of  convers ion i n  man 
and i n  h i s  ' f r e e - w i l l .  ' "38  ~ u t h e r  's response  
was c a r e f u l l y  fo rmula ted  t o  a l l ow  t h e  Gospel of 

C h r i s t  t o  s t a n d  f o r t h  i n  b r i l l i a n c e .  L u t h e r ' s  
r e p l y  t o  t h e  humanis ts  was simply t h e  Gospel. 
Anything e l s e ,  h e  a p t l y  shows, e i t h e r  den i e s  t h e  
work of C h r i s t  and t h e  Holy S p i r i t  (Cf. Bondage, 
page 179) o r  compromisingly p l a c e s  u s  under t h e  
Papa l  laws. (Cf. Bondage, page 89) Ne i the r  i s  
accep t ab l e .  Only t h e  Gospel of C h r i s t  s e t s  con- 
s c i e n c e s  f r e e  and g r a n t s  e t e r n a l  s a l v a t i o n  t o  a l l  
who b e l i e v e .  (Cf. Bondage, page 96) L u t h e r ' s  
response  was completely  a response t h a t  sought  
t o  e l e v a t e  t h e  completed redemption of J e s u s  t h e  
C h r i s t .  

,SO IF  WE BELIEVE THAT SATAN I S  THE PRINCE 
OF THIS WORLD, EVER ENSNARING AND OPPOSIIVG 
THE KINGDOM OF CHRIST WITH ALL HIS STRENGTH, 
AND THAT HE DOES NOT LET HIS PRISONERS GO 
UNLESS HE I S  DRIVEN OUT BY THE POWER OF THE 
DIVINE SPIRIT,  I T  I S  AGAIN APPARENT THAT 
THERE CAN BE NO 'FREE-WILL. ' 
SO, I F  WE BELIEVE THAT ORIGINAL SIN HAS 
RUINED US TO SUCH AN EXTENT THAT EVEN THE 
GODLY, WHO ARE LED BY THE SPIRIT,  I T  CAUSES 
ABUNDANCE OF TROUBLE BY STRIVING AGAINST 
GOOD, I T  I S  CLEAR THAT IN A MAN WHO LACKS 
THE SPIRIT NOTHING I S  LEFT THAT CAN TURN 
ITSELF TO GOOD, BUT ONLY TO EVIL..  . . 
AND, FINALLY, IF  WE BELIEVE THAT CHRIST 
REDEEMED MEN BY HIS BLOOD, ME ARE FORCED 
TO CONFESS THAT ALL OF MAN WAS LOST; 
OTHERWISE, WE MAKE CRHIST EITHER WHOLLY 
SUPERFLUOUS, OR ELSE THE REDEEMER OF THE 
LEAST VALUABLE PART OF MN ONLY: WHICH 
I S  BLASPHEMY, AND SACRILEGE. (pages 31 7-31 8 )  

With such Luther  ended The Bondage of t h e  W i l l .  
He a l s o  ended h i s  r e p l y  t o  t h e  humanis ts ,  Erasmus 
claimed t h a t  he  was deeply h u r t  by t h e  tone  of 



of God i n  C h r i s t .  "THERE I S  NOTHING ELSE THAT 
LEADS TO THE GRACE OF GOD, OR ETERNAL SALVATION, 
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LEAST VALUABLE PART OF MN ONLY: WHICH 
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With such Luther  ended The Bondage of t h e  W i l l .  
He a l s o  ended h i s  r e p l y  t o  t h e  humanis ts ,  Erasmus 
claimed t h a t  he  was deeply h u r t  by t h e  tone  of 



~ u t h e r ' s  r e p l y .  He himself  began a  second round 
of t h e  deba t e  t h e  fo l l owing  y e a r  when he  i s sued  
t h e  f i r s t  p a r t  of h i s  work A Defense of t h e  D i s -  
course .  The second p a r t  was i s sued  i n  1527. - - -  - 

Luther ,  however, d i d  n o t  p rov ide  any o f f i c i a l  
response .  Luther  had s t a t e d  t h e  B i b l i c a l  t r u t h ,  
and any f u r t h e r  d i s c u s s i o n  was u s e l e s s .  Yet 
a  t h i r d  exchange between t h e s e  men occur red  i n  
1533. Erasmus then  a g a i n  expressed  h i s  i d e a s  
about  t h e  r e u n i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  church. Luther  
chose t o  respond "amiably, b u t  i n  no u n c e r t a i n  
terms." I n  t h a t  s i n g l e  l e t t e r  he  made i t  c l e a r  
t h a t  union must e x i s t  on t h e  b a s i s  of S c r i p t u r a l  
t r u t h .  39 

L u t h e r ' s  r e p l y  t o  t h e  humanis ts  was one of 
moderation. Luther  sought  no c o n f r o n t a t i o n ,  
a l though  he  knew of t h e  humanis t ' s  t e ach ings .  
He was f a m i l i a r  w i th  t h e  humanis t ' s  w r i t i n g s  and 
used t h e  humanis t ' s  m a t e r i a l .  U n t i l  t h e r e  was an  
open, d i r e c t  a t t a c k  made on t h e  c e n t r a l  Gospel of 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  L u t h e r ' s  p u b l i c  formal  r e p l y  was 
nonex i s t en t .  He r e p l i e d  and then  moved onward 
w i th  t h e  Gospel. H e  could u s e  t h e  good p a r t s  of 
humanism, wh i l e  s e t t i n g  a s i d e  t h e  bad a s  n o t  
a f f e c t i n g  him. 

Those a c t i o n s  a r e  i n  conformity t o  t h e  w r i t t e n  
response.  L u t h e r ' s  r e p l y  was a  p o s i t i v e  e x p o s i t i o n  
of t h e  Gospel. He d i d  n o t  wring h i s  hands i n  
d e s p a i r ,  b u t  n e i t h e r  d i d  he  a l l o w  himself  t o  be 
drawn i n t o  a n e g a t i v e  deba te .  

It i s  such a  n e g a t i v e  b a t t l e  t h a t  C h r i s t i a n s  
today a r e  o f t e n  urged t o  under take .  W e  a r e  t o l d  
t o  do such t h i n g s  a s  be involved i n  s o c i e t y  a g a i n s t  
humanism, s t and  t o g e t h e r  i n  oppos i t i on  t o  humanism, 
and t o  t a k e  i n d i v i d u a l  and c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  a g a i n s t  
humanism. W e  a r e  urged t o  do so ,  among o t h e r  ways, 

through b a t t l i n g  a g a i n s t  pornography i n  our  com- 
mun i t i e s ,  o b j e c t i n g  t o  a n t i - C h r i s t i a n  t e l e v i s i o n  
programming o r  w r i t i n g  t o  our  congressmen about  
l e g i s l a t i o n  which we f a v o r  o r  oppose. A Chris- 
t i a n  i s  t o  be a n  a c t i v e  c i t i z e n  and t h e r e  is  
no th ing  wrong wi th  t h e s e  t h i n g s .  However, w e  
must a l s o  recognize  t h a t  h i s t o r i c a l l y  t h e  above 
was n o t  t h e  Reformation r e p l y  t o  humanism. The 
Reformer was aware of humanism and d i d  warn people  
of i t s  i l ls;  however, t h e  response  was n o t  a  neg- 
a t i v e  o b j e c t i o n  bu t  a  p o s i t i v e  p r e s e n t a t i o n  of t h e  
Gospel. Here seems t o  be t h e  key t o  L u t h e r ' s  
r e a c t i o n .  He sought a  p o s i t i v e  proclamation of 
t h e  Grace of C h r i s t  i n  t h e  Gospel, r a t h e r  than  a  
nega t i ve  a t t a c k  on humanism. He sought  t o  be 
" for"  C h r i s t  r a t h e r  t han  "aga ins t"  humanism. We 
may q u e s t i o n  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  of t h e  r e p l y .  
We may q u e s t i o n  i t s  d u p l i c a t i o n  today. However, 
such was t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  Reformation r e p l y  t o  
humanism. It does  seem a s  though i t  was t h e  
c o r r e c t  r e p l y  a t  t h e  t ime,  because i n  1536 
" ~ r a s m u s  a t  t h e  end of h i s  l i f e  f e l t  t h a t  h i s  
lamps had been blown ou t  by t h e  Lutheran  gust."40 

TO GOD ALONE BE THE GLORY 

Presen ted  by Rev. Cra ig  A.  Ferkens tad  a t  t h e  
Evange l ica l  Lutheran Synod General  P a s t o r a l  Confer- 
ence,  Minneapol is ,  Minnesota,  September 23, 1986. 
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THE SALIGER CONTROVERSY 

by 

Rev. Gayl in  Schmeling 

I. The Lgbeck Phase 

One of t h e  b e s t  known and most o f t e n  m i s -  
understood c o n t r o v e r s i e s  concerning t h e  Lord 's  
Supper i s  t h a t  which cen t e r ed  around t h e  Lutheran 
p a s t o r ,  John S a l i g e r .  He is  a l s o  known by h i s  
l a t i n i z e d  name, Beatus.  Concerning h i s  e a r l y  
y e a r s  and t h e o l o g i c a l  t r a i n i n g  l i t t l e  i s  known. 
H i s  home c i t y  was most l i k e l y  LGbeck i n  no r the rn  
Germany. I n  t h e  e a r l y  15601s ,  S a l i g e r  was c a l l e d  
a s  p a s t o r  i n  t h e  town of ~ g r d e n  i n  present-day 
Nether lands,  and i n  1566 was c a l l e d  t o  a  newly 
founded Lutheran congrega t ion  i n  Antwerp. . Wiggers, "Der Saliger 'sche Abendmahlsstreit, If 
Zeitschrift fzr die historisehe ~heoZogie, V O ~ .  18, 
4, p. 614.) 

Although S a l i g e r  w a s  very  i n t e l l i g e n t ,  he  was 
a l s o  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  a s  being r e s t l e s s ,  s tubborn,  
and unable  t o  c o n t r o l  h i s  temper, Besides  being 
a  p a r t  of t h e  e u c h a r i s t i c  cont roversy ,  S a l i g e r  
a l s o  became involved i n  t h e  cont roversy  concerning 
o r i g i n a l  s i n  and i n  t h e  course  of t ime s ided  wi th  
F l a c i u s ,  whose views were r e j e c t e d  i n  t h e  Formula. 
Th i s  d id  n o t  i n  any way h e l p  h i s  r e p u t a t i o n .  

S a l i g e r  s t ayed  l e s s  t han  two y e a r s  i n  Antwerp. 
Because of disagreements  over  t h e  d o c t r i n e  of 
o r i g i n a l  s i n ,  he r e tu rned  t o  h i s  home c i t y  of 
LGbeck i n  1568. Here h e  was c a l l e d  a s  one of t h e  
p a s t o r s  of S t .  Mary's Church. Soon S a l i g e r  r a i s e d  
o b j e c t i o n s  t o  what h e  dec l a r ed  t o  be  t h e  c u r r e n t  
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THE SALIGER CONTROVERSY 

by 

Rev. Gayl in  Schmeling 

I. The Lgbeck Phase 

One of t h e  b e s t  known and most o f t e n  m i s -  
understood c o n t r o v e r s i e s  concerning t h e  Lord 's  
Supper i s  t h a t  which cen t e r ed  around t h e  Lutheran 
p a s t o r ,  John S a l i g e r .  He is  a l s o  known by h i s  
l a t i n i z e d  name, Beatus.  Concerning h i s  e a r l y  
y e a r s  and t h e o l o g i c a l  t r a i n i n g  l i t t l e  i s  known. 
H i s  home c i t y  was most l i k e l y  LGbeck i n  no r the rn  
Germany. I n  t h e  e a r l y  15601s ,  S a l i g e r  was c a l l e d  
a s  p a s t o r  i n  t h e  town of ~ g r d e n  i n  present-day 
Nether lands,  and i n  1566 was c a l l e d  t o  a  newly 
founded Lutheran congrega t ion  i n  Antwerp. . Wiggers, "Der Saliger 'sche Abendmahlsstreit, If 
Zeitschrift fzr die historisehe ~heoZogie, V O ~ .  18, 
4, p. 614.) 

Although S a l i g e r  w a s  very  i n t e l l i g e n t ,  he  was 
a l s o  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  a s  being r e s t l e s s ,  s tubborn,  
and unable  t o  c o n t r o l  h i s  temper, Besides  being 
a  p a r t  of t h e  e u c h a r i s t i c  cont roversy ,  S a l i g e r  
a l s o  became involved i n  t h e  cont roversy  concerning 
o r i g i n a l  s i n  and i n  t h e  course  of t ime s ided  wi th  
F l a c i u s ,  whose views were r e j e c t e d  i n  t h e  Formula. 
Th i s  d id  n o t  i n  any way h e l p  h i s  r e p u t a t i o n .  

S a l i g e r  s t ayed  l e s s  t han  two y e a r s  i n  Antwerp. 
Because of disagreements  over  t h e  d o c t r i n e  of 
o r i g i n a l  s i n ,  he r e tu rned  t o  h i s  home c i t y  of 
LGbeck i n  1568. Here h e  was c a l l e d  a s  one of t h e  
p a s t o r s  of S t .  Mary's Church. Soon S a l i g e r  r a i s e d  
o b j e c t i o n s  t o  what h e  dec l a r ed  t o  be  t h e  c u r r e n t  



~ c b e c k  p r a c t i c e  of f a i l i n g  t o  consecra te  new e l e -  
ments i f  they were needed dur ing  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n .  
The c l e rgy  of Lgbeck a t  t imes mixed unconsecrated 
wine wi th  t h e  consecrated wine assuming t h a t  t h e  
consecrated would mix wi th  t h e  unconsecrated a s  
t h e  Ear ly  Church used wine mixed wi th  water  i n  
t h e  Sacrament. They a l s o  assumed t h a t  those  h o s t s  
not  s e t  a s i d e  f o r  use  i n  t h e  Supper bu t  enclosed 
i n  a ciborium on t h e  a l t a r  were neve r the le s s  
~ h r i s t ' s  body by v i r t u e  of t h e  f i r s t  consecra t ion  
and d id  not  need t o  be consecrated i f  they were 
used. It was i n  t h i s  controversy t h a t  S a l i g e r  
f i r s t  became acquainted wi th  h i s  a rden t  suppor ter ,  
Heinrich Fredeland, c u r a t e  a t  S t .  Jakobi  Church i n  
Lfibeck. 

The debate over t h e  second consecra t ion  l e d  t o  
t h e  ques t ion  a s  t o  when C h r i s t ' s  body and blood 
were p resen t  i n  t h e  Supper. S a l i g e r  taught  t h a t  
by v i r t u e  of t h e  Words of I n s t i t u t i o n ,  C h r i s t  i s  
present  t h e  moment t h e  consecra t ion  i s  sa id .  Some, 
such a s  t h e  h i s t o r i a n  Caspar S tarck ,  a l s o  assume 
t h a t  a t  t h i s  po in t  S a l i g e r  be l ieved  t h e  presence 
would cont inue  even though t h e  r ecep t ion  was delayed 
days o r  months. ( J .  SchlJne, Urn Christi  SakramentaZe 
Gegemart, p. 2 1 . )  He furthermore a s s e r t e d  t h a t  
those who d i d  no t  b e l i e v e  t h i s  were Sacramentarians. 
I t ' s  obvious t h a t  it d i d n ' t  t ake  long before  t h e  
Lgbeckers were enraged. 

The p a s t o r s  a t  Lgbeck defended themselves 
wi th  a confess ion  concerning t h e  Lord 's  Supper 
i n  1569. It s t a t e d  t h a t  i n  t h e  Sacrament under t h e  
bread and wine, ~ h r i s t ' s  t r u e  body and blood a r e  
o f f e r e d  wi th  t h e  hand and rece ived  by t h e  mouth of 
both t h e  be l i ev ing  and t h e  unbel ieving.  The e f f e c t -  
ing  cause (causa e f f i c i e n s )  of t h e  Sacrament was 
dec lared  t o  be "not papish murmuring but  J e s u s 1  
almighty Words of I n s t i t u t i o n . "  Th i s  i s  compared 

wi th  God's c r e a t i v e  word i n  Genesis 1. The 
m a t e r i a l  cause (causa m a t e r i a l i s )  was defined a s  
t h e  elements and t h e  formal cause (causa formal is )  
a s  t h e  t o t a l  a c t i o n  wi th  t h e  command o r  use  t h a t  
we should e a t  o r  d r ink  i t .  Also, t h e  Lubeck 
Confession s a i d  t h a t  t h e  proper  number of hos t  
should be counted out  f o r  t h e  communicants and 
t h e  same c a r e  should be taken wi th  t h e  wine. 
I f  elements were brought t o  t h e  a l t a r  a f t e r  t h e  
o r i g i n a l  consecra t ion  they should indeed be con- 
sec ra t ed  before  being used. When elements 
remained a f t e r  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  they were not  
considered C h r i s t ' s  body and blood f o r  nothing 
has  t h e  cha rac te r  of a Sacrament o u t s i d e  i t s  
intended use. Concerning t h i s  they s a i d  they had 
t h e  "witness  of Luther ,  Melanchthon, Chytraeus, 
Chemnitz, Hesshusius, and Wigand." (J .  ~ch8n'ne, 
Urn Christ;  Sakramentate Gegemart, pp. 33-34.] 

The c i t y  counci l  of Lgbeck t r i e d  a number of 
t h i n g s  t o  b r ing  peace t o  t h e i r  f a i r  c i t y  t o r n  by 
t h e  wrath of theologians .  One of t h e s e  was t o  
a sk  t h e  c i t y  of Braunschweig t o  send t h e i r  Super- 
in tendent ,  Mart in Chemnitz, t o  ~ g b e c k  t o  s e t t l e  
t h e  d i spu te .  This  Chemnitz consented t o  do. On 
t h e  way home from Rostock where he  received a 
doctor  of theology degree, he  spent  e i g h t  days 
i n  Lubeck t r y i n g  t o  br ing  peace. L i t t l e  is known 
about t h i s  v i s i t  bu t  Chemnitz had a l ready consid- 
e red  some of t h e  i s s u e s  which a rose  h e r e  i n  h i s  
Examen : 

But t h e  men of Trent  speak only of t h e  
ea t ing ,  and because be fo re  t h a t  ea t ing ,  
C h r i s t ,  t h e  man, i s  p resen t  i n  t h e  a c t i o n  
of t h e  Supper when t h e  bread i s  b lessed ,  
divided,  and received,  g iv ing  t o  those  
who e a t ,  t oge the r  wi th  t h e  bread and wine, 
H i s  body and blood, t h e  men of Trent  
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attempted t o  cons t ruc t  from t h i s  t h a t  
C h r i s t ,  God and man, i s  p resen t  i n  t h e  
Euchar is t  i n  such a  way wi th  H i s  body and 
blood, a l s o  before  i t s  use,  t h a t  once t h e  
words of i n s t i t u t i o n  have been spoken 
over t h e  bread and wine, even i f  t h e  re-  
maining a c t i o n  which i s  p resc r ibed  and 
commanded i n  t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n ;  namely, 
t h a t  i t  be d iv ided ,  rece ived ,  and ea ten ,  
does not  fo l low f o r  a  number of days, 
yes,  f o r  some months o r  even yea r s ,  
C h r i s t  i s  neve r the le s s  compelled meanwhile 
t o  remain i n  t h e  bread and wine with H i s  
body and blood i n  an enduring union, and 
t h i s  i n  such a  way t h a t  i t  can meanwhile 
be handled i n  t h e  s a c r i f i c e  of t h e  Mass, 
reserved,  c a r r i e d  about ,  d i sp layed ,  
adored, and whatever i s  connected wi th  
these  th ings .  These a r e  t h e  t h i n g s  which 
a r e  not  i n  harmony wi th  t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n ,  
yes,  which m i l i t a t e  a g a i n s t  it. For t h e  
i n s t i t u t i o n  of t h e  Supper prescr ibed  t h e  
a c t i o n  thus: To t ake  bread and wine, 
b l e s s ,  d iv ide ,  o f f e r ,  r ece ive ,  e a t ,  and 
add t h i s  word of Chr i s t :  ' t h i s  i s  My body; 
t h i s  i s  My blood," and t o  do a l l  t h i s  i n  
remembrance of H i m .  (M. Chemnitz, ''The - 
p t ,  Part III,  
p .  249.) 

Notice t h a t  Chemnitz r e j e c t e d  t h e  idea  t h a t  t h e  
presence continued even though t h e  r ecep t ion  was 
delayed days o r  months. Also, he  opposed t h e  
idea  t h a t  t h e r e  was a  Sacrament before  t h e  use  
which S a l i g e r  l a t e r  defended a t  Rostock. 

The v i s i t  of Chemnitz seems t o  have brought no 
immediate r e s u l t  and t h e  counc i l  l a t e r  had t o  
t h r e a t e n  S a l i g e r  and Fredeland with d ismissa l .  

I n  o rde r  t o  s e t t l e  t h e  controversy t h e  c i t y  
counci l  of LGbeck f i n a l l y  decided t h a t  S a l i g e r  
and Fredeland should go elsewhere. S a l i g e r  had 
been i n  Lfibeck f o r  s i x  months. It seems t h a t  
n e i t h e r  of t h e  p a r t i e s  were accused of f a l s e  doc- 
t r i n e  by Chemnitz o r  anyone e l s e .  ( J .  Wiggers, 
"Der sa2iger 'sche AbendnahZsstreit, " ~ e i t s c h r i  f t 
ffi d ie  his tor isehe TheoZoqie, VoZ. 18, 4, 

11. The Rostock Phase 

Sa l inger  went next  t o  Schwerin and t h e r e  won 
t h e  favor  of t h e  Mecklenberg Dukes, Johann 
Albrecht I and Ulr ich .  They d i r e c t e d  him t o  t h e  
vacant  p a s t o r a t e  of S t .  N ico la i  i n  Rostock. 
Because many i n  Rostock had heard about t h e  t rou-  
b l e s  he caused i n  LUbeck, t h e  minister ium was 
opposed t o  him. He, however, was given t h e  posi- 
t i o n  a f t e r  he appeared before  a  commission con- 
s i s t i n g  of Chytraeus, Wigand, Superintendent  of 
Wismar, Simon P a u l i ,  Superintendent  of Rostock, 
and two o t h e r  councilmen. Here h e  promised t h a t  
he  would not  r ev ive  t h e  ~ 8 b e c k  controversy i n  
h i s  new pa r i sh .  

Before being formally admit ted a t  Rostock, 
S a l i g e r  had t o  appear before  t h e  ministerium. 
Here t h e  ques t ion  concerning t h e  r e l i q u i a e  was 
brought up. S a l i g e r  s a i d  t h a t  only t h e  proper 
amount should be consecrated so t h a t  nothing 
remained a f t e r  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n .  When asked 
about mishaps wi th  t h e  Sacrament, such a s  s p i l -  
lage ,  he r e p l i e d  t h a t  t h e  s p i l l e d  element was 
not  t o  be considered t h e  Sacrament. It should be 
no t i ced  t h a t  i f  S a l i g e r  previous ly  taught  t h a t  
t h e  remaining elements were t h e  body and blood of 
C h r i s t  he  i s  very c a r e f u l  no t  t o  say t h a t  now. 
He only advocated c a r e  so t h a t  amounts of t h e  
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11. The Rostock Phase 

Sa l inger  went next  t o  Schwerin and t h e r e  won 
t h e  favor  of t h e  Mecklenberg Dukes, Johann 
Albrecht I and Ulr ich .  They d i r e c t e d  him t o  t h e  
vacant  p a s t o r a t e  of S t .  N ico la i  i n  Rostock. 
Because many i n  Rostock had heard about t h e  t rou-  
b l e s  he caused i n  LUbeck, t h e  minister ium was 
opposed t o  him. He, however, was given t h e  posi- 
t i o n  a f t e r  he appeared before  a  commission con- 
s i s t i n g  of Chytraeus, Wigand, Superintendent  of 
Wismar, Simon P a u l i ,  Superintendent  of Rostock, 
and two o t h e r  councilmen. Here h e  promised t h a t  
he  would not  r ev ive  t h e  ~ 8 b e c k  controversy i n  
h i s  new pa r i sh .  

Before being formally admit ted a t  Rostock, 
S a l i g e r  had t o  appear before  t h e  ministerium. 
Here t h e  ques t ion  concerning t h e  r e l i q u i a e  was 
brought up. S a l i g e r  s a i d  t h a t  only t h e  proper 
amount should be consecrated so t h a t  nothing 
remained a f t e r  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n .  When asked 
about mishaps wi th  t h e  Sacrament, such a s  s p i l -  
lage ,  he r e p l i e d  t h a t  t h e  s p i l l e d  element was 
not  t o  be considered t h e  Sacrament. It should be 
no t i ced  t h a t  i f  S a l i g e r  previous ly  taught  t h a t  
t h e  remaining elements were t h e  body and blood of 
C h r i s t  he  i s  very c a r e f u l  no t  t o  say t h a t  now. 
He only advocated c a r e  so t h a t  amounts of t h e  



element do n o t  remain. ( J .  Sch8nene, Urn Christi 
sakramentaze Gegenwart, p. 23) 

Although S a l i g e r  had promised n o t  t o  r e v i v e  
t h e  e u c h a r i s t i c  cont roversy  when he  rece ived  h i s  
p o s i t i o n  i n  Rostock, he  was soon preaching a g a i n s t  
t h e  ~ G b e c k  p a s t o r s  from h i s  p u l p i t .  Th i s  caused 
confusion and d i v i s i o n s  among t h e  people  of Rostock. 
A t  t h i s  p o i n t  t h e  cont roversy  cen te red  around t h e  
ph ra se  "sacramentum e s s e  a n t e  usum," t h a t  t h e r e  is  
a  Sacrament a l s o  be fo re  t h e  use .  S a l i g e r  was advo- 
c a t i n g  t h e  presence  of C h r i s t ' s  body and blood 
be fo re  t h e  u s e  and whoever taught  o therwise  w a s  a  
Sacramentarian. What he  most l i k e l y  meant was 
t h a t  t h e  presence was t h e r e  be fo re  t h e  e a t i n g .  
H i s  terminology, however, was very  confusing.  He 
accused t h e  Rostock c l e r g y  of teaching  t h a t  t h e  
bread and wine i n  t h e  Sacrament were n o t  a  Sacra- 
ment u n t i l  they  touched t h e  tongue and t h e  l i p s ,  
t h a t  t h e i r  f a i t h  made t h e  Sacrament. This  t hey  
f i r m l y  denied and cha l lenged  S a l i g e r  t o  prove i t .  
But i n  s p i t e  of a l l  a t t empt s  t o  make him s e e  reason ,  
S a l i g e r  w a s  n o t  t o  be s i l e n c e d .  

I n  February 1569 t h e  s i t u a t i o n  came t o  a  head. 
With t h e  approval  of Duke Ul r i ch ,  a commission of 
l o c a l  t heo log ians  was appointed t o  d e a l  wi th  t h e  
ma t t e r .  A t  t h e  formal  hea r ing  on February 15 ,  
Simon Paul ,  Super in tendent  of Rostock, spoke on 
behalf  of t h e  Rostock c l e rgy .  He confessed,  "We 
b e l i e v e  and confess  wi th  h e a r t  and mouth be fo re  
God i n  heaven, who a lone  knows t h e  h e a r t ,  t h a t  t h e  
b l e s sed  bread and t h e  b l e s sed  wine i n  t h e  Supper 
of t h e  Lord a r e  H i s  n a t u r a l  body and blood, which 
were rece ived  and pa r t aken  of h e r e  on e a r t h  w i th  
t h e  mouth, n o t  on ly  by Judas  and t h e  o t h e r  god le s s  
people  bu t  a l s o  by P e t e r  and o t h e r  s a i n t s  of God." 
( J .  Wiggers, "Der SaZiger 'sche AbendnahZsstreit, '? 

Zeitsehrift f& die historische TheoZoqie, VuZ. 18, 

4, p. 527.) I n  t h e  same confess ion ,  P a u l i  l i s t e d  
t h e  g r i evances  which were being brought a g a i n s t  
S a l i g e r :  (1)  t h a t  h e  had rev ived  t h e  ~ u b e c k  
cont roversy ;  ( 2 )  t h a t  he had made use  of unusual 
terminology i n  r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h e  Sacrament "before  
t h e  use"; (3) t h a t  he had taught  t h i s  d o c t r i n e  
n o t  only i n  sermons, bu t  had a l s o  d i s t r i b u t e d  i t  
among t h e  people  i n  p r i n t ;  (4)  t h a t  he  had pic-  
t u r ed  h i s  co l l eagues  a s  Neosacramentarians; 
(5)  t h a t  h e  had t augh t  t h a t  whoever b e l i e v e s  and 
t eaches  o therwise  about  t h e  Sacrament, t eaches  
and b e l i e v e s  f a l s e l y ,  and whoever r e c e i v e s  t h e  
Sacrament wi th  another  p o i n t  of view r e c e i v e s  t h e  
Sacrament unworthi ly;  (6) t h a t  he  had c a l l e d  t h e  
r u l e  "Nothing h a s  t h e  c h a r a c t e r  of a  Sacrament 
o u t s i d e  of i t s  d i v i n e l y  i n s t i t u t e d  use" s a t a n i c  
and y e t  i t  was h igh ly  regarded by Chemnitz and 
Heshusius; ( 7 )  t h a t  h e  had brought a l l  k inds  of 
p r i v a t e  m a t t e r s  i n t o  t h e  p u l p i t ;  (8) t h a t  h e  had 
taken  s i x  o r  seven books wi th  him i n t o  t h e  p u l p i t ,  
t o  prove h i s  own teaching  and t o  b r ing  t h e  o t h e r  
p a s t o r s  i n t o  d i s r e p u t e  a s  "Sacramentarians"; 
(9 )  t h a t  he had r e fused  t o  accep t  t h e  admonition 
of t h e  minis ter ium; (10) t h a t  h e  had ignored and 
r e fused  t o  fo l l ow  t h e  dukes'  w r i t t e n  admonition; 
(11) t h a t  he  had caused g r e a t  confus ion  i n  t h e  
churches and i n  t h e  Un ive r s i t y  and had pu t  t h e  
min is te r ium under susp i c ion .  (E. F. Peters, 
"Nothing Has the Character of a Sacrament outside 
the User' pp. 347-348; J. Wiggers, "Der SaZigerrsche 
AbendmahZsstreit," Zeitschrift far die historische 
TheoZogie, VoZ. 18, 4, pp. 627-628. ) 

I n  answer t o  t h e s e  accusa t ions  S a l i g e r  denied 
t h a t  he had ever  used t h e  words "before  t h e  use" 
i n  an unc l ea r  manner. H e  l a t e r  gave t h e  fo l lowing  
confess ion ,  p a r t  of which i s  recorded here :  

I, John S a l i g e r ,  b e l i e v e  from t h e  h e a r t  and 



element do n o t  remain. ( J .  Sch8nene, Urn Christi 
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Simon Paul ,  Super in tendent  of Rostock, spoke on 
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t h e  mouth, n o t  on ly  by Judas  and t h e  o t h e r  god le s s  
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t h e  use"; (3) t h a t  he had taught  t h i s  d o c t r i n e  
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(9 )  t h a t  he had r e fused  t o  accep t  t h e  admonition 
of t h e  minis ter ium; (10) t h a t  h e  had ignored and 
r e fused  t o  fo l l ow  t h e  dukes'  w r i t t e n  admonition; 
(11) t h a t  he  had caused g r e a t  confus ion  i n  t h e  
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"Nothing Has the Character of a Sacrament outside 
the User' pp. 347-348; J. Wiggers, "Der SaZigerrsche 
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TheoZogie, VoZ. 18, 4, pp. 627-628. ) 

I n  answer t o  t h e s e  accusa t ions  S a l i g e r  denied 
t h a t  he had ever  used t h e  words "before  t h e  use" 
i n  an unc l ea r  manner. H e  l a t e r  gave t h e  fo l lowing  
confess ion ,  p a r t  of which i s  recorded here :  

I, John S a l i g e r ,  b e l i e v e  from t h e  h e a r t  and 



confes s  openly be fo re  God and men t h a t  
when t h e  bread which i s  s e t  a s i d e  f o r  an 
a c t u a l  ~ o r d ' s  Supper c e l e b r a t i o n ,  accord- 
i ng  t o  t h e  number of communicants, by t h e  
command of t h e  Lord C h r i s t ,  i s  b l e s sed  
wi th  H i s  commanded, d i v i n e ,  powerful Word 
of I n s t i t u t i o n ,  which H e  Himself h a s  spoken 
through t h e  m i n i s t e r ,  and i s  b l e s sed  f o r  
t h e  u s e  t h a t  i t  be  d i s t r i b u t e d  by t h e  min- 
i s t e r  and i s  co rpo rea l ly  e a t e n  by those  who 
come t o  t h e  ~ o r d ' s  Table;  t hen  such b l e s sed  
bread I b e l i e v e  through and according t o  
t h e  d i v i n e  b l e s s i n g  i n  t h e  Holy Supper i s  
t h e  t r u e ,  e s s e n t i a l ,  n a t u r a l ,  p r e s e n t  body 
of our  Lord J e s u s  C h r i s t  i n  t h e  sacramental  
union a l s o  f o r  t h e  u s e  of e a t i n g ,  which 
however should fo l l ow  i n  o rde r  i n  t h i s  
Supper according t o  t h e  command: t a k e  and 
e a t ,  t h i s  do i n  remembrance of m e .  There- 
f o r e ,  i n  tak ing  wi th  t h e  b l e s sed  bread t h e  
t r u e  body of C h r i s t  co rpo rea l ly ,  a l though 
i n v i s i b l y  i n t o  h i s  hand; and whoever d i s t r i -  
bu t e s  t h e  b l e s sed  bread wi th  h i s  hand, d i s -  
t r i b u t e s  wi th  h i s  hand t o  t h e  people  t h e  
ho ly  body of t h e  Lord under t h e  bread s o  
t h a t  t h e  honorable  Sacrament i s  rece ived;  
and t h e  communicants who s o  co rpo rea l ly  e a t  
of t h e  b l e s sed  bread,  e a t  a t  t h e  same t i m e  
wi th  t h e i r  p h y s i c a l  mouth, i n  o r  under t h e  
bread,  t h e  t r u e ,  n a t u r a l ,  p r e s e n t  body of 
J e s u s  C h r i s t  our Lord, whether they  a r e  
worthy o r  unworthy; t h e  worthy f o r  t h e  f o r -  
g iveness  of s i n  and f o r  t h e  remembrance of 
C h r i s t ,  bu t  t h e  unworthy t o  t h e i r  judgment 
f o r  they  do n o t  d i s c e r n  t h e  body of t h e  Lord. 
IJ. Wiggers, "Der SaZiger 'sche AbenhahZs- 
streit, " Zeitschrift fh die historisehe 
TheoZogie, VoZ. 28, 4, p .  630; E. F. Peters, 
"Nothing Has the Character of a Sacrament 

outside the Use," pp. 348-349: The same 
confession is made concerning the blessed 
wine. ) 

Fur the r  meet ings of t h i s  commission d i d  no t  
b r ing  any s o l u t i o n  t o  t h e  cont roversy  and it  w a s  
f i n a l l y  decided t o  appea l  t o  John Wigand, former 
super in tendent  i n  Wismar and a t  t h e  t ime p ro fe s so r  
i n  Jena .  Eventua l ly  Wigand r e p l i e d  and gave h i s  
Gutachten. H i s  p o s i t i o n  is  summarized wi th  t h e s e  
e i g h t  po in t s :  

1. C h r i s t  s a i d  t h a t  t h e  bread and wine were 
H i s  body and blood be fo re  t h e  elements  
touched t h e  mouths of t h e  Apos t les .  

2. S t .  Paul  s ays  t h e  same th ing  i n  I Cor. 
10:16 when he speaks about  t h e  cup "which 
w e  b l e s s , "  and s o  f o r t h .  

3 .  According t o  t h e  ordinance which C h r i s t  
i n s t i t u t e d ,  i t  is  necessary  t h a t  what i s  
t o  be e a t e n  and drunk be t h e r e  p r e s e n t  
b e f o r e  t h i s  e a t i n g  and d r ink ing  can be 
done. 

4 .  It  i s  of g r e a t  comfort t o  know t h a t  what 
is being o f f e r e d  t o  u s  i n  t h e  Sacrament 
i s  no t  mere bread and wine, bu t  t h e  t r u e  
body and blood of C h r i s t .  

5. I f  i t  i s  n o t  t augh t  t h a t  t h e  body and 
blood of C h r i s t  a r e  t h e r e  "before  t h e  
r ecep t ion , "  according t o  C h r i s t ' s  Words; 
t h a t  is,  i f  t h e  m a t e r i a l  cause  of t h e  
Supper i s  n o t  defended, t h i s  n o t  only 
causes  confusion and e r r o r  among Chris-  
t i a n s  b u t  it a l s o  s e r v e s  as an  encourage- 
ment t o  t h e  Sacramentar ians ,  who i n  t h e i r  
books speak d i s p a r i n g l y  about  t h e  material 
cause.  
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"Nothing Has the Character of a Sacrament 

outside the Use," pp. 348-349: The same 
confession is made concerning the blessed 
wine. ) 
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6. Following ~ u t h e r ' s  Small Catechism and 
Large Catechism, c h i l d r e n  ought t o  be 
asked be fo re  they  go t o  t h e  Lord ' s  Table: 
"What do you want t o  r e c e i v e  and e a t  and 
dr ink?" They ought t o  answer: "The t r u e  
body and blood of Chr i s t . "  Therefore ,  
accord ing  t o  and by t h e  power of C h r i s t ' s  
Words, t h e  body and blood a r e  t h e r e  b e f o r e  
they  a r e  rece ived ,  a l though they should 

II 
then  be r ece ived  immediately. With t h i s  4 
p o s i t i o n  t h e  " b e a u t i f u l  Confessions" and 
t h e  books of Luther ,  "our dea r  t eache r  and 
t h e  l a s t  E l i j a h  of t h e  world,  agree ,  i n  
oppos i t i on  t o  t h e  Sacramentar ians  . 

7 .  The Augsburg Confession and i t s  Apology 
defend t h e  same p o s i t i o n .  

8. It i s  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  t e a c h e r s  of t h e  an- 
c i e n t  Church t augh t  t h e  same th ing .  
IE. F. Peters, "Nothing Has the Character 
of a sacrament outside the Use" pp. 352- 
352; J. Wiggers, "Der SaZiger 'sche Abend- 
mahlsstreit, " Zeitschrift die his- 
torische ~heozogie, VoZ. 28, 4, pp. 633- 
635; J .  ~ch8ne. Um Christi SakramentaZe - ., 

Gegemart, pp. 50-54. ) 

I n  h i s  Gutachen, Wigand emphasizes t h a t  C h r i s t ' s  
body and blood a r e  p r e s e n t  be fo re  e a t i n g  bu t  h e  
r e j e c t s  t h e  confusing terminology t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a 
Sacrament be fo re  t h e  use.  Concerning t h e  moment 
of t h e  presence h e  d e c l a r e s ,  "one does n o t  d i s p u t e  

t h a t  is, a t  which minute 
on t h e  b a s i s  of C h r i s t ' s  

o d e c l a r e s ,  who speaks,  who r e l a t e s ,  t h u s  
1 

ise." (J. Schone, Urn - 
p. 53.) 

Yi 

und t h e  same t ime David Chytraeus s e n t  a 

l e t t e r  concerning t h e  c o n f l i c t  i n  Rostock. He had 
been teaching  i n  Rostock bu t  a t  t h i s  time was 
momentarily i n  A u s t r i a  o rganiz ing  t h e  Reformation 
t h e r e .  I n  h i s  l e t t e r  he  rebuked S a l i g e r  f o r  h i s  
conduct and then  asked, "Since i t  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  
t h e  p ious  h e a r t  t o  know from t h e  Words of I n s t i t u -  
t i o n  t h a t  t h e  bread which is presen ted  t o  m e  by t h e  
m i n i s t e r  i s  t h e  t r u e  body of C h r i s t ,  of what use  i s  
i t  t o  d i s p u t e  about  t h e  bread t h a t  l i e s  on t h e  pa t en  
o r  i s  l e f t  a f t e r  t h e  r ecep t ion .  Cum p i a e  menti  
s a t i s  s i t  e v e r b i s  i n s t i t u t i o n i s  d i s c e r e ,  panem, 
q u i  mihi  a m i n i s t r o  exh ibe tu r ,  verum C h r i s t i  corpus 
e s s e ,  quid opus e s t  de pane i n  p a t e l l a  j a c e n t e  a u t  
p o s t  sumptionem r e l i q u o  d i spu ta re?"  ( J .  Sch8ze 
Urn Christi Sakramentale Gegenwart, p. 55.) Here 
Chytraeus shows t h a t  t h e r e  should be  no arguments 
about t h e  exac t  beginning and end of t h e  presence.  
T h i s  i s  no t  s p e l l e d  o u t  i n  Holy S c r i p t u r e s .  H e  i s  
not  concerned about  what remains a f t e r  t h e  worship 
s e r v i c e  f o r  i t  i s  o u t s i d e  t h e  use  and t h e r e f o r e  no 
Sacrament. 

111. The Wismar Recess 

The cont roversy  was brought t o  a c l o s e  i n  
October 1569, when Der Abschied d e r  Mecklenburg- 
i s chen  ~ e r z g g e ,  a l s o  known as t h e  Wismar Recess,  
was i s sued  i n  t h e  name of dukes Johann Albrecht  I 
and Ul r i ch  of Mecklenburg. Chytraeus was t h e  main 
au tho r  of t h e  Abschied. I t  r e a d s  a s  fol lows:  

1. The Dukes ... o r d e r . . . a l l  p r eache r s  and depu t i e s  
i n . . . t h e  churches and Un ive r s i t y  a t  Rostock 
no t  t o  s t ir  up and i n c i t e  unnecessary,  vehe- 
ment, and confused deba t e s  and arguments. 
Included among t h e s e  i s  t h e  ques t i on ,  "how 
and when and i n  what manner t h e  bread i n  t h e  
Lord ' s  Supper is  t h e  body of C h r i s t .  The 
t h r e e  d i spu ted  p o i n t s  concern t h e  presence 
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of C h r i s t ' s  body and blood, t h e  consec ra t i on ,  
and t h e  r u l e  t h a t  no th ing  is  a  Sacrament 
o u t s i d e  t h e  intended use .  These main p o i n t s  
a r e  t o  be taught  thus :  

2 .  I n  t h e  Holy Supper where t h e  same i s  observed 
according t o  t h e  o rde r ,  i n s t i t u t i o n  and com- 
mand of J e s u s  C h r i s t ,  i t  i s  by v i r t u e  of t h e  
i n s t i t u t i o n  of C h r i s t  n o t  only s imple bread 
and wine bu t  a l s o  t h e  t r u e  e s s e n t i a l  n a t u r a l  
body of J e s u s  C h r i s t  which He gave i n t o  dea th  
f o r  u s  and H i s  t r u e ,  e s s e n t i a l ,  n a t u r a l  blood 
poured ou t  f o r  our  s i n s .  These a r e  p r e s e n t  
wi th  t h e  b l e s sed ,  v i s i b l e ,  and unchanged 
bread and wine. The body i s  n o t  j u s t  f i g u r a -  
t i v e ,  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e ,  o r  absen t ,  nor  i s  i t  
t h e r e  on ly  i n  i t ' s  power, e f f e c t ,  and b e n e f i t ,  
bu t  t h e  body and blood a r e  t r u l y  p re sen t  g iven  
t o  u s  by C h r i s t  Himself through t h e  hand of 
H i s  s e rvan t .  They a r e  rece ived  no t  on ly  
s p i r i t u a l l y  w i th  f a i t h ,  but  a l s o  co rpo rea l ly  
wi th  t h e  mouth. The body and blood a r e  d i s -  
t r i b u t e d  t o  and r ece ived  n o t  only by t h e  
b e l i e v e r s  bu t  a l s o  by t h e  unbe l i eve r s .  

3. The b l e s s ing ,  a s  some name i t ,  o r  t h e  r e c i t a -  
t i o n o f  ~ h r i s t ' s  Words of I n s t i t u t i o n  by it- 
s e l f ,  where t h e  whole a c t i o n  of t h e  Supper a s  
C h r i s t  ordained i t  i s  n o t  observed, a s  when 
t h e  b l e s sed  bread i s  n o t  d i s t r i b u t e d ,  rece ived  
and e a t e n  bu t  i s  locked up, s a c r i f i c e d  o r  
c a r r i e d  about ,  does no t  make a  Sacrament. 
Rather ,  t h e  command of C h r i s t ,  "do t h i s , "  
which inc ludes  t h e  whole a c t i o n  o r  adminis- 
t r a t i o n  of t h i s  Sacrament (namely, t h a t  i n  a 
C h r i s t i a n  assembly bread and wine a r e  taken,  
concecrated,  d i s t r i b u t e d ,  r ece ived ,  e a t e n  
and drunk and thereby  t h e  Lord ' s  dea th  i s  
proclaimed),  must be kept  unseparated and 

i n v i o l a t e ,  a s  a l s o  S t .  Paul  s e t s  be fo re  our  
eyes  t h e  whole a c t i o n  of t h e  breaking of 
bread o r  of d i s t r i b u t i o n  and r ecep t ion .  
I Cor. 10:16. 

4. To main ta in  t h i s  t r u e  C h r i s t i a n  d o c t r i n e  1 

concerning t h e  Holy Supper and t o  avoid and 
a b o l i s h  many k inds  of i d o l a t r o u s  abuses  and 
p a p i s t i c  pe rve r s ions  of t h i s  t es tament ,  t h i s  
u s e f u l  r u l e  and guide  h a s  been der ived  from 
t h e  Words of I n s t i t u t i o n :  Nothing h a s  t h e  
c h a r a c t e r  of a  Sacrament o u t s i d e  of t h e  u se  
i n s t i t u t e d  by C h r i s t ,  o r  o u t s i d e  of t h e  
d i v i n e l y  i n s t i t u t e d  a c t i o n .  That is: i f  t h e  
i n s t i t u t i o n  of C h r i s t  i s  n o t  observed a s  He 
ordained i t ,  t h e r e  is  no Sacrament. Th i s  
r u l e  should by no means be r e j e c t e d  bu t  i t  
can and should be p r o f i t a b l y  urged and main- 
t a i n e d  i n  t h e  church of God. Also "use" o r  
"ac t ion"  h e r e  does n o t  mean c h i e f l y  f a i t h ,  
nor  t h e  o r a l  pa r t ak ing  a lone ,  bu t  t h e  whole 
e x t e r n a l  v i s i b l e  a c t i o n  of t h e  Supper ordained 
by C h r i s t  wi th  a l l  of t h e  p a r t s  belonging t o  
i t ,  inc luded  i n  C h r i s t  ' s i n s t i t u t i o n .  

5. Although now i n  t h i s  complete i n sepa rab l e  
a c t i o n  of t h e  Holy Supper which indeed i s  
p rope r ly  named t h e  Sacrament of t h e  Holy 
Supper, C h r i s t  i s  t r u l y  and e s s e n t i a l l y  pres-  
s e n t ,  and d i s t r i b u t e s  and d e l i v e r s  H i s  t r u e  
body and blood wi th  t h e  bread and wine, s i n c e  
t h e  t r u e  presence  of C h r i s t ' s  body and blood 
i s  n o t  t o  be denied f o r  t h e  r ecep t ion ,  bu t  
i n  t h i s  church confessed wi th  customary and 
u s e f u l  s ta tements ;  n e v e r t h e l e s s  t h e  fol lowing 
s t r a n g e  s t a t emen t s  which a r e  n o t  customary i n  
ou r  church and which a r e  doub t fu l ,  obscure,  
and o f f e n s i v e  should n o t  be used i n  t h e  
s choo l s  and churches of t h i s  l and .  These 
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u s e f u l  s ta tements ;  n e v e r t h e l e s s  t h e  fol lowing 
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s t a t emen t s  a r e  nowhere found i n  ~ o d ' s  Word 
o r  t h e  w r i t i n g s  of D r .  Luther  bu t  a r e  ve ry  
commonly used among t h e  P a p i s t s  t o  confirm 
t h e i r  magical b l e s s i n g  and t h e  permanent 
i n c l u s i o n  of ~ h r i s t ' s  body under t h e  form 
of t h e  bread be fo re  and a f t e r  t h e  r e c e p t i o n  
(Niessung).  The fo l lowing  a r e  such s t a t e -  
ments: That t h e r e  i s  a  Sacrament a l s o  
be fo re  t h e  use ,  sacramentum e s s e  a n t e  usum; 
aga in ,  t h a t  i n  S t .  P a u l ' s  woras, 'The bread 
which we break i s  a  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  body 
of C h r i s t , '  t h e  word p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i s  t o  be 
understood a s  t h e  j o i n i n g  o r  un i fy ing  of t h e  
bread  and body be fo re  t h e  r e c e p t i o n  and no t  
a s  r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h e  e a t i n g  by t h e  communi- 
c a n t s ;  aga in ,  t h a t  a f t e r  t h e  spoken b l e s s i n g  
t h e  bread and wine a r e  a  complete Sacrament 
a l s o  be fo re  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  (Austhei lung)  
(which might n o t  t a k e  p l a c e  u n t i l  s e v e r a l  days 
o r  months l a t e r ) ,  and t h e  oppos i t e  s ta tement  
(which i s  he ld  by no one i n  our  church 3n t h e  
b a s i s  of t h e  a c t i o n )  t h a t  t h e  body and blood 
of C h r i s t  a r e  no t  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  Supper be- 
f o r e  t h e  b l e s sed  bread and wine a r e  touched 
wi th  t h e  l i p s  o r  enclosed i n  t h e  mouth; 
aga in ,  t h e  body of C h r i s t  i s  no t  i n  t h e  
bread but  i n  t h e  e a t i n g ,  e t c .  'For we pre- 
s c r i b e  no moment o r  t ime t o  God,' s ays  Luther ,  
' bu t  a r e  s a t i s f i e d  t hus ,  t h a t  we simply be- 
l i e v e  t h a t  what God says  c e r t a i n l y  happens 
t h a t  i t  happens o r  should occur .  ' IJ. ~chdrzne, 
Urn Christi SakramentaZe Gegenwart, pp. 67-69.) 

The w r i t e r s  of t h e  Abschied wanted no p a r t  i n  
u s e l e s s  arguments concerning t h e  how and t h e  when 
of C h r i s t ' s  p resence  i n  t h e  Sacrament. Paragraph 
two bo ld ly  confesses  t h a t  C h r i s t ' s  body and blood 
a r e  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  Sacrament and rece ived  by both  
b e l i e v e r s  and hypoc r i t e s .  Paragraph t h r e e  shows 

t h a t  t h e  whole a c t i o n  ( consec ra t i on ,  d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  
r ecep t ion )  must occur  o therwise  t h e r e  i s  no Sacra- 
ment. Yet it i s  ~ h r i s t ' s  a lmighty Word a lone  which 
e f f e c t s  t h e  presence.  Here too  t h e  ques t i on  con- 
cern ing  t h e  r e l i q u i a e  i s  put  a s i d e .  What i s  no t  
d i s t r i b u t e d  i s  no t  a Sacrament, Paragraph fou r  
defends t h e  " ~ i h i l "  r u l e  which S a l i g e r  a t  t imes 
seemed t o  ques t i on .  

I n  paragraph f i v e  c e r t a i n  improper s t a t emen t s  
a r e  r e j e c t e d .  Not ice  t h a t  t h e  "an t e  usum" termi- 
nology of S a l i g e r  i s  disavowed. The subsequent 
h i s t o r y  of t h i s  d e c i s i o n  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g .  The 
"an t e  usum" terminology was n o t  accepted because 
i t  was confusing.  The "usus" a s  expla ined  by t h e  
w r i t e r s  of t h e  Formula inc luded  consec ra t i on ,  
d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  and r ecep t ion .  Then t o  say t h a t  t h e  
Sacrament w a s  t h e r e  be fo re  t h e  u se  meant t h a t  t h e  
presence  occur red  be fo re  t h e  Words of I n s t i t u t i o n  
were s a i d .  This ,  however, is n o t  what S a l i g e r  
meant. By t h e  t e r m  "usus" h e  meant " the  e a t i n g .  " 
He wanted t o  say t h a t  t h e  body and blood were 
p r e s e n t  b e f o r e  t h e  e a t i n g .  Now because t h i s  term 
was r e j e c t e d  i n  t h e  Abschied, c e r t a i n  l a t e r  theo- 
l o g i a n s  who a l s o  understood t h e  "usus" h e r e  a s  
" t h e  ea t i ng"  took t h i s  s ta tement  a s  a condemnation 
of t h e  view t h a t  t h e  body and blood were p re sen t  
be fo re  t h e  r ecep t ion .  T h i s  was n o t  t h e  o r i g i n a l  
i n t e n t .  The Abschied is  r e j e c t i n g  confusing t e r -  
minology t h a t  could imply t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  Sacra- 
ment be fo re  t h e  consecra t ion .  During t h i s  pe r iod  
of t i m e  t h e  term "usus" i s  used both  i n  t h e  way i t  
would l a t e r  be  def ined  i n  t h e  Formula and a s  on ly  
r e f  e r r i n g  t o  t h e  "ea t ing .  " 

Also, t h e  two extremes i n  p inpo in t ing  t i m e  
(ho ld ing  C h r i s t  i s  p r e s e n t  t h e  moment t h e  conse- 
c r a t i o n  is s a i d  o r  ho ld ing  H i s  body and blood a r e  
no t  p r e s e n t  u n t i l  t h e  e a t i n g )  a r e  avoided when t h e  
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Abschied r e j e c t s  t h e  s ta tement  " t h a t  a f t e r  t h e  
spoken b l e s s i n g  t h e  bread and wine a r e  a  complete 
Sacrament a l s o  be fo re  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  and t h e  
oppos i t e  s ta tement  t h a t  t h e  body and blood of 
C h r i s t  a r e  no t  p r e sen t  i n  t h e  Supper be fo re  t h e  
b l e s s e d  bread and wine a r e  touched wi th  t h e  l i p s  
o r  enclosed i n  t h e  mouth." Th i s  p o s i t i o n  i s  then  
supported by what Luther  s ays  about  moment and 
time i n  t h e  C a r l s t a d t  l e t t e r .  A t  t h e  c l o s e  of 
t h e  Abschied i t  was s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  Rostock c l e r g y  
were no t  g u i l t y  of any f a l s e  d o c t r i n e  and S a l i g e r  
was rebuked f o r  h i s  con ten t ious  s p i r i t .  Not ice  
t h a t  paragraphs t h r e e  and f o u r  of t h e  Abschied a r e  
taken  almost verbatum i n t o  t h e  Formula. (SD V I I  
83-85) 

S a l i g e r  was t o  be  fo rg iven  i f  he  agreed t h a t  
t h e  p a s t o r s  of Rostock were no t  t each ing  f a l s e l y  
and i f  h e  c a r r i e d  t h e  cont roversy  no f u r t h e r .  
Th i s  h e  would no t  do and was dismissed from o f f i c e  
on October 16,  1569. A f t e r  l e av ing  Rostock, h e  
s tayzd  a  s h o r t  t ime i n  Wismar. L a t e r  he  r e tu rned  
t o  Worden, where h e  had once been m i n i s t e r .  A s  
f a r  a s  can be determined, S a l i g e r  remained t h e r e  
u n t i l  h i s  dea th .  

The r e s u l t  of t h e  S a l i g e r  Controversy was t h a t  
C h r i s t ' s  Almighty Word was dec la red  t o  be t h e  
e f f e c t i n g  cause of t h e  r e a l  p resence  i n  t h e  Sacra- 
ment a s  t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  teach  and Luther  confessed.  
Nothing we do, whether i t  be  our  e a t i n g  o r  f a i t h ,  
causes  ~ h r i s t ' s  body and blood t o  be p r e s e n t  i n  
t h e  Supper, bu t  a lone  t h e  Words of I n s t i t u t i o n  
which a r e  s t i l l  e f f i c a c i o u s  today by v i r t u e  of H i s  
o r i g i n a l  command and i n s t i t u t i o n .  Th i s  indeed 
ag rees  w i th  t h e  c e n t r a l  a r t i c l e  of ou r  teaching ,  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  by f a i t h  a lone .  A t  t h e  same t i m e  
t h e s e  Lutheran f a t h e r s  r e fused  t o  f i x  chronologi-  
c a l l y  t h e  exac t  beginning and end of t h e  r e a l  

p resence  i n  t h e  Supper. To do t h i s  would have 
been t o  speak where t h e  Holy S c r i p t u r e  does no t  
speak. The B ib l e  does n o t  answer t h e s e  ques t i ons  
concerning t ime as D r .  Sasse  a p t l y  summarizes, 
"we cannot determine t h e  moment of t h e  beginning 
and t h e  end of t h e  real presence  of C h r i s t ' s  body 
and blood i n  t h e  Sacrament of t h e  A l t a r  wi th  watch 
i n  hand, j u s t  a s  w e  cannot f i x  temporal ly  t h e  
presence  of C h r i s t  when two o r  t h r e e  are f a t h e r e d  
toge the r  i n  H i s  name and t h e r e f o r e  t h e  promise of 
Matt. 18: 20 is  f u l f i l l e d  f o r  them. W e  may never  
f o r g e t  t h a t  t h e  presence  of C h r i s t ,  H i s  d i v i n e  and 
human na tu re ,  i s  always an e s c h a t o l o g i c a l  mi rac l e  
i n  which t ime and e t e r n i t y  meet. (H. Sasse, We 
Confess the Sacraments, p. 337.) The main concern 
of t h e s e  f a t h e r  was t o  emphasize t h e  a b s o l u t e  cer -  
t a i n t y  of t h e  r e a l  p resence  and i t s  wonderful 
b e n e f i t s  f o r  poor l o s t  s i n n e r s .  

... Rev. Gayl in  Schmeling i s  p a s t o r  of Holy T r i n i t y  
Lutheran Church, Okauchee, Wisconsin, and i s  a 
member of t h e  ELS Doc t r ine  Committee. 
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... Rev. Gayl in  Schmeling i s  p a s t o r  of Holy T r i n i t y  
Lutheran Church, Okauchee, Wisconsin, and i s  a 
member of t h e  ELS Doc t r ine  Committee. 
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Paul  T i l l i c h ,  a preeminent example of l i b e r a l  
theology i n  our  e r a ,  once s t a t e d  t h a t :  

no m i n i s t e r  should proc la im more than  h i s  
i n t e n t i o n  t o  speak t h e  Word when h e  preaches.  
H e  never  should a s s e r t  t h a t  he  h a s  spoken i t  
o r  t h a t  he w i l l  be a b l e  t o  speak i t  i n  t h e  
f u t u r e ,  f o r  s i n c e  he  pos se s se s  no power over 
t h e  r e v e l a t o r y  c o n s t e l l a t i o n ,  he  pos se s se s  
no power t o  preach t h e  Word. (q td .  i n  H. 
P reus  648) 

A r e c e n t  review i n  Homilet ic  of a preaching t e x t  
by James W. Cox s i m i l a r l y  echoes t h i s  sent iment .  
Thomas E. Ridenhour, S r . ,  of Lutheran Theologica l  
Seminary i n  Get tysburg  , Pennsylvania ,  c r i t i c i z e s  
COX'S t e x t ,  s t a t i n g  t h a t :  

There is a major d i f f i c u l t y  i n  COX'S  

book.... He speaks of "communicating God's 
t r u t h f 1  i n  preaching,  bu t  h e  i s  no t  a t  a l l  
c l e a r  a s  t o  what he  i n t e n d s  by t h i s  phrase .  
Is t h e r e  a " t r u t h  of God" t h a t  can be 
communicated from one person t o  ano the r?  
What is  such? How does one communicate 
" t ru th"?  It appears  t h a t  "God's t r u t h "  i s  
a subs tance  t h a t  can be t r a n s f e r r e d  from 
one person t o  another .  I n  c e r t a i n  con- 
temporary t h e o r i e s  of human communication 
such a view of t r u t h  and i t s  communication 
i s  h igh ly  ques t i onab le .  (11) 

While t h e r e  a r e ,  indeed,  many u s e f u l  i n s i g h t s ,  from 
modern communication theo ry  which may be app l i ed  
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t o  our preaching, from t h e  previous s ta tements  
we s e e  a  major shortcoming i n  the  epistemology 
( theory  of knowledge) behind much modern w r i t i n g  
on communication. Governed by a  p r e d i s p o s i t i o n  
t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no abso lu te  t r u t h ,  many communica- 
t i o n  t h e o r i s t s ,  today, ca r ry  on a  never-ending 
d ia logue  about incomprehensibles and uncer ta in-  
t i e s .  

Contrasted with t h i s  view of t r u t h  i n  preach- 
ing i s  t h e  one which Confessional Lutheranism 
subscr ibes  to :  

Our preaching and teaching,  appl ied  a s  i t  
i s  t o  our own day, al though i t  depa r t s  
markedly from t h e  so-cal led mater ia ,  t h e  
very  words, of Sc r ip tu re ,  conforms never- 
t h e l e s s  t o  t h e  content  of t h e  d iv ine  Word. 
This  f a c t  should be of g r e a t  comfort t o  
us .  What we proclaim is  nothing l e s s  than  
t h e  Word of God. (R. Preus,   he Power of 
God's Word" 457) 

Despi te  t h e  u n s c r i p t u r a l  world-view of t h e  
Greeks and Romans, we a t  l e a s t  f i n d  among some of 
t h e i r  w r i t i n g s  on r h e t o r i c  and communication a  
b e l i e f  i n  absolu tes .  While homi le t i c s  t e x t s  have 
been abandoning i n s i g h t s  from c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c  
f o r  some time now, I th ink  Lloyd Perry  is  r i g h t  
when he  says: "It is  unfor tunate  t h a t  we have 
not  made more of an at tempt t o  c o r r e l a t e  t h e  b e s t  
of c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c  wi th  homi le t i ca l  theory 
(25).  While we a r e  c u r r e n t l y  seeing i n  t h e  
wr i t i ng  f i e l d  examples of m i l i t a n t  a n t i - c l a s s i -  
ca l i sm (Knoblauch f o r  example) , t h i s  paper t akes  
t h e  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  much may be gained from a study 
of p a s t  r h e t o r i c i a n s  of Greece and Rome. This  
a r t i c l e ,  then,  looks a t  t h e  c l a s s i c a l  t r a d i t i o n ,  
a t  t h e  formal iza t ion  of r h e t o r i c  i n t o  a  system, 
i t s  anathematizat ion by t h e  Church, and f i n a l l y ,  

i t s  u t i l i z a t i o n .  Because t h i s  d i scour se  t akes  
t h e  form of a  survey, an overview, i t  makes no 
claims t o  completeness. I f  t h e  a r t i c l e  genera tes  
d i scuss ion  i n  our midst ,  f u r t h e r  s tudy,  and 
e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  d e s i r e  t o  improve our preaching 
of t h e  Gospel, i t  w i l l  have accomplished i t s  pur- 
pose. Preaching ought t o  be t h e  top p r i o r i t y  on 
our l i s t  of p a s t o r a l  d u t i e s .  Our confess ions  
recognize it by s t a t i n g  t h a t  "There is  nothing 
t h a t  a t t a c h e s  people t o  t h e  church a s  does good 
preaching" ( T r i g l o t  401, 51). 

I. CLASSICAL RHETORIC: FORMALIZED AND RECOGNIZED 

While t h e  purpose of t h i s  a r t i c l e  is not  t o  
provide a  d e t a i l e d  survey of t h e  t r a d i t i o n  of 
anc ien t  r h e t o r i c ,  i t  i s  c r u c i a l  t o  our  d iscuss ion  
t o  mention a  few key people and ideas .  Rhetoric  
has  a  long t r a d i t i o n  and so we f i r s t  look t o  
Greece e s p e c i a l l y ,  and Rome, because t h e r e  rheto-  
r i c  was f i r s t  formalized. For our purposes, 
" rhe tor ic"  i s  " the  a r t  of e f f e c t i v e  communication. " 

A s  George Kennedy p o i n t s  ou t ,  "most subsequent 
r h e t o r i c  a l l  over t h e  world has  been inf luenced by 
Greek ideas  on t h e  subjec t"  ( C l a s s i c a l  Rhetoric  7 j .  
It i s  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  I th ink ,  t h a t  C h r i s t i a n i t y  grew - - 
out  of a  Greco-Roman c u l t u r e  and no t ,  l e t ' s  say, 
an Indian-Chinese c u l t u r e .  While Lutherans regu- 
l a r l y  use  t h e  l e g a c i e s  of western t r a d i t i o n ,  l o g i c  
and d i a l e c t i c ,  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  d e f i n i t i o n ,  c l a r i t y  
of thought,  e t c . ,  t hese  a r e  " f a r  less favored i n  
t r a d i t i o n a l  l i t e r a t u r e  of I n d i a  and China...," 
(Oliver  0 - 1 ) .  I t  was t h e  Greeks and Romans who, 
preeminently, sought t o  analyze,  i d e n t i f y ,  and 
formally o rde r  t h e  concepts of communication. 

C l a s s i c a l  Rhetoric:  Formalized 

~ o m e r ' s  I l l i a d  speaks of " the winged words of 



t o  our preaching, from t h e  previous s ta tements  
we s e e  a  major shortcoming i n  the  epistemology 
( theory  of knowledge) behind much modern w r i t i n g  
on communication. Governed by a  p r e d i s p o s i t i o n  
t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no abso lu te  t r u t h ,  many communica- 
t i o n  t h e o r i s t s ,  today, ca r ry  on a  never-ending 
d ia logue  about incomprehensibles and uncer ta in-  
t i e s .  

Contrasted with t h i s  view of t r u t h  i n  preach- 
ing i s  t h e  one which Confessional Lutheranism 
subscr ibes  to :  

Our preaching and teaching,  appl ied  a s  i t  
i s  t o  our own day, al though i t  depa r t s  
markedly from t h e  so-cal led mater ia ,  t h e  
very  words, of Sc r ip tu re ,  conforms never- 
t h e l e s s  t o  t h e  content  of t h e  d iv ine  Word. 
This  f a c t  should be of g r e a t  comfort t o  
us .  What we proclaim is  nothing l e s s  than  
t h e  Word of God. (R. Preus,   he Power of 
God's Word" 457) 

Despi te  t h e  u n s c r i p t u r a l  world-view of t h e  
Greeks and Romans, we a t  l e a s t  f i n d  among some of 
t h e i r  w r i t i n g s  on r h e t o r i c  and communication a  
b e l i e f  i n  absolu tes .  While homi le t i c s  t e x t s  have 
been abandoning i n s i g h t s  from c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c  
f o r  some time now, I th ink  Lloyd Perry  is  r i g h t  
when he  says: "It is  unfor tunate  t h a t  we have 
not  made more of an at tempt t o  c o r r e l a t e  t h e  b e s t  
of c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c  wi th  homi le t i ca l  theory 
(25).  While we a r e  c u r r e n t l y  seeing i n  t h e  
wr i t i ng  f i e l d  examples of m i l i t a n t  a n t i - c l a s s i -  
ca l i sm (Knoblauch f o r  example) , t h i s  paper t akes  
t h e  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  much may be gained from a study 
of p a s t  r h e t o r i c i a n s  of Greece and Rome. This  
a r t i c l e ,  then,  looks a t  t h e  c l a s s i c a l  t r a d i t i o n ,  
a t  t h e  formal iza t ion  of r h e t o r i c  i n t o  a  system, 
i t s  anathematizat ion by t h e  Church, and f i n a l l y ,  

i t s  u t i l i z a t i o n .  Because t h i s  d i scour se  t akes  
t h e  form of a  survey, an overview, i t  makes no 
claims t o  completeness. I f  t h e  a r t i c l e  genera tes  
d i scuss ion  i n  our midst ,  f u r t h e r  s tudy,  and 
e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  d e s i r e  t o  improve our preaching 
of t h e  Gospel, i t  w i l l  have accomplished i t s  pur- 
pose. Preaching ought t o  be t h e  top p r i o r i t y  on 
our l i s t  of p a s t o r a l  d u t i e s .  Our confess ions  
recognize it by s t a t i n g  t h a t  "There is  nothing 
t h a t  a t t a c h e s  people t o  t h e  church a s  does good 
preaching" ( T r i g l o t  401, 51). 

I. CLASSICAL RHETORIC: FORMALIZED AND RECOGNIZED 

While t h e  purpose of t h i s  a r t i c l e  is not  t o  
provide a  d e t a i l e d  survey of t h e  t r a d i t i o n  of 
anc ien t  r h e t o r i c ,  i t  i s  c r u c i a l  t o  our  d iscuss ion  
t o  mention a  few key people and ideas .  Rhetoric  
has  a  long t r a d i t i o n  and so we f i r s t  look t o  
Greece e s p e c i a l l y ,  and Rome, because t h e r e  rheto-  
r i c  was f i r s t  formalized. For our purposes, 
" rhe tor ic"  i s  " the  a r t  of e f f e c t i v e  communication. " 

A s  George Kennedy p o i n t s  ou t ,  "most subsequent 
r h e t o r i c  a l l  over t h e  world has  been inf luenced by 
Greek ideas  on t h e  subjec t"  ( C l a s s i c a l  Rhetoric  7 j .  
It i s  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  I th ink ,  t h a t  C h r i s t i a n i t y  grew - - 
out  of a  Greco-Roman c u l t u r e  and no t ,  l e t ' s  say, 
an Indian-Chinese c u l t u r e .  While Lutherans regu- 
l a r l y  use  t h e  l e g a c i e s  of western t r a d i t i o n ,  l o g i c  
and d i a l e c t i c ,  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  d e f i n i t i o n ,  c l a r i t y  
of thought,  e t c . ,  t hese  a r e  " f a r  less favored i n  
t r a d i t i o n a l  l i t e r a t u r e  of I n d i a  and China...," 
(Oliver  0 - 1 ) .  I t  was t h e  Greeks and Romans who, 
preeminently, sought t o  analyze,  i d e n t i f y ,  and 
formally o rde r  t h e  concepts of communication. 

C l a s s i c a l  Rhetoric:  Formalized 

~ o m e r ' s  I l l i a d  speaks of " the winged words of 



good speakers ,"  and f e a t u r e s  Nestor  " the  o ra to r -  
king.  " 

Nestor  i s  an  e l d e r  who posses se s  bo th  w i s -  
dom and r h e t o r i c a l  s k i l l  t o  exp re s s  h i s  
wisdom e f f e c t i v e l y .  It i s  t h i s  combina- 
t i o n  of wisdom and good speech t h a t  i s  

admired, n o t  j u s t  exce l l ence  i n  speech 
a lone .  Nestor  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  cont inuous 
concern of t h e  Greeks f o r  t h e  logos ,  which 
might be def ined  a s  "thought-plus expres- 
s ions ."  (Murphy, A Synopt ic  H i s to ry  4) 

While t h e  seed i d e a s  of formalized r h e t o r i c  
a r e  expressed a l r eady  i n  Homer, Corax t h e  
S i c i l i a n  (ca.  476 B.C.) i s  c r e d i t e d  a s  t h e  inven- 
t o r  of r h e t o r i c .  T i s i a s ,  h i s  p u p i l ,  t r a n s m i t t e d  
r h e t o r i c  t o  t h e  mainland of Greece. With rhe to-  
r i c  came t h e  Soph i s t s .  While t h e  Soph i s t s  a r e  
t r a d i t i o n a l l y  thought of as r h e t o r i c i a n s  g u i l t y  
of ornamental excess  i n  t h e i r  o r a t o r y ,  expression-  
wi thout -subs tan t ia l - thought ,  n o t  a l l  t h e  Soph i s t s  
were g u i l t y  of u n e t h i c a l  r h e t o r i c  a s  t h e  term 
seems t o  imply today,  

Gorgias  (485-380 B.C.) "bel ieved t h a t  c e r t a i n  
s t y l i s t i c  features--notably a l l i t e r a t i o n ,  asso-  
nance, a n t i t h e s i s ,  and parallelism--would make 
h i s  p rose  persuasive" (Murphy, A Synopt ic  H i s to ry  
LO). I s o c r a t e s  (436-338 B.C.), John M i l t o n ' s  
"Old Man Eloquent," i s  c h i e f l y  quoted because of 
two of h i s  works. I n  "Against t h e  soph i s t s "  h e  
wrote: 

The Gods have given u s  speech--the power 
which h a s  c i v i l i z e d  human l i f e ;  s h a l l  we 
n o t  s t r i v e  t o  make t h e  b e s t  u se  of i t ?  
(Murphy 12) 

I n  h i s  "Antidosis" I s o c r a t e s  names t h e  t h r e e  t h i n g s  
needed t o  make a g r e a t  speaker:  n a t u r a l  a b i l i t y ,  
p r a c t i c e  o r  experience,  and educa t ion  (Murphy 12) .  

I s o c r a t e s  encouraged h i s  s t u d e n t s  t o  read  t h e  
e loquent  w r i t e r s  of t h e  t i m e  and t o  p r a c t i c e  
" imi ta t ion"  of t h e i r  s t y l e .  I s o c r a t e s ,  a s  we l l ,  
con t r ibu t ed  t h e  p e r i o d i c  sen tence  t o  r h e t o r i c .  

P l a t o  (427-347 B.C.), who was h igh ly  c r i t i c a l  
of r h e t o r i c  i n  h i s  earl ier  works, con t r ibu t ed  
i n s i g h t s  t o  r h e t o r i c  through t h e  so-ca l led  
"Soc ra t i c  ~ e t h o d . "  I n  a  t y p i c a l  d ia logue  of 
P l a t o  one sees: 1 )  key terms def ined ,  2) a prop- 
o s i t i o n  s t a t e d ,  3)  p o s s i b l e  c o n t r a d i c t i o n s  i d e n t i -  
f i e d ,  4) i d e a s  app l i ed .  I n  t h e  Phaedrus,  P l a t o  
l a u d s  r h e t o r i c  a s  " the  a r t  of winning t h e  sou l  by 
d iscourse ."  He f u r t h e r  s t a t e s  t h a t  a  d i s cou r se  
ought t o  have a  beginning (preamble),  middle 
(argument),  and end (conc lus ion) .  It ought t o  
d i s p l a y  "uni ty"  of thought  and be " n e i t h e r  long 
nor  s h o r t ,  bu t  of reasonable  length ."  

A r i s t o t l e  (394-322 B.C.), who s t u d i e d  under 
P l a t o  and served a s - t u t o r  t o  Alexander t h e  Grea t ,  
spoke of t h r e e  k inds  of pe r suas ive  p roo f s  i n  h i s  
Rhetor ic .  One persuades a l i s t e n e r  by appea l ing  
t o  h i s  r a t i o n a l  f a c u l t i e s  ( l ogos ) ,  h i s  emotional 
f a c u l t i e s  (pa thos ) ,  o r ,  by b u i l d i n g  one ' s  own 
c r e d i b i l i t y  through t h e  speech (e thos)  . Audience 
a n a l y s i s  w a s  an important  p a r t  of A r i s t o t l e ' s  
system. One must speak t o  be  understood. That 
pu t  c l a r i t y  a t  t h e  top of communicative p r i o r i -  
t i e s ,  f o r  ". . . .a good s t y l e  is,  f i r s t  of a l l ,  
c l e a r "  (Rhetor ic  185).  I n  speaking c l e a r l y  t o  
o n e ' s  audience, ho lds  A r i s t o t l e ,  one must shape 
t h e  speaking i n  t h e  l i g h t  of t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  
audience addressed.  

Cicero, i n  h i s  D e  Invent ione ,  e s t a b l i s h e s  t h e  
well-known "canons" of r h e t o r i c  t h e r e a f t e r .  How 
does one go about c r e a t i n g  r h e t o r i c ?  Cicero s ays  
t h a t  f i r s t ,  we must f i n d  ou t  what we are going 
t o  say: Invent ion  ( Inven t io ) ;  second, a r r ange  
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ar range  o r  s t r u c t u r e  t h e  ma te r i a l :  Arrangement 
(Di spos i t i o ) ;  t h i r d ,  f i n d  t h e  appropr i a t e  language, 
t h e  b e s t  word o r  expression:  S t y l e  (E locu t io ) ;  
fou r th ,  memorize t h e  speech: Memory (Memoria); 
l a s t ,  d e l i v e r  t h e  speech: Delivery (P ronun t i a t io ) ,  
which involves  voice  and use  of t h e  body. Accord- 
ing  t o  Cicero, each speech ought t o  have s i x  p a r t s .  
~ i c e r o ' s  s ix -pa r t  s t r u c t u r e  r e f l e c t s  t h e  l e g a l  
s e t t i n g  i n  which t h e  speech i s  de l ivered .  There 
i s  t h e  beginning, where you seek t o  capture  t h e  
audience ' s  a t t e n t i o n  and good w i l l  (Exordium); 
next ,  t h e  speaker g ives  background (Nar ra t io ) ;  
t h i r d ,  t h e  speaker e s t a b l i s h e s  ma t t e r s  agreed upon 
wi th  opponents and t h e  p lan  o r  method f o r  t ack l ing  
t h e  ensuing ma t t e r s  ( P a r t i t i o )  ; fou r th ,  t h e  argu- 
ments proceed (Confirmatio);  f i f t h ,  t h e  counter- 
arguments (Reprehensio);  l a s t ,  t h e  summary and 
conclusion f i n i s h  t h e  o r a t i o n  (Pe ro ra t io ) .  I n  
Cicero ' s  es t imat ion ,  t h e  o r a t o r  should possess  a 
l i b e r a l  a r t s  background i n  a l l  s u b j e c t s  and should 
be a b l e  t o  use  a l l  t h e  ornaments of s t y l e .  Three 
s t y l e s  emerge from ~ i c e r o ' s  theory: t h e  p l a i n ,  
moderate, and grand s t y l e s .  

Q u i n t i l i a n  (ca.  40-95 A.D.), i n  h i s  I n s t i t u t i o  
Ora to r i a ,  e s t a b l i s h e s  an educat ional  program t o  
produce t h e  i d e a l  o r a t o r ,  based on Cicero. The 
I n s t i t u t i o  h a s  g r e a t  imp l i ca t ions  f o r  t h e  church 's  
l a t e r  h i s t o r y .  

I n  t h e  c l a s s i c a l  per iod ,  h i s  p recep t s  
furn ished  t h e  model f o r  Roman p r o v i n c i a l  
schools ,  which were l a t e r  a t tended by 
some of t h e  e a r l y  f a t h e r s  of t h e  Chris- 
t i a n  Church (Murphy Rhetor ic  22).  

The l i s t  inc ludes  Arnbrose, Jerome, Augustine, 
Gregory of Caesarea, Eusebius of Caesarea, John 
of Antioch (Chrysostom) and B a s i l  of Caesarea. 
I n  t h e  Reformation, Q u i n t i l i a n  (and thus  Cicero) 

would have been known thoroughly by theo log ica l  
graduates  a t  Wittenberg Univers i ty .  A s  Schwiebert 
has  noted: 

Before en te r ing  t h e  School of Theology, 
t h e  s tudent  was requi red  t o  o b t a i n  a mas- 
t e r ' s  degree i n  L i b e r a l  A r t s .  The t ex t -  
book i n  r h e t o r i c  was t h e  l a r g e  work by 
t h e  Roman Q u i n t i l i a n  which, Melanchthon 
claimed, would provide complete mastery 
of d i a l e c t i c s  and r h e t o r i c .  ("The Refor- 
mation ..." 25) 

I t  was Q u i n t i l i a n ' s  opinion t h a t  s tuden t s  should 
read .the b e s t  w r i t e r s .  Above a l l ,  t h e  h ighes t  
i d e a l  of r h e t o r i c  was f o r  t h e  speaker t o  be a 
" v i r  bonus d i cend i  p e r i t u s "  ( a  good man speaking 
we l l ) .  

C l a s s i c a l  Rhetoric:  Recognized 

A s  t h e  curr iculum a t  Wittenberg shows, t h e  
inf luence  of c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c ,  obviously, d id  
not  d i e  out ,  but  came t o  p lay  a c r i t i c a l  p a r t  i n  
the  program of educat ion spearheaded by Melanch- 
thon. C l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c  became t h e  recognized 
approach f o r  teaching communication. Melanch- 
thon ' s  r h e t o r i c ,  Elementorum Rhetor ices  L i b r i  Duo 
was used widely i n  Europe. The f i r s t  English - 
r h e t o r i c  by Leonard Cox was based on ~ e l a n c h t h o n ' s  
r h e t o r i c  ( L a ~ o n t a i n e  71). I n  1535, when t h e  
curriculum was r ev i sed  a t  Cambridge, both A r i s t o t l e  
and Melanchthon were requi red  reading (Meyer 534, 
c i t i n g  P o r t e r ) .  Luther  himself ,  whi le  purging 
Wittenberg of A r i s t o t l e ' s  ph i losoph ica l  works, 
neve r the le s s  recommended A r i s t o t l e ' s  Logic, Rheto- -- 
r i c ,  and Poetry,  because of t h e i r  u s e f u l  i n s i g h t s  - 
f o r  preachers  (Schwiebert Luther  299; Becker 78). 
Graebner,in descr ib ing  t h e  Lutheran Church-Missouri 
Synod's genes is ,  during t h e  l a s t  century ,  i n d i c a t e s  
t h e  enduring in f luence  of c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c  t o  
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p a s t o r s  i n  t h e  p a r i s h .  

Who were t hose  men t h a t  i n  t h e  swamps 
and clayey h i l l s  of Pe r ry  County, Mo., 
l a i d  t h e  foundat ions  of a  con fe s s iona l  
Lutheranism? The f a t h e r s  of our  church 
were s c h o l a r s . . . .  I n  t h a t  m a l a r i a l  Eron- 
t i e r  s o l i t u d e  one could h e a r  men converse 
i n  L a t i n ,  Hebrew and Chaldean l ex i con ,  
Luther ,  Calovius ,  Loescher,  A r i s t o t l e ,  and 
Q u i n t i l i a n ,  and many another  pig-skin- 
covered tome looked down from she lves  made 
of hewn oak boards . . . .  (My emphasis, The 
P a s t o r  37) 

W e  need n o t  go beyond Bethany t o  d i s cove r  t h e  
r e c o g n i t i o n  a f fo rded  c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c .  P a s t o r s  
of t h i s  synod who a t t ended  Bethany experienced 
i t s  inf luence .  ~ e t h a n y ' s  Freshman Engl i sh  Communi- 
c a t i o n  courses  combining speech and w r i t i n g  a r e  
i n d i r e c t l y  t r a c e a b l e  t o  Cicero  and Q u i n t i l i a n  
(Golden 89; Lindemann 42) .  

A f t e r  r h e t o r i c  had been sys temat ized  and fo r -  
malized, i t  became recognized and e s t a b l i s h e d  a s  
a u s e f u l  t o o l  f o r  communication. 

Unfor tuna te ly ,  some apotheos ized ,  g l o r i f i e d  
r h e t o r i c  i n  an  unna tu ra l  way. Some made eloquence 
t o  be on ly  a ma t t e r  of s t y l e ,  ornamentat ion with- 
ou t  concern f o r  substance.  Others  a s c r i b e d  t o  
r h e t o r i c  an unsavory means of power, power which 
r e s t e d  i n  s t y l e .  Tru th  became l e s s  important ;  
t h e  subs tance  behind t h e  words mat te red  n o t  so  
much as winning men over  by c l e v e r  words. 

The c l a s s i c a l  i d e a l  of humanism, which cen t e r ed  
on eloquence, sought t o  c r e a t e  a  super  man, who 
needed no one bu t  h imse l f ,  u l t i m a t e l y ,  s o  t h a t ,  
"once t h e  mind had been t r a i n e d  i t  was pu re  power, 

completely f r e e ,  ready f o r  any demands t h a t  might 
be made on it" (Marrou 305-06). 

Cen tu r i e s  l a t e r ,  r h e t o r i c  i n  t h e  hands of 
unconscionable  men, men ope ra t i ng  a p a r t  from 
grace ,  would be  used a s  a  power t o  move t h e  
masses t o  s u i t  t h e  chimers of a  g ro t e sque    ell en- 
i s m .    he moving speeches of H i t l e r  are wi tnes s  
enough t o  t h e  e v i l  h e i g h t s  t o  which eloquence 
might ascend. " ~ e r  ~ u e h r e r "  drunk on t h e  i d e a l  
of h i s  own Dorean myth (Marrou 36) spewed f o r t h  
an eloquence which e n t h r a l l e d  thousands. I n  h i s  
Mein Kampf h e  wrote: "I know t h a t  one is a b l e  
t o  win people  f a r  more by t h e  spoken than  by t h e  
w r i t t e n  word, and t h a t  every g r e a t  movement i n  
t h e  globe owes i t s  r i s e  t o  t h e  g r e a t  speakers  
and n o t  t o  t h e  g r e a t  w r i t e r s :  (q td .  i n  Kennedy, 
H i s  Word 1 7 ) .  

Of course,  Hitler would have been condemned 
by P l a t o ,  A r i s t o t l e ,  I s o c r a t e s ,  Cicero,  and Quin- 
t i l i a n .  Rhetor ic ,  they  would have claimed, i s  a  
n a t u r a l  t h ing ;  i t  i s  simply t h e  a r t  of communica- 
t i o n .  It  can be used by e v i l  o r  e t h i c a l  men. 
The Soph i s t s  gave up t h e  subs tance  f o r  t h e  sake 
of s t y l e  o r  ornamentat ion i n  o rde r  t o  g a i n  "re- 
s u l t ~ . ' ~  I n  t h e  hands of a  Gorgias ,  r h e t o r i c  
could work l i k e  magic, t o  make anything seem tan- 
t a l i z i n g l y  l i k e  t r u t h ,  whether o r  n o t  i t  a c t u a l l y  
was i n  r e a l i t y .  It was Gorgias  who had s a i d  i n  
h i s   elen en" t h a t  " the  ve ry  p r i n c i p l e  of t h e  a r t  
of speech was t o  s t i r  pas s ions ,  and thereby  t o  
deceive" (de Romilly 25).  P l a t o  banished poe t s  
from h i s  Republic.  With t h e i r  r h e t o r i c a l  enbel- 
l i shments ,  t h e i r  p o e t i c  speech, they  could,  l i k e  
S i r e n s ,  work s p e l l s  upon men s o  t h a t  whatever 
was preached i n  e l e g a n t  s t y l e ,  became t r u t h .  
There w a s  no substance,  j u s t  s k i l l e d  r h e t o r i c i a n s  
of t h e  word, mas te rs  of v e r b a l  necromancy, masked 
a c t o r s  manipulat ing myths u n t i l  they  seemed 
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g l o r i o u s  t r u t h .  Not only Plate, bu t  Q u i n t i l i a n  
would have thrown H i t l e r  ou t  of h i s  kingdom. 
An o r a t o r  must be a  "good man speaking wel l ."  
D i e t e r i c h  Bonhoeffer would have poin ted  t o  
Church i l l  i n  h i s  own t ime a s  an example of 
proper  r h e t o r i c .  Recognizing t h e  p o s i t i v e  v a l u e  
of c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c  (while  H i t l e r  moved t h e  
crowds) Bonhoeffer l e c t u r e d  on preaching a t  t h e  
so-ca l led  "Confessing Church seminary a t  Finken- 
walde, c i t i n g  ~ i c e r o ' s  r h e t o r i c "  (Fant 161) .  

11. CLASSICAL RHETORIC: ANATHEMATIZED 

~ o d ' s  people  have always been c a u t i o u s  about  
t h e  wor ld ' s  wisdom, because o f t e n  t h e  wor ld ' s  
wisdom i s s u e s  from an a n t i t h e t i c a l  Weltanschaaung 
with an  agenda a c t i v e l y  con t r a ry  t o  ~ o d ' s  w i l l .  
Daniel  and h i s  t h r e e  s c h o l a r  f r i e n d s  t h r u s t  i n t o  
Babylon ("1n every ma t t e r  of wisdom and under- 
s tanding  . . . t e n  t imes b e t t e r  than  a l l  t h e  
magicians and enchanters , "  Dan 1 :20) ,  and Moses, 
washed onto  t h e  shore  of Egypt (". . .educated i n  
a l l  t h e  wisdom of t h e  Egypt ians  . . . powerful 
i n  speech and ac t i on" ) ,  knew t h a t  t h e  worldly 
wisdom t h a t  they had been allowed t o  pos se s s  must 
bow be fo re  God and h i s  wisdom. Luther ,  who s a i d ,  
"as  we p r i z e  t h e  Gospel, l e t  u s  s u s t a i n  c l a s s i c a l  
s t u d i e s , "  (q td .  i n  Graebner The P a s t o r  38) would 
have a l s o  agreed wi th  Mart in  Franzmann: 

Before t h e  Cross,  v a s t  s e c t i o n s  of our  
l i b r a r i e s ,  huge a r e a s  of our  c i v i l i z a -  
t i o n ,  recede  i n t o  i n s i g n i f i c a n c e  and 
i r r e l e v a n c e .  (83) 

When Paul  wrote  t o  t h e  Cor in th i ans  t h a t  t h e  
message of t h e  c r o s s  was f o o l i s h n e s s ,  bu t  wisdom 
a t  t h e  same time, t h e  power of God f o r  s a l v a t i o n  
unto  f a l l e n  mankind, he  spoke i n  a  way which 
seemed t o  anathematize t h e  e n t i r e  system of 

c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c .  H e  d i scounted  i n  I Cor. 1: 
18-25 t h e  s c h o l a r s h i p  and s c h o l a r s ,  i n t e l l i g e n c e  
and t h e  i n t e l l i g e n t i a ,  wisdom and t h e  wise of 
t h e  world. I n  i n k  t h e  s t y l u s  penned those  words 
which e l e v a t e  God t o  t h e  preeminent p o s i t i o n  i n  
m a t t e r s  of s a l v a t i o n  over  a g a i n s t  speech o r  e lo-  
quence as a  t h i n g  i n  i t s e l f .  

When I came t o  you, b r o t h e r s ,  I d i d  no t  
come wi th  eloquence o r  s u p e r i o r  wisdom 
as I proclaimed t o  t h e  tes t imony about  
God.... My message and my preaching were 
n o t  wi th  wise and pe r suas ive  words, bu t  
w i th  a  demonstrat ion of t h e  S p i r i t ' s  power, 
s o  t h a t  your f a i t h  might n o t  r e s t  on men's 
wisdom, bu t  on God's power. (NIV I Cor. 2: 
1,495) 

The c r i t i c i s m  a f t e r  Pau l  seems t o  i nc rease .  
James J. Murphy i n  h i s  Rhe to r i c  i n  t h e  Middle Ages 
l i s ts  t h e  v o i c e s  who d i s s e n t e d  a g a i n s t  t h e  Greek 
system of r h e t o r i c  and thought .  Numbered among 
them a r e  L a c t a n t i u s ,  Cyprian, J u s t i n ,  Clement of 
Alexandria ,  T e r t u l l i a n ,  Gregory Nazianzen, B a s i l  
of Caesarea,  Ambrose, and Jerome (48-55). To 
L a c t a n t i u s ,  t h e  Greek and Roman works were "sweets 
which con ta in  poison" (49) .  T e r t u l l i a n ' s  r e p l y  i s  
perhaps b e s t  known: 

What indeed h a s  Athens t o  do wi th  Je rusa-  
lem? What concord i s  t h e r e  between t h e  
Academy and t h e  Church? What between 
h e r e t i c  C h r i s t i a n s ?  (49) 

Gregory Nazianzen c r i t i c i z e d  Gregory of Nyssa f o r  
becoming a  r h e t o r i c i a n ;  B a s i l  of Caesarea scorned 
t h e  i d e a  of "pol i sh ing  per iods"  and t h e  "laws of 
t h e  encomium" a s  " s o p h i s t i c  v a n i t i e s "  (51).  
S t .  James, sounding l i k e  T e r t u l l i a n ,  asked: 

What communion h a t h  l i g h t  wi th  darkness?  
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Gregory Nazianzen c r i t i c i z e d  Gregory of Nyssa f o r  
becoming a  r h e t o r i c i a n ;  B a s i l  of Caesarea scorned 
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What concord ha th  C h r i s t  w i th  B e l i a l ?  
What h a s  Horace t o  do w i t h  t h e  P s a l t e r  
.... and Cicero w i th  Apos t le  [ P a u l ] ?  
.... we ought n o t  t o  d r i n k  t h e  cup of 
C h r i s t  and t h e  cup of d e v i l s  a t  t h e  same 
t i m e  (53). 

Cyprian i n  comparing pagan eloquence and preaching 
says: 

I n  c o u r t s  of law, i n  p u b l i c  meet ings,  i n  
p o l i t i c a l  d i s c u s s i o n s ,  a  f u l l  eloquence 
may be t h e  p r i d e  of v o c a l  ambit ion,  b u t  
i n  speaking of t h e  Lord God, a pure  s i m -  
p l i c i t y  of express ion  ( v o c i s  pura  s i n c e r i -  
t a s  non e loquen t i ae )  which i s  convincing 
depends upon t h e  subs tance  of t h e  argument 
r a t h e r  t han  upon t h e  f o r c e f u l n e s s  of e lo -  
quence (51) .  

Thus went t h e  " rhe to r i c "  a g a i n s t  r h e t o r i c  i n  t h e  
f i r s t  c e n t u r i e s .  

And y e t ,  dur ing  t h e  Reformation we f i n d  t h e  
same k inds  of t h i n g s  s a i d .  The i s s u e  of "substance1'  
v e r s u s  "expression" con t inues  on. Luther  c o n t r a s t -  
ing  himself  w i th  Melanchthon, K a r l s t a d t ,  and Erasmus 
and " t h e i r  c apac i ty  f o r  s u b s t a n t i a l  thought ,  r3, 
and e x ~ r e s s i o n ,  verba,"  s t a t e d  t h a t  Melanchthon had 
r e s  e t  verba ;  Erasmus, ve rba  s i n e  re; Luther ,  r e s  
s i n e  v e r b i s ;  K a r l s t a d t ,  nec  res nec ve rba  (Caem- 
merer The Melanchthon B l i g h t  322) .  I f  Luther  would 
have l i v e d  longer  t o  exper ience  Melanchthon's de- 
f e c t i o n ,  t o  e v a l u a t e  n o t  j u s t  t h e  "capac i ty  f o r  
s u b s t a n t i a l  thought and express ion ,"  bu t  t h e  a c t u a l ,  
s u s t a i n e d  use ,  h e  would probably have c l a s s i f i e d  
P h i l i p ,  h i s  c l o s e  f r i e n d ,  as ve rba  s i n e  re, l i k e  
Erasmus. L u t h e r ' s  d e a l i n g s  w i t h  Erasmus r e v e a l  h i s  
a n t i p a t h y  t o  r h e t o r i c - - s t y l e  wi thout  subs tance .  
I n  The Bondage of t h e  F ree  W i l l ,  Lu ther  s a y s  about  
Erasmus: 

.... h e  a v a i l s  himself  of a r h e t o r i c a l  
dev ice  f o r  changing t h e  s u b j e c t ,  and t r i e s  
t o  drag  wi th  him us ,  who know nothing of 
r h e t o r i c . . . .  no r h e t o r i c  can chea t  an 
hones t  conscience.  The arrow of conscience 
i s  proof a g a i n s t  a l l  t h e  f o r c e s  and f i g u r e s  
of eloquence. I s h a l l  no t  a l l ow  our  rhe to-  
r i c i a n  t h u s  t o  d i s s i m u l a t e  and change t h e  
s u b j e c t  (221).  

Norman Madson, S r . ,  seems t o  d e p r e c i a t e  t h e  
use  of r h e t o r i c  i n  h i s  a r t i c l e ,   he Power of  The 
word," r e p r i n t e d  r e c e n t l y  i n  The Lutheran Synod 
Ouar t e r lv .  

But God's Word does n o t  ope ra t e  i n  a  na t -  
u r a l  way, which would mean t h a t  i t  appea ls  
t o  man's reason;  nor  does i t  o p e r a t e  
through what we c a l l  r h e t o r i c a l  eloquence, 
appea l ing  t o  men's emotions. No, i t  oper- 
a t e s  i n  a s u p e r n a t u r a l  way (54) .  

H. Grady Davis warns t h e  preacher  about being 
a  t echn ic i an  r a t h e r  than  a  preacher  of t h e  Gospel. 
Such a person "may become a  r h e t o r i c i a n ,  an  a t t r a c -  
t i v e  speaker ,  bu t  he  w i l l  t u r n  ou t  t o  be something 
less than  a  preacher  of t h e  Gospel" (9 ) .  

Of course ,  t h i s  i s  a f a i r l y  depress ing  p o i n t  
t o  be a t  i n  a  paper  which proposes  t o  o f f e r  
" I n s i g h t s  from C l a s s i c a l  Rhe to r i c  f o r  Our Preach- 
ing." With a l l  t h e  ev idence  a g a i n s t  c l a s s i c a l  
r h e t o r i c  perhaps i t  would be b e t t e r  t o  o f f e r  
"Al t e rna t e  I n s i g h t s  from Non-classical  C h r i s t i a n  
Rhe to r i c  f o r  Our Preaching." Is t h e r e  any way t o  
escape t h e  conc lus ion  t h a t  c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c  i s  
harmful o r  d i shones t ,  a  method t o  be avoided? The 
l as t  p a r t  of t h i s  paper  s ea rches  f o r  a  bap t i zed  
c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c ,  c a p t i v e  t o  C h r i s t  and s a n c t i -  
f i e d  f o r  t h e  sake  of Gospel. 
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111. CLASSICAL RHETORIC: UTILIZED 

No m a t t e r  what impression of r h e t o r i c  one 
may have,  a t  t h i s  p o i n t ,  h i s t o r y  r e v e a l s  t h a t  
r h e t o r i c ,  and s p e c i f i c a l l y  c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c ,  
h a s  been used by t h e  church i n  i t s  preach ing  
and i ts  apo loge t i c .  Whether Pau l  was t r a i n e d  i n  
r h e t o r i c  o r  n o t ,  some s c h o l a r s  have claimed t h a t  
c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c a l  e lements  e x i s t  i n  h i s  w r i t -  
ing  (McLaughlin 4 0 f f ) ;  Lane Cooper i n  h i s  i n t r o -  
duc t i on  t o  A r i s t o t l e ,  pp. xxvi i -xx ix) .  While, 
a s  L a c t a n t i u s  s ays ,  Greek and Roman works were 
"sweets which c o n t a i n  poison,"  Pau l  was n0.t 
a g a i n s t  quot ing  t h e  pagan p o e t s  (Epimenides) no r  
was Luke (Clean thes? ,  Ara tus )  t o  s e r v e  t h e  Gospel 
commission. One may q u e s t i o n  whether Pau l  u s e s  
c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c  i n  h i s  A c t ' s  speeches ,  e t c . ,  
bu t  most w i l l  s e e  i n  some of P a u l ' s  w r i t i n g s  an  
eloquence which matches any w r i t e r .  What can 
compare w i th  t h e  s u b s t a n t i a l  thought  ( r e s )  -- and 
s t y l e  (verba)  of Romans 8: 37-39? 

Nay, i n  a l l  t h e s e  t h i n g s  we a r e  more t han  
conquerors  through him t h a t  loved  u s .  
For I am persuaded,  t h a t  n e i t h e r  dea th ,  
n o t  l i f e ,  nor  a n g e l s ,  nor  p r i n c i p a l i t i e s ,  
nor  powers, nor  t h i n g s  p r e s e n t ,  nor  t h i n g s  
t o  come, 
Nor h e i g h t ,  no r  dep th ,  no r  any o t h e r  crea-  
t u r e ,  s h a l l  be  a b l e  t o  s e p a r a t e  u s  from t h e  
l o v e  of God, which i s  i n  C h r i s t  J e s u s  our  
Lord. 

There i s  n o t  t ime t o  read  I Cor. 13 ,  o r  dwel l  upon 
t h e  i r ony  t h a t  i t  comes a t  t h e  end of t h e  ve ry  
same l e t t e r  i n  which Pau l  s ays ,  "When I came t o  
you, b r o t h e r s ,  I d i d  n o t  come w i t h  e loquence ..." 
( I  Cor, 2:l). 

George M i l l i g a n  i n  h i s  i n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  The 
Vocabulary of  t h e  Creek Testament s a y s  of t h e s e  

two e p i s t l e s ,  t h a t  they  a r e  "moved by a  h e a r t -  
f e l t  e loquence which makes them, regarded  a s  l i t -  
e r a t u r e ,  a s  n o t a b l e  a s  any th ing  eve r  penned" 
(Moulton xx) , 

The key i s s u e ,  I th ink ,  which p u t s  t h e  e n t i r e  
m a t t e r  of r h e t o r i c  i n  p e r s p e c t i v e  h e r e ,  i s  t h e  
i s s u e  of " subs t an t i a l - t hough t  , " ( r e s )  v e r s u s  - 
" s ty l e "  (ve rba ) .  Already among t h e  Greeks, you 
r e c a l l ,  we f i n d  P l a t o  accus ing  Gorgias  of u s ing  
words, a p a r t  from t r u t h ,  t o  persuade men t o  be- 
l i e v e  t h i s  t h i n g  o r  t h a t  t h i n g .  Pau l  l i v e d  i n  a 
day when ph i losopher  p r eache r s  s t i l l  scoured t h e  
s t r e e t s  and market p l a c e s  seek ing  t o  win over  
people  t o  t h e i r  view (Franzmann The Word 67) .  
Although t h e  grandeur  of c l a s s i c a l  Greece was, 
by now p a s t ,  y e t  o r a t o r y ,  e loquence was viewed 
a s  a  power i n  i t s e l f .  But even i f  t h e s e  man came 
wi th  t h e  f i n e s t  s t y l e ,  b e a u t i f u l  words t o  match 
I Cor. 13 ,  even i f  they  d i sp l ayed  t h e  f i n e s t  con- 
t e n t  ( r e s ) ,  could t h e i r  speech compare w i th  t h e  
power behind P a u l ' s  message? Whether P a u l ' s  
so-ca l led  e loquence was waxing o r  waning, h i s  
message of t h e  Gospel possessed  t h e  ve ry  power of 
God. The S p i r i t  of C h r i s t  i n  t h e  message of t h e  
Gospel made t h e  e loquent  words of n a t u r a l  man seem 
l i k e  a  Japanese  i c e  s c u l p t u r e .  It was p r e t t y ,  bu t  
ephemeral,  and i ncapab l e  of sav ing  l o s t  mankind 
from t h e i r  s i n s .  Pau l  preached C h r i s t ,  t h e  power 
of God, who was himself  t h e  i n c a r n a t e  "res"  and 
God's "verbaH--God's s u b s t a n t i a l  exp re s s ion  of 
h i s  g r ace  and mercy, t h e  Word made f l e s h ,  God's 
"verba" wi thout  ornament, C h r i s t ,  unadorned s e r -  
van t .  God; Man; God's e loquence,  wi thout  s t y l e .  
Yet what power t h e r e  was i n  h i s  words and work, 
what power i n  and through h i s  l i f e ,  h i s  dea th ,  h i s  
r e s u r r e c t i o n .  

The problem wi th  r h e t o r i c  as an  exp re s s ion  of 
Greco-Roman c u l t u r e  was i t s  u l t i m a t e  i n e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
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t o  save. Man-made r h e t o r i c  could conver t  man t o  
another  ph i lo soph ica l  system. It could n o t  t u r n  

men's h e a r t s  t o  God. The drunken Polemon, who 
came breaking i n t o  t h e  l e c t u r e  h a l l  of t h e  p h i l -  
osopher Xenocrates ( a s  t h e  s t o r y  goes) ,  denounced 
h i s  l i f e  of s i n  and became a  ph i losopher  h imse l f ,  
a  h igh ly  moral man. Xenocrates '  e loquent  words 
had done i t .  But could r h e t o r i c  save him from 
dea th  and s i n ?  Could Xenocrates  guaran tee  him 
e v e r l a s t i n g  l i f e ?  H e  could n o t .  H e  had no r e a l  
power. Paul  came, a s  do we, preaching t h e  power 
of t h e  Gospel of C h r i s t ,  a  message wi th  d i v i n e  
conten t  and d i v i n e  power, because God i s  behind 
i t  and i n  i t .  

I n  t h e  l i g h t  of t h i s  d i s cus s ion ,  perhaps w e  
can understand how t h e  church, d e s p i t e  i t s  c r i t i -  
cisms of c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c ,  came t o  use  some of 
i t s  i n s i g h t s .  The key of r e s o l u t i o n  came when t h e  
church r e a l i z e d  t h a t  any form of communication 
used i n  apo loge t i c  o r  preaching must s e rve  t h e  
Gospel and no t  i t s e l f .  I f  t h e  v e h i c l e ,  language, 
which b e a r s  t h e  king i s  made t o  be more important  
than  t h e  king,  i t  h a s  l o s t  i t s  va lue .  It would 
be an e n t i r e  paper i n  i t s e l f  t o  demonstrate  how 
t h e  same F a t h e r s  of t h e  e a r l y  church who condemned 
r h e t o r i c  used c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c  t o  condemn c l a s s -  
i c a l  r h e t o r i c  a s  w e l l  a s  defend t h e  C h r i s t i a n  
f a i t h .  T e r t u l l i a n  i s  t h e  c l a s s i c  ca se  i n  p o i n t  
(S ider  126) .  Jerome, who renounced r h e t o r i c ,  d i d  
so  only f o r  f i f t e e n  y e a r s  (Murphy Rhe to r i c  54) .  

S t .  Augustine,  r e s i g n i n g  h i s  c h a i r  of r h e t o r i c  
a t  Milan, fo l lowing  h i s  conversion,  spent  t h e  rest 
of h i s  l i f e  w r i t i n g .  One of h i s  works w a s  t h e  
De Doct r ina ,  t h e  f i r s t  C h r i s t i a n  h o m i l e t i c s  t e x t -  
book. It drew i t s  i n s i g h t s  from Cicero.  While i t  
addressed i t s e l f  t o  t h e  a r t  of hermeneut ics  and 
homi l e t i c s ,  i t  a l s o  c o n t r i b u t e d  i n s i g h t s  which 
were used i n  t h e  church ' s  apo loge t i c .  I t  is i n  

Book Four t h a t  Augustine g i v e s  h i s  c l a s s i c a l  defense  
of r h e t o r i c  a s  a  n e u t r a l  t o o l  which ought t o  be pu t  
i n  s e r v i c e  t o  t h e  church. 

Who would d a r e  t o  say t h a t  t r u t h  should 
s t and  i n  t h e  person of i t s  defenders  
unarmed a g a i n s t  l y i n g ,  s o  t h a t  they who 
wish t o  urge  fa l sehoods  may know how t o  
make t h e i r  l i s t e n e r s  benevolent  o r  a t t e n -  
t i v e  o r  d o c i l e  i n  t h e i r  p r e s e n t a t i o n  [ i . e . ,  
i n  t h e  exordium], whi le  t h e  defenders  of 
t r u t h  a r e  i gno ran t  of t h a t  a r t ?  Should 
they  speak b r i e f l y ,  c l e a r l y ,  and p l a u s i b l y  
[ i n  t h e  n a r r a t i o n ]  whi le  t h e  defenders  of 
t r u t h  speak so t h a t  they  t i r e  t h e i r  l i s t e n -  
ers, make themselves d i f f i c u l t  t o  under- 
s t and  and what they have t o  say dubious? 
Should t hey  oppose t h e  t r u t h  w i th  f a l l a -  
c i o u s  arguments and a s s e r t  fa l sehoods  
[ i n  t h e  proof ]  whi le  t h e  defenders  of t r u t h  
have no a b i l i t y  e i t h e r  t o  defend t h e  t r u t h  
o r  t o  oppose t h e  f a l s e ?  Should they,  urg- 
i ng  t h e  minds of t h e i r  l i s t e n e r s  i n t o  e r r o r ,  
a r d e n t l y  exhor t  them, moving them by speech 
s o  t h a t  they  t e r r i f y ,  sadden, and exh i l a -  
r a t e  them [ i n  t h e  p e r o r a t i o n ] ,  whi le  t h e  
defenders  of t r u t h  a r e  s lugg i sh ,  co ld ,  and 
somnolent? Who i s  so  f o o l i s h  a s  t o  t h i n k  
t h i s  t o  be wisdom? While t h e  f a c u l t y  of 
eloquence, which is  of g r e a t  v a l u e  i n  urg ing  
e i t h e r  e v i l  o r  j u s t i c e ,  i s  i n  i t s e l f  i n d i f -  
f e r e n t ,  why should i t  not  be ob ta ined  f o r  
t h e  u se s  of t h e  good i n  s e r v i c e  of t r u t h  i f  
t h e  e v i l  usurp i t  f o r  t h e  winning of per- 
v e r s e  and v a i n  causes  i n  defense  of i n i q u i t y  
and e r r o r ?  (q td .  i n  Kennedy C l a s s i c a l  155) 

While t h e  s e c t i o n  of De Doct r ina  above may apply 
more t o  a p o l o g e t i c  w r i t i n g ,  t h e  De Doct r ina  i nc ludes  
o t h e r  c l a s s i c a l  p r ecep t s .  Augustine,  l i k e  Cicero 
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encourages t h e  i m i t a t i o n  of models t o  develop 
If eloquence. " But he  s ays  t h a t  above eloquence 
t h e  p r e a c h e r ' s  e t h o s ,  h i s  l i f e ,  h a s  g r e a t  bea r ing  
upon t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of h i s  message. Augustine 
adopts  C ice ro ' s  t h r e e  t ypes  of o r a t o r i c a l  pur- 
pose: t o  teach ,  t o  d e l i g h t ,  t o  move. 

A s  t h e  c e n t u r i e s  passed  by, t h e  impr in t  of 
c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c  upon medieval preaching manuals 
i s  mani fes t  (Murphy Rhe to r i c ) .  We have a l r e a d y  
d iscussed  c e r t a i n  i n f l u e n c e s  upon t h e  cur r icu lum 
a t  Wit tenberg.  

We cannot pos s ib ly ,  i n  t h e  t ime a l l o t t e d ,  
survey t h e  i n f luence  of c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c  upon 
modern h o m i l e t i c s  tex tbooks .  There is,  however, 
even i n  t h e  newest t e x t s ,  unquest ionably,  c l a s s -  
i c a l  i n f luence .  The i n f l u e n c e  may be r e f l e c t e d  
i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of t e x t s ,  where t h e  f i v e  canons 
of r h e t o r i c  are used t o  s t r u c t u r e  t h e  major p a r t s .  
Take a s  one example from our  own midst  Gerlach 
and ~ a l g e ' s  Preach t h e  Gospel. Chapters  two and 
t h r e e  d e a l  w i th  s tudying  and ana lyz ing  t h e  t e x t  
t o  gene ra t e  sermon m a t e r i a l :  I nven t io .  Chapters  
fou r  through seven d e a l  w i th  s t r u c t u r i n g  t h e  
sermon, sermon types ,  o u t l i n i n g ,  i n t r o d u c t i o n s ,  
and conclusions:  D i s p o s i t i o  (Chapter s i x  could 
a l s o  be placed under I n v e n t i o ,  s i n c e  i t  d e a l s  
wi th  p u t t i n g  meat on t h e  bones of t h e  o u t l i n e ) .  
Chapter e i g h t  d e a l s  w i th  s t y l e :  E locu t io .  
Chapter n i n e  d e a l s  w i th  memory and de l ive ry :  
memoria and p r o n u n t i a t i o .  An examination of t h e  
t y p i c a l  h o m i l e t i c s  t e x t s  used i n  ou r  c i r c l e s  re- 
v e a l s  t h a t  t h e  mark of Augustine,  A r i s t o t l e ,  
Cicero,  and Q u i n t i l i a n  a r e  very  much p r e s e n t .  
Again, whether d i r e c t l y  o r  i n d i r e c t l y  t h e  t e x t s  
a r e  indebted  t o  t h e  a n c i e n t s .  The l i s t  i n c l u d e s  
~ e u ' s  Homi le t ics ,    en ski's The Sermon, Graebner 's  
I nduc t ive  Homi le t ics  ( P a r t s  I I I a n d I V ) ,  F r i t z ' s  
The P reache r ' s  Manual, and The E s s e n t i a l s  of 

Preaching,  F r i e d r i c h ' s  The A r t  of Preaching,  
O t t o ' s  Notes on Preaching,  Gerlach and ~ a l g e ' s  
Preach t h e  Gospel, Caemmerer's Preaching f o r  t h e  
Church. Caemmerer seems l e a s t  indebted  t o  c l a s s -  
i c a l  r h e t o r i c ,  Reu t h e  most. Caemmerer ignores  
Q u i n t i l i a n  and Cicero ,  bu t  c i t e s  A r i s t o t l e  fou r  
t i m e s .  Reu, i n  h i s  index,  l is ts  f i v e  c i t a t i o n s  of 
A r i s t o t l e ,  n ine t een  of Cicero ,  f i f t e e n  of Quin- 
t i l i a n .  Lenski ,  wh i l e  n o t  c i t i n g  t h e  c l a s s i c a l  
r h e t o r i c i a n s ,  n e v e r t h e l e s s  assumes t h e  s tuden t  
pos se s se s  knowledge of r h e t o r i c a l  p r ecep t s .  

The Sermon must u se  t h e  a r t  of r h e t o r i c .  
While h o m i l e t i c s  demands a  thorough knowl- 
edge of r h e t o r i c ,  .... h o m i l e t i c s  cannot 
t each  r h e t o r i c ,  j u s t  a s  i t  r e q u i r e s ,  bu t  
does no t  t e ach  l o g i c ,  psychology, l an-  
guages,  and o t h e r  branches of l e a r n i n g  
which every  preacher  should know. (71) 

This  a r t i c l e ,  s o  f a r ,  may seem t h e o r e t i c a l ,  
h i s t o r i c a l ,  and a n a l y t i c a l .  Therefore ,  I w i l l  
end wi th  a  t w i s t  of p r a c t i c a l i t y ,  t o  see i f  w e  
c a n ' t  g l ean  some of t h e  i n s i g h t s  from t h e s e  
a n c i e n t s  which a r e  worth t ak ing  home wi th  us .  
L e t ' s  l e t  each of t h e  major f i g u r e s  we've en- 
countered g ive  u s  a  few t i p s .  S ince  1 ' v e  a l r eady  
typed my b ib l iog raphy  on page [71] ,  w e ' l l  have t o  
be extremely b r i e f .  We may have t o  c u t  them o f f  
s o  t h e r e ' s  t i m e  f o r  a  p e r o r a t i o n .  It would be a 
grave  i n j u s t i c e  no t  t o  end i n  c l a s s i c a l  s t y l e .  
S ince  t h e s e  e x p e r t s  on r h e t o r i c  are n o t  C h r i s t i a n s ,  
w e ' l l  t a k e  t h e i r  comments and modify them a s  we 
see f i t .  S h a l l  we l i s t e n  t o  t h e s e  men, then ,  f o r  
a  few moments as they  r e c a p i t u l a t e ?  ~ e t ' s  l e t  
P l a t o  go f i r s t ,  s i n c e  he  go t  burned by Gorgias  
y e a r s  ago and s t i l l  c a n ' t  s t and  be ing  around 
r h e t o r i c i a n s  f o r  long.  
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Preaching,  F r i e d r i c h ' s  The A r t  of Preaching,  
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This  a r t i c l e ,  s o  f a r ,  may seem t h e o r e t i c a l ,  
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see f i t .  S h a l l  we l i s t e n  t o  t h e s e  men, then ,  f o r  
a  few moments as they  r e c a p i t u l a t e ?  ~ e t ' s  l e t  
P l a t o  go f i r s t ,  s i n c e  he  go t  burned by Gorgias  
y e a r s  ago and s t i l l  c a n ' t  s t and  be ing  around 
r h e t o r i c i a n s  f o r  long.  



Preacher:  P l a t o ,  what i n s i g h t s  could you l e a v e  
u s  wi th  regard ing  communication? 

P l a to :  I n  my opin ion  r h e t o r i c i a n s  need t o  remem- 
ber  always t h a t  t r u t h  must always, always govern 
s t y l e .  People who f a l l  i n  l ove  wi th  words f o r  
words sake, obscure t r u t h  j u s t  a s  f r o s t  does a  
pane of g l a s s .  Along t hose  l i n e s  I would adv i se  
every speaker t o  c l a r i f y  and d e f i n e  a b s t r a c t  
terms, s t a t e  your p r o p o s i t i o n s  o r  themes c l e a r l y .  
An t i c ipa t e  t h e  o b j e c t i o n s  of your audience,  t h e  
c o n t r a d i c t i o n s  they may s e e ,  and d e a l  wi th  them. 
And don ' t  f o r g e t  t o  apply t h e  t r u t h s  t o  t h e  l i v e s  
of your h e a r e r s .  You know those  s o p h i s t s  l ove  t o  
speak i n  high-sounding terms s o  t h a t  t h e  people  
never can q u i t e  f i n d  wha t ' s  r e l e v a n t  f o r  t h e i r  
l i v e s .  Make your speeches n e i t h e r  long nor  s h o r t ,  
but of a  reasonable  l e n g t h .  L a s t ,  make s u r e  t h a t  
your d i scourse  has  a  c l e a r  beginning,  middle,  and 
end. 

Preacher:  Thank you P l a t o ,  and now I s o c r a t e s ,  
do you c a r e  t o  add anything t o  our  d i s c u s s i o n  of 
t i p s  f o r  speaking? 

I s o c r a t e s :  J u s t  a  couple  t h ings .  One, I would 
say t h a t  n a t u r a l  a b i l i t y  i s  ve ry  impor tan t ,  bu t  
p r a c t i c e  and study can do much t o  improve even o l d  
speakers .   specially work on s tudying  t h e  e loquent  
speakers  of your day. And l e a r n  every th ing  you can 
i n  every imaginable f i e l d  of knowledge. You ' l l  be  
amazed how the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  w i l l  s e r v e  your speak- 
ing  needs i n  a  way t h a t  no " techniques"  can. 

Preacher:  A r i s t o t l e ,  i n  some ways we Lutherans  
have a  love /ha te  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i th  you. You a r e  
w e t  when i t  comes t o  phi losophy and e t h i c s  and 
about t h r e e  o r  four  o t h e r  s u b j e c t s .  On t h e  o t h e r  
hand, we have always found your Rhe to r i c ,  Logic 
and P o e t i c s  usefu l  f o r  our  preaching.  
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A r i s t o t l e :  Yes, you ' r e  r i g h t  about  those  o t h e r  
s u b j e c t s .  I was wrong. I would say t h a t  i n  your 
speaking, i n  o rde r  t o  be  e f f e c t i v e  communicators, 
you must have good arguments, well-thought-through 
d iscourse .  P l e a s e  don ' t  f o r g e t  your audience. 
So many speakers  become sub jec t -o r i en t ed  and they 
f o r g e t  about  t h e  people  t h e y ' r e  supposed t o  be 
t a l k i n g  t o .  Eva lua te  your audience and then  s h i f t  
t h e  d i c t i o n  so  t h a t  i t  matches your audience.  
Some of you speakers ,  i f  you a r e  a t  a l l  average,  
sound dry  a s  d u s t  and you f o r g e t  t h e  emotional 
needs,  b i a s e s ,  op in ions  of your audience,  which 
a f f e c t  t h e  way they  l i s t e n .  Don't  f o r g e t  t h a t  you 
must main ta in  your c r e d i b i l i t y  throughout t h e  
speech. The l a s t  t h ing  I want t o  say today I save 
f o r  l a s t  because i t ' s  t h e  most important .  I n  my 
P o e t i c s  I d i s c u s s  t h i s  k ind  of s t r u c t u r e  a s  t h e  
c l i m a c t i c  o rde r ing .  What i s  t h e  climax of my 
speech? Be c l e a r .  C l a r i t y  i s  of a l l  t h i n g s  most 
important .  Use conc re t e  words, n o t  a b s t r a c t .  
P a i n t  word p i c t u r e s  w i th  your speech, cap tu r ing  
t h e  sounds, sme l l s ,  t a s t e s ,  s i g h t s ,  f e e l i n g s  of 
l i f e .  You w i l l  do w e l l  i f  you fo l l ow  t h i s  advice .  

Preacher:  Cicero ,  your next .  What would you l i k e  
t o  add? 

Cicero:  F i r s t  of a l l ,  I would l i k e  t o  say  t h a t  an 
app le  t r e e  doesn ' t  become a pear  t r e e ,  a  cow doesn ' t  
become an a s s ;  t h e r e f o r e ,  i t ' s  necessary  t o  con- 
c lude  t h a t  t h e  world i s  r u l e d  by d i v i n e  providence. 

Preacher:  Excuse m e ,  T u l l i ,  i f  I may c a l l  you 
t h a t ,  bu t  we ' re  running o u t  of t i m e  and you have 
t o  g e t  t o  t h e  p o i n t ,  s i n c e  w e  s t i l l  have t o  hea r  
from Q u i n t i l i a n  y e t .  

Cicero: Yes. Well, s o  much f o r  a t t empt s  a t  e lo-  
quence. I w i l l  g e t  t o  t h e  p o i n t .  By t h e  way, I 
would l i k e  t o  p o i n t  ou t  t o  you t h a t  I ' m  n o t  us ing  
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s u b j e c t s .  I was wrong. I would say t h a t  i n  your 
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app le  t r e e  doesn ' t  become a pear  t r e e ,  a  cow doesn ' t  
become an a s s ;  t h e r e f o r e ,  i t ' s  necessary  t o  con- 
c lude  t h a t  t h e  world i s  r u l e d  by d i v i n e  providence. 

Preacher:  Excuse m e ,  T u l l i ,  i f  I may c a l l  you 
t h a t ,  bu t  we ' re  running o u t  of t i m e  and you have 
t o  g e t  t o  t h e  p o i n t ,  s i n c e  w e  s t i l l  have t o  hea r  
from Q u i n t i l i a n  y e t .  

Cicero: Yes. Well, s o  much f o r  a t t empt s  a t  e lo-  
quence. I w i l l  g e t  t o  t h e  p o i n t .  By t h e  way, I 
would l i k e  t o  p o i n t  ou t  t o  you t h a t  I ' m  n o t  us ing  



any ornamentation, because I know t h a t  some of you 
p reache r s  d i s l i k e  f lowery speech. Each of you 

should spend t h e  g r e a t e s t  amount of t i m e  d i scover -  
ing  m a t e r i a l  t o  u s e  i n  your speech. S t r u c t u r e  

h e l p s  your h e a r e r  remember and you speakers  memo- 
r i z e .  Why i s  i t  t h a t  s o  many speak from a manu- 
s c r i p t  r a t h e r  than  extemporaneously? Is i t  n o t  

p a r t i a l l y  t h a t  they do n o t  w r i t e  a speech which 
l ends  i t s e l f  t o  memory. There i s  no o rde r ,  no 
p a r t s ,  no un i fy ing  theme. I want t o  say t h i s  t o  
t hose  of you who a r e  a g a i n s t  s t y l e .  You a l l  have 

s t y l e  whether you want t o  have it o r  n o t .  I f  you 

a r e  d u l l ,  a r rogan t ,  pedan t i c ,  wishy-washy, t h a t  
w i l l  come a c r o s s  a s  p a r t  of your s t y l e .  I . . . .  

Preacher:  Sor ry ,  T u l l i ,  1 ' m  going t o  c u t  you o f f  
so t h a t  Quint can have a moment. Go ahead, Quint .  

Q u i n t i l i a n :  A s  you know, l i t t l e  of what I have 
s a i d  i s  o r i g i n a l .  So I ' l l  need l i t t l e  time. 
Guard your l i f e  c l o s e l y .  An o r a t o r  should be  a 
good man speaking we l l .  And l a s t ,  read! Read 
t h e  b e s t  w r i t e r s  of your t i m e .  

Preacher:  Thank you, gentlemen, you have been a 
good group. I only  wish t h a t  we could have shared  
e t e r n i t y  t o g e t h e r .  What a sad thought  t o  c l o s e  on. 
P l a t o ,  I s o c r a t e s ,  A r i s t o t l e ,  Cicero,  Q u i n t i l i a n ,  
t h e  most g i f t e d  speakers  i n  t h e  world,  t h e  most 
e loquent  of men and y e t  t hey  never  had t h e  most 
e loquent  message of a l l ,  t h e  Gospel. W e l l ,  Sunday 
w i l l  soon be  he re .  Time t o  g e t  going on t h e  t e x t .  
Le t  m e  see i f  I can remember some of t h e  p o i n t s  ... 
e thos ,  pa thos ,  logos .  Speeches n e i t h e r  t oo  long 
nor  t oo  s h o r t .  Yes, 1 w i l l  have t o  remember t h a t  
one nex t  t i m e .  Sorry,  Cicero ,  Luther  never  used 
p e r o r a t i o n s .  
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any ornamentation, because I know t h a t  some of you 
p reache r s  d i s l i k e  f lowery speech. Each of you 

should spend t h e  g r e a t e s t  amount of t i m e  d i scover -  
ing  m a t e r i a l  t o  u s e  i n  your speech. S t r u c t u r e  

h e l p s  your h e a r e r  remember and you speakers  memo- 
r i z e .  Why i s  i t  t h a t  s o  many speak from a manu- 
s c r i p t  r a t h e r  than  extemporaneously? Is i t  n o t  

p a r t i a l l y  t h a t  they do n o t  w r i t e  a speech which 
l ends  i t s e l f  t o  memory. There i s  no o rde r ,  no 
p a r t s ,  no un i fy ing  theme. I want t o  say t h i s  t o  
t hose  of you who a r e  a g a i n s t  s t y l e .  You a l l  have 

s t y l e  whether you want t o  have it o r  n o t .  I f  you 

a r e  d u l l ,  a r rogan t ,  pedan t i c ,  wishy-washy, t h a t  
w i l l  come a c r o s s  a s  p a r t  of your s t y l e .  I . . . .  

Preacher:  Sor ry ,  T u l l i ,  1 ' m  going t o  c u t  you o f f  
so t h a t  Quint can have a moment. Go ahead, Quint .  

Q u i n t i l i a n :  A s  you know, l i t t l e  of what I have 
s a i d  i s  o r i g i n a l .  So I ' l l  need l i t t l e  time. 
Guard your l i f e  c l o s e l y .  An o r a t o r  should be  a 
good man speaking we l l .  And l a s t ,  read! Read 
t h e  b e s t  w r i t e r s  of your t i m e .  

Preacher:  Thank you, gentlemen, you have been a 
good group. I only  wish t h a t  we could have shared  
e t e r n i t y  t o g e t h e r .  What a sad thought  t o  c l o s e  on. 
P l a t o ,  I s o c r a t e s ,  A r i s t o t l e ,  Cicero,  Q u i n t i l i a n ,  
t h e  most g i f t e d  speakers  i n  t h e  world,  t h e  most 
e loquent  of men and y e t  t hey  never  had t h e  most 
e loquent  message of a l l ,  t h e  Gospel. W e l l ,  Sunday 
w i l l  soon be  he re .  Time t o  g e t  going on t h e  t e x t .  
Le t  m e  see i f  I can remember some of t h e  p o i n t s  ... 
e thos ,  pa thos ,  logos .  Speeches n e i t h e r  t oo  long 
nor  t oo  s h o r t .  Yes, 1 w i l l  have t o  remember t h a t  
one nex t  t i m e .  Sorry,  Cicero ,  Luther  never  used 
p e r o r a t i o n s .  
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