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Preface by Henry Eyster Jacobs.

THE CHURCH’S CONFESSIONS OF FAITH are its authorized

declarations on subjects concerning which its teaching has been misunderstood
or misrepresented, or is liable to such misunderstanding and misrepresentation.
They are not comprehensive systems of doctrine covering the entire sphere of
divine revelation, but have arisen entirely from historical circumstances, where
the teaching of the Church has become a matter of controversy. An exception to
this statement may probably be found in Luther’s Catechisms; and yet, while
they were written for other than polemical purposes, they were offered as
standards for the more popular presentation of the truths of the Christian religion
at a crisis when both pastors and people needed especial guidance. In each
Confession the topics treated, as well as the order, the extent, and the mode of
treatment of each topic, are not ideal or determined by any effort to present an
exhaustive and logical summary of the faith, as a whole, from the Holy
Scriptures, but only to meet an historical need and to respond to a call for a
particular emergency. Each Confession is in reality only a part of the one
Confession of the faith, which the Church, under the guidance of the Holy Spirit,
is continually drawing from the Holy Scriptures and from communion with the
Church’s Lord.

The Holy Scriptures are the sole source and authority of the Church’s
teaching, and amply sufficient for all ordinary purposes of instruction; but when
that which the Holy Scriptures teach is called into question, it is the Church’s
duty, in all ages, as a witness to the truth and set for its defense, to give clear and
unmistakable testimony as to what is the meaning of God’s Word on the subjects
under discussion. All the authority of such testimonies depends upon their
conformity with Holy Scripture. Confessions are authoritative, not because the
Church has adopted them, but because of the Word of God which they are found
to contain. “We accept the Unaltered Augsburg Confession, not because it was
composed by our theologians, but because it has been derived from God’s
Word.” (Formula of Concord.)

What the Church has once confessed, with respect to questions of more than
merely temporary or local significance, becomes a part of her very life. If it be
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what the Confession declares that it is, the very truth of God’s Word, expressed
in terms so clear and unambiguous as to guard against all misunderstanding, the
Church of the future cannot be indifferent to it, but cherishes it as a sacred trust
(“the deposit,” 1 Tim. 6:20), which is to be transmitted to posterity that later
generations may be profited by the experience of their predecessors.
Nevertheless, in so doing, the Church cannot restrict its testimony, as new
circumstances arise, simply to that which, under entirely different circumstances,
has been given at some particular crisis in the past. She is not so bound to the
past as to be unable to define her faith in terms adapted to new conditions, but is
“ready always to give answer to every one that asketh a reason” of her faith (1
Pet. 1:1 5). Accordingly, the Augsburg Confession very appropriately asserts the
principle of Confessional development in its closing words:

“If anything further be desired, we are ready, God willing, to present ampler
information according to the Scriptures™.

The simplest and briefest of all the Confessions, the Apostles’ Creed,
historical investigations show was the product of a gradual growth of four
hundred years, as successive controversies furnished the occasion for additional
articles. It was not primarily a liturgical formula, as it is with us today, but a
clear and distinct utterance on various controverted points, without mentioning
those who taught otherwise. A similar growth can be traced without difficulty in
the Nicene Creed, where the Council of Nice marks only a particular stage in its
formulation, but neither its beginning nor its completion. The Athanasian Creed
is the ultimate fruit of centuries of controversy concerning the Trinity and the
Incarnation, as the arena for theological discussion is passing from the East to
the West.

Neither the structure nor the contents of the Augsburg Confession can be
adequately interpreted without the study of the historical occasion for each
article. Even where it is least polemical, an historical motive for each statement
is present. The Apology is the author’s own protest against perversions of the
meaning and the attempts to answer the positions of the Augsburg Confession; in
other words, it is the official interpretation of those who prepared and presented
the Augustana.

When, some years later, after the conciliatory spirit that animates the
Augsburg Confession had failed to make an impression on its opponents, Luther,
in the Smalcald Articles, provided for the General Council that the Emperor had
promised to call a statement of the issues involved in the controversies with
Rome that was entirely up to date, while Melanchthon supplemented it with an
appendix on Church Power, that is the foundation of all Lutheran Church Polity.

The last of the Confessions, the Formula of Concord, after more than a
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generation had passed since the controversy with Rome was most acute, attempts
to afford a common basis upon which Lutherans could stand, and thus end a
period of confusion, division, and estrangement that had broken the Lutheran
Church of Germany into fragments. Never was there a more careful and
discriminating Church document written, guarding in each article against
exaggerations on each side, and then, in most precise and definite words, setting
forth the teaching from the Holy Scriptures on the subjects concerning which
there had been misunderstanding and alienation of feeling. In it the Lutheran
Church shows her fidelity in judging errors within, just as in the other great
Confessions she had judged errors from without, her borders. To judge others
without also judging our own selves (1 Cor. 11; 31) is to be fair and just neither
to ourselves nor to others.

Upon the basis of all these Confessions the foundations of the Lutheran
Church in America were laid. They were included not only in the Constitutions
of many of the earlier congregations, but also in the first Constitution of the
Mother Synod. With the entrance of a period when the importance of this
confessional position was not recognized, there came into our history retarding
and disorganizing forces that threatened the very existence of our Church as it
became anglicized, and that to the present day have greatly divided and confused
it.

With a widespread and all but general return towards the confessional
position of the Fathers, a period of new life and promise for our Church in
America has begun. Upon the hearty acceptance of these Confessions in their
historical sense, and their consistent application in the spirit of the Gospel to
practice, the General Council, in common with others, offers a basis for the
union of the entire Lutheran Church in America, The work in which she has so
successfully cooperated in the preparation of a Common Service will not be
complete until the agreement possible in such joint work is traced to a more
thorough harmony in the faith than had been supposed, and its ultimate
expression in agreement as to the terms of confessional statement.

But for the attainment of such end the Confessions must be readily accessible
in the common language of the country, and should be found in the studies of all
our pastors and in the homes and libraries of all our intelligent people. Even
although our Church has never asked its laymen to subscribe to more than the
Catechism, yet the importance of their acquaintance with all that, as members of
Lutheran synods, they require their pastors to know and teach cannot be
questioned.

Heretofore translations into English have been accessible only in expensive
editions. The edition of which this is a revision was undertaken in 1882 by a
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retired clergyman, the Rev. G. W. Frederick, at great pecuniary risk. He spared
no expense in providing for the work a most attractive form, and in enabling the
editor to introduce any amount of matter, which he deemed of value for
illustrating the history and teaching of the Confessions. That edition is not
supplanted by this. It will continue to be published by the General Council’s
Publication Board for the use of scholars. In it will be found the history of each
confession, and the various documents upon which they were based. But the
popular edition, here offered, fulfills the hope of the editor from the very
beginning, to have the Confessions published at such price that they may be
scattered broadcast throughout all English-speaking lands, where there are
confessors of the Lutheran faith — for Canada and Australia, for South Africa and
India, for the West Indies and South America, as well as for the United States of
America. Such edition will serve an important office in deepening and
strengthening the faith of our people in drawing them together in the bonds of a
common fellowship, and in enabling them to appreciate all the more highly their
heritage. But beyond this, as the preceding edition was warmly welcomed by
eminent representatives of other denominations because of much that they found
in it encouraging them in their conflicts, so this edition will continue to a much
wider circle than the Lutheran Church the testimony which our Fathers gave,
and, while in many other religious bodies confessional lines have vanished and
confessional obligations weakened, a standard is here raised around which
millions in this western world will rally. The attentive reader, whatever may be
his antecedents, will see that the matters here treated are not antiquated or
obsolescent, but enter most deeply into the issues of the hour.

The translations included in this volume are those of the two volume edition,
except that, for the translation of the Augsburg Confession, credited in that
edition to Dr. Charles Porterfield Krauth, but which is in reality a reprint of a
sixteenth century English translation, published in “The Harmony of the
Confessions” in 1586, we have substituted the translation officially approved by
the General Council after its preparation by a joint committee of the various
synodical bodies, mentioned in the note introducing it at the proper place (p. 32).
With this exception, the plates are those of the larger edition. A number of minor
changes, however, have been made, suggested by twenty-nine years’ use of the
translation in the study and the class-room, and by criticisms of which we have
been informed.

We send forth this volume with gratitude for the privilege of having been
called to edit it and its predecessor, and in the full confidence that it will be a
blessing to our Church in America, and, through it, in advancing the kingdom of
our Lord Jesus Christ, in whose name these confessions were written.
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Henry Eyster Jacobs.
Lutheran Theological Seminary,
Philadelphia, Pa., February 27, 1911.
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Preface To The First Edition.

THE TRANSLATION of the Augsburg Confession adopted in this volume is

the well-known one of Dr. Charles P. Krauth, which he has kindly revised as the
proof-sheets passed through his hands. In the Small Catechism, the translation
prepared by Dr, Charles F. Schaeffer with the co-operation of a committee of the
Ministerium of Pennsylvania, and in universal use in the English churches of the
General Council, is reprinted, with the addition of the formula for confession
contained in the Book of Concord. The Large Catechism was translated for this
work by Rev. A. Martin, Professor of the German Language and Literature in
Pennsylvania College, to whom the Editor is greatly indebted for assistance and
advice also in other directions. Some changes have, however, been made to
conform it as nearly as possible to the plan of translation adopted in the rest of
the volume.

The Apology of the Augsburg Confession, the Smalcald Articles and the
Formula of Concord were translated by the Editor. The rendering of the Apology
is from the Latin, the German translation of Justus Jonas of the Concordienbuch
being more of a paraphrase than a translation, differing sometimes from the
original by the omission, introduction and transposition of entire paragraphs, and
therefore inducing the editors of some of the best German editions of the
Symbolical Books to prepare fresh translations. We have, accordingly, carefully
revised our translation from the Latin, by comparing it with the German
translations of Schopf, Kéthe, Spieker and Bodemann.

The Smalcald Articles were translated from the German, and Melanchthon’s
Appendix, “Of the Power and Primacy of the Pope,” from the Latin, in which it
was composed. In the Formula of Concord the German, according to the same
principle, has been used as the standard text.

The chief variations of the alternate language, officially received in our
churches, from the original language of each Confession, is indicated in
brackets, with the exception of the Apology, where they were found so numerous
and extensive as to render it necessary fee insert them frequently among the
footnotes.

The Latin edition of Dr. Fredericus Franke, published by Tauchnitz, Leipsic,

19



1848, has not only been largely followed in indicating variations, but has also
furnished most of the notes.

The paging of Muller’s Symbolischen Biicher has been printed in the margin,
so as to enable this translation to furnish all references to this most widely-
received and highly-esteemed edition of the Confessions. As the St. Louis
German edition, published in 1880 as a jubilee offering, adopts the same plan,
this edition can be readily used also with it by observing the marginal numbers
in each. The references in the footnotes conform to the marginal paging. [THESE
NUMBERS ARE NOT PRESENT IN THIS EDITION. ]

The second edition of the New Market translation (1854), for which our
English churches owe so much to the energy and devotion of the brothers Revs.
Ambrose and Socrates Henkel, as well as the Swedish edition, published under
supervision of the Swedish-Augustana Synod, Chicago, 1878, have been
frequently consulted, and have furnished material aid.

Additional matter, prepared as Introduction and Appendix to this work, but
which has swollen to such an extent as to exceed the limits of this volume, will
be published in the near future. The second volume will comprise a brief outline
of the history of the Confessions; the documents from which Melanchthon
elaborated the Augsburg Confession; the non-Lutheran Confessions of Augsburg
— the Tetrapolitan of the Reformed cities, Zwingli’s Ratio Fidei and the
Confutation of the Augsburg Confession by the Papists (so indispensable for an
intelligent study of the Apology, which is its answer); the Variata in its two chief
forms; the Official Appendix to the Book of Concord — viz. the Catalog of
Testimonies; together with a minute index on the basis of the exhaustive index in
Muller.

With all the care that has been taken, the Editor fully expects that errors that
have escaped his notice will be occasionally detected. Had he waited until
satisfied that his work would be all he could wish, it would never have appeared.
All that he claims is that, with all the means at his command, he has made a
sincere effort to supply a deeply felt want.

In the hope that it may stimulate a fresh interest in the priceless treasures that
are the heritage of the Lutheran Church, and promote their more thorough study,
and that it may bear also its part, under the guidance of the Holy Ghost, in
bringing to a clear understanding of the faith and uniting upon a firmly-grounded
scriptural platform our perplexed and divided people, this new edition of the
Confessions is, in God’s name and for His glory, presented to the American
public.

Henry E. Jacobs
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Pennsylvania College,
Gettysburg, Pa., February 27, 1882.
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Preface To The Christian Book Of
Concord.

To the readers, one and all, of these writings of ours, we, the Electors, Princes and Deputies of the
Holy Roman Empire in Germany, adherents of the Augsburg Confession, who have subscribed
our names to the same, announce and declare, according to the dignity and rank of each one, our
devotion, friendship and greeting, combined with willing service.

It is a remarkable favor of Almighty God, that, in these last times, and, in this
old age of the world, he has willed, according to his unspeakable love,
forbearance and mercy, that the light of his Gospel and Word, through which
alone we receive true salvation, should arise and shine clearly and purely in
Germany, our most beloved fatherland, after the darkness of papistical
superstitions. And on this account, indeed, a brief and succinct confession was
prepared from the Word of God, and the most holy writings of the Apostles and
Prophets, which at the Diet of Augsburg, in the year 1530, was offered, by our
most godly ancestors, in the German and Latin languages to the Emperor
Charles V., of excellent memory, and was presented to [all] the deputies of the
Empire, and finally being circulated publicly among all men professing Christian
doctrine, and thus in th entire world,* was diffused everywhere, and began to be
current in the mouths and speech of all.

Afterwards many churches and schools embraced and defended this
confession, as a symbol of the present time in regard to the chief articles of faith,
especially those involved in controversy with the Romanists and various
corruptions of the heavenly doctrine [sects], and with perpetual agreement have
appealed to it without any controversy and doubt. The doctrine comprised in it,
which they knew both to be supported by firm testimonies of Scripture, and to be
approved by the ancient and received symbols, they have also constantly judged
to be the only and perpetual consensus of the truly believing Church, which was
formerly defended against manifold heresies and errors, and is now repeated.

But it can be unknown to no one that, immediately after Dr. Martin Luther,?
that most distinguished hero, endowed with most eminent piety, was removed
from human affairs, Germany, our dear fatherland, experienced most perilous
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times and most severe agitations. In these difficulties, and in the sad distraction
of a government before flourishing and well regulated, the enemy of mortals
artfully labored to disseminate in the churches and schools the seeds of false
doctrine, and dissensions, to occasion divisions combined with offense, and, by
these arts of his, to corrupt the purity of the heavenly doctrine, to separate the
bond of Christian love and godly agreement, and to hinder and retard to a greater
degree the course of the most holy Gospel. It has also been known to all in what
manner, the enemies of the heavenly doctrine seized this opportunity to
disparage our churches and schools, to find covering for their errors, to withdraw
alarmed erring consciences from the purity of the Gospel doctrine, in order to
render them more compliant in bearing and tolerating the yoke of slavery to the
Pope, and in embracing also other corruptions conflicting with God’s Word.

To us, indeed, nothing could happen, either more agreeable, or which we
would judge should be sought for more earnestly and prayerfully from Almighty
God, than that both our churches and our schools should persevere in the pure
doctrine of God’s Word, and in that longed for and godly unanimity of mind,
and, as was the case while Luther was still alive, that they should be regulated
and be handed down to posterity in a godly and excellent way according to the
rule of the divine Word. We notice, however, that, just as in the times of the
Apostles, into those churches, in which they themselves had planted the Gospel
of Christ, corruptions were introduced by false brethren, so, on account of our
sins and the looseness of these times, this has been allowed by an angry God
against our churches also.

Wherefore mindful of our duty, which we know has been divinely enjoined
upon us, we think that we ought diligently to apply ourselves to the labor of
attacking in our provinces and realms? the false dogmas which have been
disseminated there, and are gradually insinuating themselves as it were into the
intimate acquaintance and familiarity of men, and that we should see to it that
the subjects in our government may persevere in the straight way of godliness,
and in the truth of the heavenly doctrine, acknowledged and thus far retained and
defended, and not be suffered to withdraw from it. Accordingly, when in the year
of Christ 1558, an opportunity was offered by a diet which was then being held
by the Electors at Frankfort on the Main, and the resolution was adopted by a
unanimous vote, an effort was made partly by our most worthy predecessors, and
also partly by ourselves to hold a special, general assembly, where in a thorough,
but nevertheless an amicable manner, there might be a conference among us,
concerning such matters as are maliciously presented, by our adversaries, against
[us and] our churches and schools.

And indeed after these deliberations, our predecessors, of godly and excellent
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memory, together with some of us assembled at Naumburg in Thuringia. The
Augsburg Confession of which we have several times made mention, which was
offered to the Emperor Charles V., in the great assembly of the Empire at
Augsburg in the year 1530, we then took in hands, and to that godly confession,
which was built upon solid testimonies of truth unmoved and expressed in the
Word of God, we all subscribed with one mind, in order, in this way, to provide
for the interests of posterity, and, so far as in us was, to be counselors and
advisers for the avoidance of false doctrines conflicting with God’s Word. This
we did also with the design that, both with his Imperial Majesty, our most
clement Lord, and also universally among all there might be a perpetual
testimony that it has never been our intention to wish to defend or spread any
new and strange dogma, but that we desired, God aiding us, to constantly
support and retain the truth which we professed at Augsburg in the year 1530.
We were also led to entertain a not uncertain hope, that, in this way, not only
those, who oppose the purer evangelical doctrine, would abstain from fabricated
charges and accusations, but also other good and wise men would be attracted by
this renewed and repeated confession of ours, and, with greater zeal and care,
would seek and investigate the truth of the heavenly doctrine, which alone is our
guide to salvation; and, for the salvation of the soul, and eternal happiness,
would assent to it, all farther controversies and disputations being rejected.

But, not without agitation of mind, we were informed, that this declaration of
ours, and that repetition of a godly confession had still little weight with our
adversaries, and that neither we nor our churches were delivered from the most
grievous slanders arising from prejudice, which they had circulated against us
among the people; also, that, by the adversaries of the true religion, those things
which we have done, with the best intention and purpose, have been received in
such a way, as though we were so uncertain concerning our religion [confession
of faith and religion], and so often have transfused it from one formula to
another, that it is no longer clear to us, or our theologians what is the confession
once offered to the Emperor at Augsburg. These fictions of the adversaries have
deterred and alienated many good men, from our churches, schools, doctrine,
faith and confession. To these injuries, there is also added that, under the pretext
of the Augsburg Confession, the dogma conflicting with the institution of the
Holy Supper of the body and blood of Christ and other corruptions, were also
introduced here and there into the churches and schools.

When some godly men, lovers of peace and harmony, besides also learned
theologians, had noticed all these things, they judged that these slanders and the
dissensions in religion which were constantly increasing more and more, could
not be better met than If from the Word of God, the controverted articles would
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be thoroughly and accurately explained, the false dogmas would be rejected and
condemned, and, on the other hand, the truth divinely delivered would be clearly
and lucidly presented; so that they persuaded themselves that, by this method,
both silence could be imposed upon the adversaries, and a sure way and plan be
shown the more simple and godly, as to how in these dissensions they could act,
and also, in the future, aided by divine grace, could avoid corruptions of
doctrine.

In the beginning, therefore, the theologians communicated to one another
certain writings concerning this subject, sufficiently comprehensive, and derived
from the Word of God, in which they showed clearly and skilfully how these
controversies were connected with offense to the churches, and could be settled
and removed from sight without any loss to the truth of the Gospel; for the result
would be that the opportunities and pretexts sought for slander would be cut off
and removed from the adversaries. Finally they accurately and in God’s fear
pondered and explained the controverted articles taken in hand, and accordingly
in a special writing described in what way and by what methods the dissensions
which had arisen could be settled in a right and godly manner.

Having been informed of this godly purpose of the theologians, we have not
only approved it, but have also judged that it ought to be promoted by us with
great earnestness and zeal, according to the nature of the office and duty divinely
committed to us.

And accordingly, we, by the grace of God, Duke of Saxony, Elector, etc. after
a council held with some other electors and princes agreeing with us in religion,
for the purpose of promoting the godly design of harmony among the teachers of
the Church, summoned to Torgau in the year 1576 certain eminent and least
suspected theologians who were also experienced and endowed with preeminent
learning. When they had assembled, they conferred devoutly with one another
concerning the controverted articles and the writing of pacification, which we
mentioned shortly before. And indeed prayers first having been offered to
Almighty God, and his praise and glory, they then with extraordinary care and
diligence, (the Spirit of the Lord aiding them by his grace), embraced in a
document in the best and most convenient order, all those things which seemed
to pertain and to be required for this deliberation. Afterwards this book was
transmitted to some chief adherents of the Augsburg Confession, Elector’s,
Princes and Deputies, and they were requested, with the aid of the most eminent
and most learned theologians, to read it with anxious care and godly zeal, to
diligently examine it, and to commit their opinion and criticism upon it to
writing, and finally, to express their judgment and the reasons therefor
concerning it collectively and taken part by part.
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Therefore when we had received these criticisms we found in them many
godly and useful suggestions, as to how the transmitted declaration of the pure
Christian doctrine could be fortified and strengthened against corruptions and
perversions, by the testimonies of Holy Scripture, in order that in the progress of
time, under pretext of this, godless doctrines may not be concealed, but an
uncorrupt declaration of the pure truth may be transmitted to posterity. Therefore
out of those things which have come to us after having been considered in the
best manner, that book of godly concord, of which we spoke, was composed, and
the form in which it will be submitted, was completed.

Afterwards some of our rank (for at that time, on account of certain causes
which prevented, not all of us, nor also some others, were able to do this), have
caused this book to be recited article by article and distinctly to the theologians,
and the ministers of the church and of the schools collectively and individually,
and have caused them to be excited to a diligent and accurate consideration of
those parts of the doctrine, which is contained in it.

When, therefore, they noticed that the declaration of the controverted articles
agreed especially with the Word of God, and then with the Augsburg Confession,
with the most ready mind and the testimony of their gratitude towards God, they
received this Book of Concord, voluntarily and accurately pondered and
considered, as expressing the godly and genuine meaning of the Augsburg
Confession, approved it and subscribed to it, and publicly bore witness
concerning it with heart, mouth and hand Wherefore that godly agreement is
called and perpetually will be not only the harmonious and concordant
confession of some few of our theologians, but, in general, of the ministers of
our churches and rectors of schools, one and all. in our provinces and realms.

Because, indeed, the conferences of our predecessors and ourselves, first at
Frankfort on the Main, and afterward at Naumburg, undertaken with a godly and
sincere intention, and recorded in writing not only did not accomplish that end
and pacification which was desired, but from them even a defense for errors and
false doctrines was sought by some, while it had never entered our mind, by this
writing of ours, either to introduce, extenuate and establish any false doctrine, or
in the least even to recede from the Confession presented in the year 1530 at
Augsburg, but rather as many of us as participated in the transactions at
Naumburg reserved it to ourselves, and promised besides, that if, in the course of
time, anything would be desired with respect to the Augsburg Confession, or as
often as necessity would seem to demand it, we would farther declare all things
thoroughly and at length, yet for this reason, with great and godly agreement we
have elaborated in this Book of Concord, a declaration of our constant and
perpetual wish, and a repetition of our Christian faith and confession.
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Accordingly, in order that no persons may permit themselves to be disturbed by
the charges of our adversaries fabricated, according to their nature, by which
they boast that there is agreement not even among us as to what is the true and
genuine Augsburg Confession, but that both those who are now among the
living, and posterity also may be clearly and thoroughly taught and informed
what that godly confession is, which both we and the churches and schools of
our realms at all times professed and embraced; after the pure and immutable
truth of God’s Word, we emphatically testify, that we wish to embrace the first
Augsburg Confession alone which was presented to the Emperor Charles V. in
the year 1530, at the famous Diet of Augsburg, (alone we say), and no other,
copies of which deposited in the archives of our predecessors, of excellent
memory, who presented it in the Diet to Charles V. himself, we caused to be
compared by men worthy of confidence (lest in us something with respect to
most accurate regard for diligence, would be wanting) with the copy which was
presented to the Emperor himself, and is preserved in the archives of the Holy
Roman Empire, and we are sure that our copies, both the Latin and the German,
in all things correspond to it, with like meaning. For this reason also, we
determined to add the confession then presented to our declaration, which will
be subjoined to these, as to the Book of Concord, in order that all may
understand that, in our realms, churches and schools, we have resolved to
tolerate no other doctrine, than that which, in the year 1530, was approved at
Augsburg in a fixed confession, by the above mentioned electors, princes and
estates of the Empire. This Confession also, by the help of God, we will retain to
our last breath, when we shall go forth from this life to the heavenly country, to
appear with joyful and undaunted mind, and with a pure conscience, before the
tribunal of our Lord Jesus Christ. We hope, therefore, that our adversaries will
hereafter spare both us and the ministers of our churches, and not employ these
customary and most grievous accusations, that among ourselves we cannot
decide upon anything, concerning our faith, as certain, and that, on this account,
we are fabricating new confessions almost every year, yea indeed every month.
Moreover, as to the second edition of the Augsburg Confession of which
mention was made also in the transactions at Naumburg, we notice, what is also
known to all, that, under the pretext of the words of this latter edition, some have
wished to cover and conceal corruptions, with respect to the Lord’s Supper, and
other errors, and, by, means of published writings, have attempted to obtrude
them upon an ignorant populace, nor have been moved by the distinct words of
the Augsburg Confession, (which was first presented), by which these errors are
openly rejected, and from which a far different judgment than they wish can be
drawn. Therefore we have desired in this writing to testify publicly and to inform
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all that we wished not even then or now in any way to defend, or excuse, or to
approve as though agreeing with the Gospel doctrine, false and godless doctrines
and opinions, which may lie concealed under certain coverings of words. We
indeed never received the latter edition in the sense that it differed, in any part,
from the former which was presented. Neither do we judge that other useful
writings of Dr. Philip Melanchthon, or of Brentz, Urban Rhegius, Pomeranus,
etc., should be rejected and condemned, so far as, in all things, they agree with
the norm which has been set forth in the Book of Concord.

Although, however, some theologians, and among them, Luther himself,
when they treated of the Lord’s Supper, were drawn, against their will, by their
adversaries to disputations concerning the personal union of the two natures in
Christ; nevertheless our theologians in the Book of Concord, and in the norm of
sound doctrine which is in it, testify that both our opinion and that of this book is
constant and perpetual, that godly men should be led, with regard to the Lord’s
Supper, to no other foundations than to those of the words of institution of the
testament of our Lord Jesus Christ. For since he is both almighty and true, it is
easy for him to do those things which he has both instituted and promised in his
Word. And indeed when this foundation will not be assailed by the adversaries,
they will not contend in this kind of argument concerning other methods of
proof, but, in true simplicity of faith, will firmly insist upon the very plain words
of Christ, which method is the safest and is best suited to the instruction of
uneducated men; for those things which are discussed with greater exactness,
they do not understand. But indeed since both this our assertion and the simple
meaning of the words of Christ’s testament are assailed by the adversaries, and
rejected as godless and conflicting with the nature of true faith, and finally are
affirmed to be contrary to the Apostles’ Creed (especially concerning the
incarnation of the Son of God, his ascension into Heaven, and his sitting at the
right hand of the almighty power and majesty of God) and therefore to be false,
it is incumbent upon us to show, by a true and thorough interpretation of these
articles, that this opinion of ours differs neither from the words of Christ, nor
from these articles.

As to the phrases and forms of expression, employed in this Book of
Concord, when we treat of the Majesty of the Human Nature in the person of
Christ elevated and placed at the right hand of God, in order to remove all
suspicions and causes of offense, which might be occasioned from the different
significations of the word abstract (as both the schools and the fathers have
hitherto employed this term), our theologians in distinct and express words wish
to testify that this majesty is in no way to be ascribed to the human nature of
Christ, outside of the personal union, neither are we to grant that the human
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nature possesses this majesty, as its own, or by itself, (even in the personal
union) essentially, formally, habitually, subjectively. (These terms please the
schools, although they are not good Latin). For if we would hold to this method
both of speaking and teaching, the divine and human natures with their
properties would be confounded, and the human, with respect to its essence and
properties would be made equal to the divine, yea indeed would be altogether
denied. Therefore the theologians judge that we ought to believe that this occurs
according to the method and economy of the hypostatic union, as learned
antiquity has taught cautiously concerning this subject, that it is a mystery so
great as to exceed all the powers of our natural ability and understanding.

As’ to the condemnations,* censures and rejections of godless doctrines, and
especially of that which has arisen concerning the Lord’s Supper, in this our
declaration, and thorough explanation and decision of controverted articles,
these indeed should have been expressly set forth, not only that all should guard
against these condemned doctrines, but also for certain other reasons, could in no
way have been passed by. Thus as it is in no way our design and purpose to
condemn those men who err from a certain simplicity of mind, and nevertheless
are not blasphemers against the truth of the heavenly doctrine, much less indeed
entire churches, which are either under the Roman Empire of the German nation,
or elsewhere; nay, rather it has been our intention and disposition, in this manner,
to openly censure and condemn only the fanatical opinions and their obstinate
and blasphemous teachers (which we judge should in no way be tolerated in our
dominions, churches and schools), because these errors conflict with the express
Word of God, and that too in such a way that they cannot be reconciled with it.
We have also undertaken this for this reason, viz. that all godly persons might be
warned concerning diligently avoiding them. For we have no doubt whatever
that, even in those churches which have hitherto not agreed with us in all things,
many godly and by no means wicked men are found, who follow their own
simplicity, and do not understand aright the matter itself, but in no way approve
the blasphemies which are cast forth against the Holy Supper, as it is
administered in our churches, according to Christ’s institution, and with the
unanimous approval of all good men, is taught in accordance with the words of
the testament itself. We are also in great hope, that if they would be taught aright
concerning all these things, the Spirit of the Lord aiding them, they would agree
with us, and with our churches and schools, to the infallible truth of God’s Word.
And assuredly the duty is especially incumbent upon all the theologians and
ministers of the Church, that with such moderation, as is becoming, they teach
also from the Word of God those who either from a certain simplicity or
ignorance have erred from the truth, concerning the peril of their salvation, and
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that they fortify them against corruptions, lest perhaps, while the blind are
leaders of the blind, all may perish. Wherefore, by this writing of ours, we testify
in the sight of Almighty God, and before the entire Church, that it has never
been our purpose, by means of this godly formula for union to occasion trouble
or danger to the godly who today are suffering persecution. For as moved by
Christian love, we have already entered into the fellowship of grief with them, so
we are shocked at the persecution and most grievous tyranny which with such
severity is exercised against these poor men, and sincerely detest it. For in no
way do we consent to the shedding of that innocent blood, for which
undoubtedly a reckoning will be demanded with great severity from the
persecutors at the awful judgment of the Lord, and before the tribunal of Christ,
and they will then certainly render a most strict account, and suffer fearful
punishment.

In regard to these matters (as we have mentioned above) it ha always been
our intention that in our lands, dominions, schools and churches no other
doctrine be proclaimed and accurately set forth, than that which founded upon
the Word of God, is contained in the Augsburg Confession and the Apology (and
that toe when understood properly in its genuine sense), and that opinion?
conflicting with these be not admitted; and indeed, with this design, this formula
of agreement was begun and completed. Therefore before God and all mortals,
we once more declare and testify that in the declaration of the controverted
articles, of which mention has already been made several times, we are not
introducing a new confession, or one different from that which was presented in
the year 1530, to Charles V., of happy memory, but that we wished to conduct
our churches and schools first of all indeed to the fountains of Holy Scripture,
and to the Creeds, and then to the Augsburg Confession, of which we have
before made mention. We most earnestly exhort that especially the youth, who
are being educated for the holy ministry of the churches and schools, be
instructed in this faithfully and diligently, in order that the pure doctrine and
profession of our faith may be preserved and propagated also, by the help of the.
Holy Ghost, to our posterity, until the glorious advent of Jesus Christ, our only
Redeemer and Saviour.

Since therefore such is the case, and being instructed from the Prophetic and
Apostolic Scriptures, we are sure concerning our doctrine and confession, and,
by the grace of the Holy Ghost, our minds and consciences have been confirmed
to a greater degree, we have thought that this Book of Concord ought to be
published. For it seemed exceedingly necessary, that, amidst so many errors that
had arisen in our times, as well as causes of offense, variances and these long-
continued dissensions, a godly explanation and agreement concerning all these
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controversies, derived from God’s Word, should exist, according to which the
pure doctrine might be discriminated and separated from the false. Besides this
matter is of importance also in this respect, viz. that troublesome and contentious
men, who do not suffer themselves to be bound to any formula of the purer
doctrine, may not have the liberty, according to their good pleasure, to excite
controversies which furnish ground for offense, and to publish and contend for
extravagant opinions. For the result of these things, at length, is that the purer
doctrine is obscured and lost, and nothing is transmitted to posterity except
academical opinions and suspensions of judgment. To these considerations this
was also added that with respect to the office committed to us by God, we
understand that we owe our subjects this, viz. that we should diligently care for
the things which pertain to this life and the life to come, and that we should take
pains, with the greatest earnestness and to our utmost ability to attend to those
matters which promote the extension of God’s name and glory, the propagation
of his word (from which alone we hope for salvation), the peace and tranquility
of churches and schools, and the instruction and consolation of disturbed
consciences. Especially since it is so clearly manifest to us, that this salutary
work of Christian concord has already been longed for and expected with
anxious prayers and the greatest desire by many good and sincere men of both
the highest and the lowest rank. For from the beginning of this work of
pacification, we have not indeed been of the opinion, neither are we even now,
that this work of concord which is so salutary and exceedingly necessary should
be removed from the eyes of men, and altogether concealed, and that the light of
heavenly truth should be placed under a bushel or table; wherefore we ought in
no wise to defer its publication. Nor do we doubt that all the godly, who are
lovers of the heavenly truth, and of concord pleasing to God, will approve,
together with us, of this salutary, useful, godly and very necessary undertaking,
and that they will act so that nothing may be wanting in them, even to the
greatest effort, whereby the glory of God, and the common welfare in both
temporal and eternal things, may be promoted.

We indeed (to repeat in conclusion what we have mentioned several times
above) have wished, in this work of concord, in no way to devise what is new, or
to depart from the truth of the heavenly doctrine, which our ancestors, renowned
for their piety, as well as we ourselves, have acknowledged and professed. We
mean that doctrine, which having been derived from the Prophetic and Apostolic
Scriptures, is contained in the three ancient creeds, in the Augsburg Confession
presented in the year 1530 to the emperor Charles V., of excellent memory, then
in the Apology which was added to this, in the Smalcald Articles, and lastly in
both the catechisms of that excellent man. Dr. Luther. Therefore we also have
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determined not to depart even a finger’s breadth either from the things
themselves, or from the phrases which are employed concerning them, but, the
Spirit of the Lord aiding us, to persevere constantly, with the greatest harmony,
in this godly agreement, and we intend to examine all controversies according to
this true norm and declaration of the purer doctrine. Then, also with the rest of
the electors, princes and estates of the Holy Roman Empire, and other kings,
princes and magnates of the Christian state, in accordance with the constitution
of the Holy Empire, and the agreements which we have with them, we
determined and desired to cultivate peace and harmony, and to render to each
one, according to his rank, all duties belonging to us, together with the offices of
friendship.

Besides in our deliberations we will also earnestly apply ourselves to the
defense, with great strictness and the most ardent zeal, of this work of concord,
by diligent visitations of the churches and schools, oversight of printing-offices,
and other salutary means, according to occasions and circumstances which may
be offered to ourselves and others. We will also take pains, if either controversies
already composed should be renewed, or new controversies concerning religion
should arise, to remove and settle them, for the purpose of avoiding offense,
without longer and dangerous digressions.

As a manifest testimony of this, we have with great consent subscribed our
names, and attached also our seals:

Lewis, Count Palatine on the Rhine, Elector.
Augustus, Duke of Saxony, Elector.
John George, Margrave of Brandenburg, Elector.

Joachim Frederick, Margrave of Brandenburg, Administrator of the
Archbishopric of Magdeburg.

John, Bishop of Meissen.

Eberhard, Bishop of Liibeck, Administrator of the Episcopate of Werden.
Philip Louis, Count Palatine on the Rhine.

The guardians of Frederick William and John, Dukes of Saxony.

The guardians of John Casimir and John Ernest, Dukes of Saxony.
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George Frederick, Margrave of Brandenburg.

Julius, Duke of Brunswick and Liineburg.

Otho, Duke of Brunswick and Liineburg.

Henry the Younger, Duke of Brunswick and Liineburg.
William the Younger, Duke of Brunswick and Liineburg.
Wolfgang, Duke of Brunswick and Liineburg.

Ulrich, Duke of Mecklenburg.

The guardians of John and Sigismund Augustus, Dukes of Mecklenburg.
Lewis, Duke of Wiirtemberg.

The guardians of Ernest and Jacob, Margraves of Baden.
George Ernest, Count and Lord of Henneburg.
Frederick, Count of Wiirtemberg and Miimpelgart.

John Gunther, Count of Schwartzburg.

William, Count of Schwartzburg.

Albert, Count of Schwartzburg.

Emich, Count of Leiningen.

Philip, Count of Hanau.

Gottfried, Count of Oettingen.

George, Count and Lord in Castel.

Henry, Count and Lord in Castel.

Otho, Count of Hoya and Burgkhausen.
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John, Count of Oldenburg and Delmenhorst.
John Hoier, Count of Mansfeld.

Bruno, Count of Mansfeld.

Hoier Christopher, Count of Mansfeld.
Pfter Ernest, Jr., Count of Mansfeld.
Christopher, Count of Mansfeld.

Albert George, Count of Stolberg.
Wolfgang Ernest, Count of Stolberg.
Lewis, Count of Gleichen.

Charles, Count of Gleichen.

Ernest, Count of Reinstein.

Boto, Count of Reinstein.

Lewis, Count of Lewenstein.

Henry, Baron of Limburg, semperfrei.
George, Baron of Schénburg.

Wolfgang, Baron of Schénburg.

Anarc Frederick, Baron of Wildenfels.
Mayor and Council of the City of Liibeck.
Mayor and Council of the City of Liineburg.
Council of the City of Brunswick.

Mayor and Council of the City of Landau.
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Mayor and Council of the City of Munster in the Gregorian Valley.
Council of the City of Goslar.

Mayor and Council of the City of Ulm.

Mayor and Council of the City of Esslingen.
Council of the City of Reutlingen.

Mayor and Council of the City of Nordlingen.
Mayor and Council of Rothenburg on the Tauber.
Mayor and Council of the City of Hall in Swabia.
Mayor and Council of the City of Heilbronn.
Mayor and Council of the City of Memmingen.
Mayor and Council of the City of Lindau.

Mayor and Council of the City of Schweinfurt.
Council of the City of Donauworth.

Chamberlain and Council of the City of Regensburg
Mayor and Council of the City of Wimpfen.

Mayor and Council of the City of Giengen.

Mayor and Council of Bopfingen.

Mayor and Council of the City of Alen.

Mayor and Council of the City of Kaufbeuren.

Mayor and Council of the City of Isna.
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Mayor and Council of the City of Kempten.
Council of the City of Gottingen.

Mayor and Council of the City of Leutkirch.

The entire Government of the City of Hildesheim.
Mayor and Council of the City of Hameln.

Mayor and Councilmen of the City of Hanover.
Council of Miihlhausen.

Council of Erfurt.

Council of the City of Eimbeck.

Council of the City of Nordheim.
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Part I. The General Creeds: The
Apostles’ Creed. The Nicene
Creed. The Athanasian Creed.

1. The Apostles’ Creed.

[1] I Believe in God, the Father Almighty, Maker of heaven and earth:

[2] And in Jesus Christ, his only Son, our Lord,

[3] Who was conceived by the Holy Ghost,

[4] Born of the Virgin Mary, suffered under Pontius Pilate, Was crucified, dead,
and buried:

[5] He descended into Hell, the third day he rose again from the dead. He
ascended into heaven. And sitteth on the right hand of God, the Father Almighty;
[6] From thence he shall come to judge the quick and the dead

[7] I believe in the Holy Ghost; the holy Catholic [ChrisTiAN] Church, the
Communion of Saints; The forgiveness of sins;

[8] The Resurrection of the body, And the life everlasting. Amen.

2. The Nicene Creed.

[1] I believe in one God, the Father Almighty, Maker of heaven and earth. And
of all things visible and invisible.

[2] And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God.

[3] Begotten of his Father, before all Worlds, God of God, Light of Light, Very
God of very God, Begotten, not made. Being of one Substance with the Father;
By whom all things were made,

[4] Who for us men, and for our salvation came down from heaven. And was
incarnate by the Holy Ghost of the Virgin Mary, and was made man,

[5] And was crucified also for us under Pontius Pilate. He suffered and was
buried. And the third day he rose again according to the Scriptures, And
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ascended into heaven, And sitteth on the right hand of the Father.

[6] And he shall come again with glory to judge both the quick and the dead:
Whose kingdom shall have no end.

[7] And I believe in the Holy Ghost, The Lord and Giver of life, Who proceedeth
from the Father and the Son, Who with the Father and the Son together is
worshiped and glorified, Who spake by the Prophets.

[8] And I believe in one holy, Catholic [CHrisTIAN] and Apostolic Church.

[9] T acknowledge one Baptism for the remission of sins.

[10] And I look for the Resurrection of the dead, and the life of the world to
come. Amen.

3. The Athanasian Creed. [WRITTEN AGAINST THE
ARIANS. ]

[1] Whosoever will be saved, before all things it is necessary that he hold the
Catholic [TRUE CHRisTIAN] faith,

[2] Which Faith except every one do keep whole and undefiled, without doubt he
shall perish everlastingly.

[3] And the Catholic [TRUE CHrisTIAN] faith is this: that we worship one God in
Trinity, and Trinity in Unity;

[4] Neither confounding the Persons; nor dividing the Substance.

[6] For there is one Person of the Father, another of the Son, and another of the
Holy Ghost.

[6] But the Godhead of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, is all one:
the Glory Equal, the Majesty Coeternal.

[7] Such as the Father is, such is the Son: and such is the Holy Ghost.

[8] The Father uncreate, the Son uncreate: and the Holy Ghost uncreate.

[9] The Father incomprehensible, the Son incomprehensible, and the Holy Ghost
incomprehensible.

[10] The Father eternal, the Son eternal; and the Holy Ghost eternal.

[11] And yet they are not three Eternals: but one Eternal.

[12] As there are not three uncreated, nor three incomprehensibles: but one
uncreated and one incomprehensible.

[13] So likewise the Father is Almighty, the Son Almighty: and the Holy Ghost
Almighty.

[14] And yet they are not three Almighties: but one Almighty.

[15] So the Father is God, the Son is God: and the Holy Ghost is God.
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[16] And yet they are not three Gods: but one God.

[17] So likewise the Father is Lord, the Son Lord: and the Holy Ghost Lord.
[18] And yet not three Lords: but one Lord.

[19] For like as we are compelled by the Christian verity: to acknowledge every
Person by himself to be God and Lord; So are we forbidden by the Catholic
[CHrisTIAN] Religion: to say, There be three Gods, or three Lords.

[20] The Father is made of none: neither created nor begotten.

[21] The Son is of the Father alone: not made, nor created, but begotten.

[22] The Holy Ghost is of the Father, and of the Son; neither made, nor created,
nor begotten, but proceeding.

[23] So there is one Father, not three Fathers; one Son, not three Sons; one Holy
Ghost, not three Holy Ghosts.

[24] And in this Trinity none is before, or after other: none is greater, or less than
another;

[25] But the whole three Persons are coeternal together, and coequal: So that in
all things, as is aforesaid: the Unity in Trinity, and the Trinity in Unity is to be
worshiped.

[26] He therefore that will be saved must thus think of the Trinity.

[27] Furthermore, it is necessary to Everlasting Salvation: that he also believe
rightly the Incarnation of our Lord Jesus Christ.

[28] For the right Faith is, that we believe and confess: that our Lord Jesus
Christ, the Son of God, is God and Man;

[29] God, of the Substance of the Father begotten before the worlds: and Man of
the Substance of his mother, born in the world;

[30] Perfect God, and perfect Man: of a reasonable soul and human flesh
subsisting.

[31] Equal to the Father, as touching his Godhead: and inferior to the Father, as
touching his Manhood.

[32] Who although he be God and Man: yet he is not two, but one Christ;

[33] One; not by conversion of the Godhead into flesh: but by taking the
Manhood into God;

[34] One altogether; not by confusion of Substance: but by Unity of Person.
[35] For as the reasonable soul and flesh is one man: so God and Man is one
Christ;

[36] Who suffered for our salvation: descended into hell, rose again the third day
from the dead.

[37] He ascended into heaven; he sitteth on the right hand of the Father, God
Almighty: from whence he shall come to judge the quick and the dead.

[38] At whose coming all men shall rise again with their bodies: and shall give
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account for their own works.

[39] And they that have done good shall go into life everlasting: and they that
have done evil into everlasting fire.

[40] This is the Catholic [TRUE CHRisTIAN] faith: which except a man believe
faithfully, he cannot be saved.
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Part Il. The Augsburg Confession

Delivered To The Emperor Charles V., At The Diet Of Augsburg, A. D. 1530.

This Translation is made from the Latin Editio Princeps of 1530-31, the authority of which,
equally with that of the German Ebitio PrINCEPS, surpasses all other known Editions. It has been
carefully prepared by a Joint Committee of The General Council, The General Synod, The United
Synod of the South, and the Joint Synod of Ohio, as a Common Standard of The Augsburg
Confession in English. The words in brackets are inserted from the German EDpiTio PRINCEPs. ]

Preface.

[35] Most Invincible Emperor, Caesar Augustus, most Clement Lord:

Inasmuch as Your Imperial Majesty has summoned a Diet of the Empire here
at Augsburg to deliberate concerning measures against the Turk, that most
atrocious, hereditary and ancient enemy of the Christian name and religion, in
what way effectually to withstand his furor and assaults by strong and lasting
military provision; and then also concerning dissensions in the matter of our holy
religion and Christian Faith, that in this matter of religion the opinions and
judgments of parties might be heard in each other’s presence, and considered and
weighed among ourselves in charity, leniency and mutual kindness, to the end
that the things in the Scriptures which on either side have been differently
interpreted or misunderstood, being corrected and laid aside, these matters may
be settled and brought back to one perfect truth and Christian concord, that for
the future one pure and true religion may be embraced and maintained by us,
that as we all serve and do battle under one Christ, so we may be able also to live
in unity and concord in the one Christian Church. And inasmuch as we, the
undersigned Electors and Princes, with others joined with us, have been called to
the aforesaid Diet, the same as the other Electors, Princes and Estates, in
obedient compliance with the Imperial mandate we have come to Augsburg, and,
what we do not mean to say as boasting, we were among the first to be here.

Since then Your Imperial Majesty caused to be proposed to the Electors,
Princes and other Estates of the Empire, also here at Augsburg at the very
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beginning of this Diet, among other things, that, by virtue of the Imperial Edict,
the several Estates of the Empire should present their opinions and judgments in
the German and Latin languages, after due deliberation, answer was given to
Your Imperial Majesty, on the ensuing Wednesday, that on the next Friday the
Articles of our Confession for our part would be presented.

[36] Wherefore, in obedience to Your Imperial Majesty’s wishes, we offer, in
this matter of religion, the Confession of our preachers and of ourselves,
showing what manner of doctrine from the Holy Scriptures and the pure Word of
God has been up to this time set forth in our lands, dukedoms, dominions and
cities, and taught in our churches. And if the other Electors, Princes and Estates
of the Empire will present similar writings, to wit, in Latin and German,
according to the said Imperial proposition, giving their opinions in this matter of
religion, here before Your Imperial Majesty, our most clement Lord, we, with the
Princes and friends aforesaid, are prepared to confer amicably concerning all
possible ways and means, as far as may be honorably done, that we may come
together, and, the matter between us on both sides being peacefully discussed
without offensive strife, the dissension, by God’s help, may be done away and
brought back to one true accordant religion; for as we all serve and do battle
under one Christ, we ought to confess the one Christ, and so, after the tenor of
Your Imperial Majesty’s Edict, everything be conducted according to the truth of
God, which, with most fervent prayers, we entreat of God.

But, with regard to the other Electors, Princes and Estates, if they hold that
this treatment of the matter of religion after the manner which Your Imperial
Majesty has so wisely brought forward, namely, with such mutual presentation
of writings and calm conferring together among ourselves, should not proceed,
or be unfruitful in results; we, at least, leave behind the clear testimony that we
decline or refuse nothing whatever, allowed of God and a good conscience,
which may tend to bring about Christian concord; as also Your Imperial Majesty
and the other Electors and Estates of the Empire, and all who are moved by
sincere love and zeal for religion, and who will give an impartial hearing to this
matter, will graciously perceive and more and more understand from this our
Confession.

[37] Your Imperial Majesty also, not only once but often, graciously signified
to the Electors, Princes and Estates of the Empire, and at the Diet of Spires held
A. D. 1526, according to the form of Your Imperial instruction and commission
given and prescribed, caused it to be stated and publicly proclaimed, that Your
Majesty, in dealing with this matter of of religion, for certain reasons which were
alleged in Your Majesty’s name, was not willing to decide and could not
determine anything, but that Your Majesty would diligently use Your Majesty’s
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office with the Roman Pontiff for the convening of a General Council, as the
same was publicly set forth at greater length over a year ago at the last Diet
which met at Spires. There Your Imperial Majestv, through his Highness
Ferdinand, King of Bohemia and Hungary, our friend and clement Lord, as well
as through the Orator and Imperial Commissioners, caused this, among other
things, to be proclaimed: that Your Imperial Majesty had known of and pondered
the resolution of Your Majesty’s Representative in the Empire, and of the
President and Imperial Counsellors, and the Legates from other Estates
convened at Ratisbon, concerning the calling of a Council, and that this also was
adjudged by Your Imperial Majesty to be of advantage; and because the matters
to be adjusted between Your Imperial Majesty and the Roman Pontiff were
nearing agreement and Christian reconciliation, Your Imperial Majesty did not
doubt that the Roman Pontiff could be induced to hold a General Council;
therefore Your Imperial Majesty himself signified that he would endeavor to
secure the Chief Pontiff’s consent together with Your Imperial Majesty to
convene such General Council, and that letters to that effect would be publicly
issued with all possible expedition.

In the event, therefore, that the differences between us and the other parties in
the matter of religion cannot be amicably and in charity settled here before Your
Imperial Majesty, we offer this in all obedience, abundantly prepared to join
issue and to defend the cause in such a general, free, Christian Council, for the
convening of which there has always been accordant action and agreement of
votes in all the Imperial Diets held during Your Majesty’s reign, on the part of
the Electors, Princes and other Estates of the Empire. To this General Council,
and at the same time to Your Imperial Majesty, we have made appeal in this
greatest and gravest of matters even before this in due manner and form of law.
To this appeal, both to Your Imperial Majesty and to a Council, we still adhere,
neither do we intend, nor would it be possible for us, to relinquish it by this or
any other document, unless the matter between us and the other side, according
to the tenor of the latest Imperial citation, can be amicably and charitably settled
and brought to Christian concord, of which this also is our solemn and public
testimony.

I. Chief Articles of Faith.

Article I. Of God.
[38] Our Churches, with common consent, do teach, that the decree of the
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Council of Nicaea concerning the Unity of the Divine Essence and concerning
the Three Persons, is true and to be believed without any doubting; that is to say,
there is one Divine Essence which is called and which is God: eternal, without
body, without parts, of infinite power, wisdom and goodness, the Maker and
Preserver of all things, visible and invisible; and yet that there are three Persons,
of the same essence and power, who also are co-eternal, the Father, the Son and
the Holy Ghost. And the term “person” they use as the Fathers have used it, to
signify, not a part or quality in another, but that which subsists of itself.

They condemn all heresies which have sprung up against this article, as the
Manichaeans who assumed two principles [gods], one Good, and the other Evil;
also the Valentinians, Arians, Eunomians, Mohammedans, and all such. They
condemn also the Samosatenes, old and new, who contending that there is but
one Person, sophistically and impiously argue that the Word and the Holy Ghost
are not distinct Persons, but that “Word” signifies a spoken word, and “Spirit”
[Ghost] signifies motion created in things.

Article Il. Of Original Sin.

[39] Also they teach, that since the Fall of Adam, all men begotten according to
nature, are born with sin, that is, without the fear of God, without trust in God,
and with concupiscence; and that this disease, or vice of origin, is truly sin, even
now condemning and bringing eternal death upon those not born again through
baptism and the Holy Ghost.

They condemn the Pelagians and others, who deny that the vice of origin is
sin, and who, to obscure the glory of Christ’s merit and benefits, argue that man
can be justified before God by his own strength and reason.

Article lll. Of the Son of God.

Also they teach, that the Word, that is, the Son of God, did take man’s nature in
the womb of the blessed Virgin Mary, so that there are Two Natures, the divine
and the human, inseparably conjoined in one Person, one Christ, true God and
true man, who was born of the Virgin Mary, truly suffered, was crucified, dead
and buried, that he might reconcile the Father unto us, and be a sacrifice, not
only for original guilt, but for all actual sins of men. He also descended into hell,
and truly rose again the third day; afterward he ascended into Heaven, that he
might sit on the right hand of the Father, and forever reign, and have dominion
over all creatures, and sanctify them that believe in Him, by sending the Holy
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Ghost into their hearts, to rule, comfort and quicken them, and to defend them
against the devil and the power of sin. The same Christ shall openly come again
to judge the quick and the dead, etc., according to the Apostles’ Creed.

Article IV. Of Justification.

Also they teach, that men cannot be Justified before God by their own strength,
merits or works, but are freely justified for Christ’s sake through faith, when
they believe that they are received into favor and that their sins are forgiven for
Christ’s sake, who, by His death, hath made satisfaction for our sins. This faith
God imputes for righteousness in his sight. Rom. 3 and 4.

Article V. Of the Ministry of the Church.

That we may obtain this faith, the Office of Teaching the Gospel and
administering the Sacraments was instituted. For through the Word and
Sacraments as through instruments, the Holy Ghost is given, who worketh faith
where and when it pleaseth God in them that hear the Gospel, to wit, that God,
not for our own merits, but for Christ’s sake, justified those who believe that
they are received into favor for Christ’s sake.

[40] They condemn the Anabaptists and others, who think that the Holy
Ghost cometh to men without the external Word, through their own preparations
and works.

Article VI. Of New Obedience.

Also they teach, that this Faith is bound to bring forth Good Fruits, and that it is
necessary to do good works commanded by God, because of God’s will, but not
that we should rely on those works to merit justification before God. For
remission of sins and justification are apprehended by faith, as also the voice of
Christ attests: “When ye shall have done all these things, say: We are
unprofitable servants” [Luke 17:10]. The same is also taught by the Fathers. For
Ambrose says: “It is ordained of God that he who believes in Christ, is saved;
freely receiving remission of sins, without works, by faith alone.”

Article VII. Of the Church.

Also they teach, that One holy Church is to continue for ever, The Church is the
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congregation of saints, in which the Gospel is rightly taught and the Sacraments
rightly administered. And to the true unity of the Church, it is enough to agree
concerning the doctrine of the Gospel and the administration of the Sacraments,
nor is it necessary that human traditions, rites, or ceremonies, instituted by men,
should be everywhere alike. As Paul says: “One faith one baptism, one God and
Father of all,” etc. [Eph. 4:5, 6].

Article VIIl. What the Church Is.

Although the Church properly is the Congregation of Saints and true believers,
nevertheless, since, in this life, many hypocrites and evil persons are mingled
therewith, it is lawful to use the Sacraments, which are administered by evil
men; according to the saying of Christ: “The Scribes and the Pharisees sit in
Moses’ seat,” etc. [Matt. 23:2]. Both the Sacraments and Word are effectual by
reason of the institution and commandment of Christ, notwithstanding they be
administered by evil men.

They condemn the Donatists, and such like, who denied it to be lawful to use
the ministry of evil men in the Church, and who thought the ministry of evil men
to be unprofitable and of none effect.

Article IX. Of Baptism.

[41] Of Baptism, they teach, that it is necessary to salvation, and that through
Baptism is offered the grace of God; and that children are to be baptized, who,
being offered to God through Baptism, are received into His grace.

They condemn the Anabaptists, who allow not the Baptism of children, and
say that children are saved without Baptism.

Article X. Of the Lord’s Supper.
Of the Supper of the Lord, they teach, that the Body and Blood of Christ are

truly present, and are distributed to those who eat in the Supper of the Lord; and
they disapprove of those that teach otherwise.

Article XI. Of Confession.

Of Confession, they teach, that Private Absolution ought to be retained in the
churches, although in confession an enumeration of all sins is not necessary. For
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it is impossible, according to the Psalm: “Who can understand his errors?” [Ps.
19:12].

Article XIl. Of Repentance.

Of Repentance, they teach, that for those that have fallen after Baptism, there is
remission of sins whenever they are converted; and that the Church ought to
impart absolution to those thus returning to repentance.

Now repentance consists properly of these two parts: One is contrition, that
is, terrors smiting the conscience through the knowledge of sin; the other is faith,
which, born of the Gospel, or of absolution, believes that, for Christ’s sake, sins
are forgiven, comforts the conscience, and delivers it from terrors. Then good
works are bound to follow, which are the fruits of repentance.

They condemn the Anabaptists, who deny that those once justified can lose
the Holy Ghost. Also those who contend that some may attain to such perfection
in this life that they cannot sin. The Novatians also are condemned, who would
not absolve such as had fallen after Baptism, though they returned to repentance.
They also are rejected who do not teach that remission of sins cometh through
faith, but command us to merit grace through satisfactions of our own.

Article XIll. Of the Use of Sacraments.

Of the Use of the Sacraments, they teach, that the Sacraments were ordained, not
only to be marks of profession among men, but rather to be signs and
testimonies of the will of God toward us, instituted to awaken and confirm faith
in those who use them. Wherefore we must so use the Sacraments that faith be
added to believe the promises which are offered and set forth through the
Sacraments.

They therefore condemn those who teach that the Sacraments justify by the
outward act, and do not teach that, in the use of the Sacraments, faith which
believes that sins are forgiven, is required.

Article XIV. Of Ecclesiastical Order.

Of Ecclesiastical Order, they teach, that no one should publicly teach in the
Church or administer the Sacraments, unless he be regularly called.

Article XV. Of Ecclesiastical Rites.

47



Of Rites and Usages in the Church, they teach, that those ought to be observed
which may be observed without sin, and which are profitable unto tranquility
and good order in the Church, as particular holy days, festivals, and the like.

Nevertheless, concerning such things, let men be admonished that
consciences are not to be burdened, as though such observance was necessary to
salvation. They are admonished also that human traditions instituted to propitiate
God, to merit grace and to make satisfaction for sins, are opposed to the Gospel
and the doctrine of faith. Wherefore vows and traditions concerning meats and
days, etc., instituted to merit grace and to make satisfaction for sins, are useless
and contrary to the Gospel.

Article XVI. Of Civil Matters.

Of Civil Affairs, they teach, that lawful civil ordinances are good works of God,
and that it is right for Christians to bear civil office, to sit as judges, to determine
matters by the Imperial and other existing laws, to award just punishments, to
engage in just wars, to serve as soldiers, to make legal contracts, to hold
property, to make oath when required by the magistrates, to marry, to be given in
marriage.

They condemn the Anabaptists who forbid these civil offices to Christians.
They condemn also those who do not place the perfection of the Gospel in the
fear of God and in faith, but in forsaking civil offices; for the Gospel teaches an
eternal righteousness of the heart. Meanwhile, it does not destroy the State or the
family, but especially requires their preservation as ordinances of God, and in
such ordinances the exercise of charity. Therefore, Christians are necessarily
bound to obey their own magistrates and laws, save only when commanded to
sin, for then they ought to obey God rather than men [Acts 6:29].

Article XVII. Of the Return of Christ to Judgment.

[43] Also they teach, that, at the Consummation of the World, Christ shall appear
for judgment, and shall raise up all the dead; he shall give to the godly and elect
eternal life and everlasting joys, but ungodly men and the devils he shall
condemn to be tormented without end.

They condemn the Anabaptists who think that there will be an end to the
punishments of condemned men and devils. They condemn also others, who are
now spreading certain Jewish opinions that, before the resurrection of the dead,
the godly shall take possession of the kingdom of the world, the ungodly being
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everywhere suppressed [exterminated].

Article XVIII. Of Free WIll.

Of the Freedom of the Will, they teach, that man’s will has some liberty for the
attainment of civil righteousness, and for the choice of things subject to reason.
Nevertheless, it has no power, without the Holy Ghost, to work the righteousness
of God, that is, spiritual righteousness; since the natural man receiveth not the
things of the Spirit of God [1 Cor. 2:14]; but this righteousness is wrought in the
heart when the Holy Ghost is received through the Word. These things are said
in as many words by Augustine in his Hypognosticon, book iii.: “We grant that
all men have a certain freedom of will in judging according to [natural] reason;
not such freedom, however, whereby it is capable, without God, either to begin,
or much less to complete aught in things pertaining to God, but only in works of
this life, whether good or evil. ‘Good,’ I call those works which spring from the
good in Nature, that is, to have a will to labor in the field, to eat and drink, to
have a friend, to clothe oneself, to build a house, to marry, to keep cattle, to learn
divers useful arts, or whatsoever good pertains to this life, none of which things
are without dependence on the providence of God; yea, of Him and through Him
they are and have their beginning. ‘Evil,’ I call such works as to have a will to
worship an idol, to commit murder,” etc.

They condemn the Pelagians and others who teach that, without the Holy
Ghost, by the power of nature alone, we are able to love God above all things;
also to do the commandments of God as touching “the substance of the act.”

[44] For, although nature is able in some sort to do the outward work (for it is
able to keep the hands from theft and murder), yet it cannot work the inward
motions, such as the fear of God, trust in God, chastity, patience, etc.

Article XIX. Of the Cause of Sin.
Of the Cause of Sin, they teach, that although God doth create and preserve
nature, yet the cause of sin is the will of the wicked, that is, of the devil and

ungodly men; which will, unaided of God, turns itself from God, as Christ says
[John 8:44]: “When he speaketh a lie, he speaketh of his own.”

Article XX. Of Faith and Good Works.

Our teachers are falsely accused of forbidding Good Works. For their published
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writings on the Ten Commandments, and others of like import, bear witness that
they have taught to good purpose concerning all estates and duties of life, as to
what estates of life and what works in every calling be pleasing to God.
Concerning these things preachers heretofore taught but little, and urged only
childish and needless works, as particular holy days, particular fasts,
brotherhoods, pilgrimages, services in honor of saints, the use of rosaries,
monasticism, and such like. Since our adversaries have been admonished of
these things they are now unlearning them, and do not preach these unprofitable
works as heretofore. Besides they begin to mention faith, of which there was
heretofore marvelous silence. They teach that we are justified not by works only,
but they conjoin faith and works, and say that we are justified by faith and
works. This doctrine is more tolerable than the former one, and can afford more
consolation than their old doctrine.

Forasmuch, therefore, as the doctrine concerning faith, which ought to be the
chief one in the church, has lain so long unknown, as all must needs grant that
there was the deepest silence in their sermons concerning the righteousness of
faith, while only the doctrine of works was treated in the churches, our teachers
have instructed the churches concerning faith as follows:

[45] First, that our works cannot reconcile God or merit forgiveness of sins,
grace and justification, but that we obtain this only by faith, when we believe
that we are received into favor for Christ’s sake, who alone has been set forth the
Mediator and Propitiation [1 Tim. 2:5], in order that the Father may be
reconciled through Him. Whoever, therefore, trusts that by works he merits
grace, despises the merit and grace of Christ, and seeks a way to God without
Christ, by human strength, although Christ has said of himself; “I am the Way,
the Truth and the Life” [John 14:6].

This doctrine concerning faith is everywhere treated by Paul [Eph. 2:8]: “By
grace are ye saved through faith; and that not of yourselves; it is the gift of God,
not of works,” etc.

And lest anyone should craftily say that a new interpretation of Paul has been
devised by us, this entire matter is supported by the testimonies of the Fathers.
For Augustine, in many volumes, defends grace and the righteousness of faith,
over against the merits of works. And Ambrose, in his De Vocatione Gentium,
and elsewhere, teaches to like effect. For in his De Vocatione Gentium he says as
follows: “Redemption by the Blood of Christ would become of little value,
neither would the preeminence of man’s works be superseded by the mercy of
God, if justification, which is wrought through grace, were due to the merits
going before, so as to be, not the free gift of a donor, but the reward due to the
laborer.”
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But, although this doctrine is despised by the inexperienced, nevertheless
God-fearing and anxious consciences find by experience that it brings the
greatest consolation, because consciences cannot be pacified through any works,
but only by faith, when they are sure that, for Christ’s sake, they have a gracious
God. As Paul teaches [Rom. 5:1]: “Being justified by faith, we have peace with
God.” This whole doctrine is to be referred to that conflict of the terrified
conscience; neither can it be understood apart from that conflict. Therefore
inexperienced and profane men judge ill concerning this matter, who dream that
Christian righteousness is nothing but the civil righteousness of natural reason.

Heretofore consciences were plagued with the doctrine of works, nor did they
hear any consolation from the Gospel. Some persons were driven by conscience
into the desert, into monasteries, hoping there to merit grace by a monastic life.
Some also devised other works whereby to merit grace and make satisfaction for
sins. There was very great need to treat of and renew this doctrine of faith in
Christ, to the end that anxious consciences should not be without consolation,
but that they might know that grace and forgiveness of sins and justification are
apprehended by faith in Christ.

[46] Men are also admonished that here the term “faith” doth not signify
merely the knowledge of the history, such as is in the ungodly and in the devil,
but signifieth a faith which believes, not merely the history, but also the effect of
the history — namely, this article of the forgiveness of sins, to wit, that we have
grace, righteousness, and forgiveness of sins, through Christ.

Now he that knoweth that he has a Father reconciled to him through Christ,
since he truly knows God, knows also that God careth for him, and calls upon
God; in a word, he is not without God, as the heathen. For devils and the
ungodly are not able to believe this article of the forgiveness of sins. Hence, they
hate God as an enemy; call not upon Him; and expect no good from Him.
Augustine also admonishes his readers concerning the word “faith,” and teaches
that the term “faith” is accepted in the Scriptures, not for knowledge such as is in
the ungodly, but for confidence which consoles and encourages the terrified
mind.

Furthermore, it is taught on our part, that it is necessary to do good works, not
that we should trust to merit grace by them, but because it is the will of God. It is
only by faith that forgiveness of sins and grace are apprehended. And because
through faith the Holy Ghost is received, hearts are renewed and endowed with
new affections, so as to be able to bring forth good works. For Ambrose says:
"Faith is the mother of a good will and right doing. For man’s powers without
the Holy Ghost are full of ungodly affections, and are too weak to do works
which are good in God’s sight. Besides, they are in the power of the devil, who
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impels men to divers sins, to ungodly opinions, to open crimes. This we may see
in the philosophers, who, although they endeavored to live an honest life, could
not succeed, but were defiled with many open crimes. Such is the feebleness of
man, when he is without faith and without the Holy Ghost, and governs himself
only by human strength.

Hence it may be readily seen that this doctrine is not to be charged with
prohibiting good works, but rather the more to be commended, because it shows
how we are enabled to do good works. For without faith, human nature can in no
wise do the works of the First or of the Second Commandment. Without faith, it
does not call upon God, nor expect anything from Him, nor bear the cross; but
seeks and trusts in man’s help. And thus, when there is no faith and trust in God,
all manner of lusts and human devices rule in the heart.) Wherefore Christ said
[John 15:5]: “Without me ye can do nothing,” and the Church sings:

"Without Thy power divine
In man there nothing is,
Naught but what is harmful."

Article XXI. Of the Worship of Saints.

[47] Of the. Worship of Saints, they teach, that the memory of saints may be set
before us, that we may follow their faith and good works, according to our
calling, as the Emperor may follow the example of David in making war to drive
away the Turk from his country. For both are kings, but the Scripture teaches not
the invocation of saints, or to ask help of saints, since it sets before us Christ, as
the only Mediator, Propitiation, High-Priest and Intercessor. He is to be prayed
to, and hath promised that He will hear our prayer; and this worship He approves
above all, to wit, that in all afflictions He be called upon [1 John 2:1]: “If any
man sin, we have an Advocate with tne Father,” etc.

Conclusion.

This is about the Sum of our Doctrine, in which, as can be seen, there is nothing
that varies from the Scriptures, or from the Church Catholic, or from the Church
of Rome as known from its writers. This being the case, they judge harshly who
insist that our teachers be regarded as heretics. The disagreement, however, is on
certain Abuses, which have crept into the Church without rightful authority. And
even in these, if there were some difference, there should be proper leniency on
the part of bishops to bear with us by reason of the Confession which we have
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now drawn up; because even the Canons are not so severe as to demand the
same rites everywhere, neither, at any time, have the rites of all churches been
the same; although, among us, in large part, the ancient rites are diligently
observed. For it is a false and malicious charge that all the ceremonies, all the
things instituted of old, are abolished in our churches. But it has been a common
complaint that some Abuses were connected with the ordinary rites. These,
inasmuch as they could not be approved with a good conscience, have been to
some extent corrected.

Il. Articles, In Which Are Reviewed The Abuses
Which Have Been Corrected.

[48] Inasmuch then as our churches dissent in no article of the Faith from the
Church Catholic but omit some Abuses which are new, and which have been
erroneously accepted by fault of the times, contrary to the intent of the Canons,
we pray that Your Imperial Majesty would graciously hear both what has been
changed, and also what were the reasons, in order that the people be not
compelled to observe those abuses against their conscience. Nor should Your
Imperial Majesty believe those, who, in order to excite the hatred of men against
our part, disseminate strange slanders among our people. Having thus excited the
minds of good men, they have first given occasion to this controversy, and now
endeavor, by the same arts, to increase the discord. For Your Imperial Majesty
will undoubtedly find that the form of doctrine and of ceremonies with us, is not
so intolerable as these ungodly and malicious men represent. Furthermore, the
truth cannot be gathered from common rumors, or the revilings of our enemies.
But it can readily be judged that nothing would serve better to maintain the
dignity of worship, and to nourish reverence and pious devotion among the
people than that the ceremonies be rightly observed in the churches.

Article XXII. Of Both Kinds

[49] To the laity are given Both Kinds in the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper,
because this usage has the commandment of the Lord [in Matt. 26:27]: “Drink ye
all of it”; where Christ has manifestly commanded concerning the cup that all
should drink; and lest any man should craftily say that this refers only to priests,
Paul [in Cor. 11:27] recites an example from which it appears that the whole
congregation did use both kinds. And this usage has long remained in the
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Church, nor is it known when, or by whose authority, it was changed; although
Cardinal Cusanus mentions the time when it was approved. Cyprian in some
places testifies that the Blood was given to the people. The same is testified by
Jerome, who says: “The priests administer the Eucharist, and distribute the
Blood of Christ to the people.” Indeed, Pope Gelasius commands that the
sacrament be not divided (Dist. ii., De Consecratione, Cap. Comperimus). Only
custom, not so ancient, has it otherwise. But it is evident that any custom
introduced against the commandments of God is not to be allowed, as the
Canons witness (Dist. iii., Cap. Veritate, and the following chapters). But this
custom has been received, not only against the Scripture but also against the old
Canons and examples of the Church. Therefore if any preferred to use both kinds
of the sacrament, they ought not to have been compelled with offense to their
consciences to do otherwise.

And because the division of the sacrament does not agree with the ordinance
of Christ, we are accustomed to omit the procession, which hitherto has been in
use.

Article XXIIl. Of the Marriage of Priests.

[50] There has been common complaint concerning the Examples of Priests,
who were not chaste. For that reason also, Pope Pius is reported to have said that
there were certain reasons why marriage was taken away from priests, but that
there were far weightier ones why it ought to be given back; for so Platina
writes. Since, therefore, our priests were desirous to avoid these open scandals
they married wives, and taught that it was lawful for them to contract matrimony.
First, because Paul says [1 Cor. 7:2]: “To avoid fornication, let every man have
his own wife.” Also [9]: “It is better to marry than to burn.” Secondly, Christ
says [Matt. 19:11]: “All men cannot receive this saying,” where he teaches that
not all men are fit to lead a single life; for God created man for procreation

[Gen. 1:28]. Nor is it in man’s power, without a singular gift and work of God, to
alter this creation. Therefore those that are not fit to lead a single life ought to;
contract matrimony. For no man’s law, no vow, can annul the commandment and
ordinance of God. For these reasons the priests teach that it is lawful for them to
marry wives. It is also evident that in the ancient Church priests were married
men. For Paul says [1 Tim. 3:2] that a bishop should be the husband of one wife.
And in Germany, four hundred years ago for the first time, the priests were
violently compelled to lead a single life, who indeed offered such resistance that
the Archbishop of Mayence, when about to publish the Pope’s decree concerning
this matter, was almost killed in the tumult raised by the enraged priests. And so
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harsh was the dealing in the matter that not only were marriages forbidden for
the time to come, but also existing marriages were torn asunder, contrary to all
laws, divine and human, contrary even to the Canons themselves, made not only
by the Popes but by most celebrated Councils.

Seeing also that, as the world is aging, man’s nature is gradually growing
weaker, it is well to guard that no more vices steal into Germany. Furthermore,
God ordained marriage to be a help against human infirmity. The Canons
themselves say that the old rigor ought now and then, in the latter times, to be
relaxed because of the weakness of men; which it is to be devoutly wished were
done also in this matter. And it is to be expected that the churches shall at length
lack pastors, if marriage should be any longer forbidden.

But while the commandment of God is in force, while the custom of the
Church is well known, while impure celibacy causes many scandals, adulteries,
and other crimes deserving the punishments of just magistrates, yet it is a
marvelous thing that in nothing is more cruelty exercised than against the
marriage of priests. God has given commandment to honor marriage. By the
laws of all well-ordered commonwealths, even among the heathen, marriage is
most highly honored. But now men, and also priests, are cruelly put to death,
contrary to the intent of the Canons, for no other cause than marriage. Paul [in
Tim. 4:3] calls that a doctrine of devils, which forbids marriage. This may now
be readily understood when the law against marriage is maintained by such
penalties.

[51] But as no law of man can annul the commandment of God, so neither
can it be done by any vow. Accordingly Cyprian also advises that women who
do not keep the chastity they have promised should marry. His words are these
[Book 1., Epistle xi.]: “But if they be unwilling or unable to persevere, it is better
for them to marry than to fall into the fire by their lusts; at least, they should give
no offense to their brethren and sisters.” And even the Canons show some
leniency toward those who have taken vows before the proper age, as heretofore
has generally been the case.

Article XXIV. Of the Mass.

Falsely are our churches accused of Abolishing the Mass; for the Mass is
retained on our part, and celebrated with the highest reverence. All the usual
ceremonies are also preserved, save that the parts sung in Latin are interspersed
here and there with German hymns, which have been added to teach the people.
For ceremonies are needed to this end alone, that the unlearned be taught. And
not only has Paul commanded to use in the Church a language understood by the
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people [1 Cor. 14:2, 9], but it has also been so ordained by man’s law.

The people are accustomed to partake of the Sacrament together, if any be fit
for it, and this also increases the reverence and devotion of public worship. For
none are admitted except they be first proved. The people are also advised
concerning the dignity and use of the Sacrament, how great consolation it brings
anxious consciences, that they may learn to believe God, and to expect and ask
of Him all that is good. This worship pleases God; such use of the Sacrament
nourishes true devotion toward God. It does not, therefore, appear that the Mass
is more devoutly celebrated among our adversaries, than among us.

[52] But it is evident that for a long time, it has been the public and most
grievous complaint of all good men, that Masses have been basely profaned and
applied to purposes of lucre. For it is unknown how far this abuse obtains in all
the churches, by what manner of men Masses are said only for fees or stipends,
and how many celebrate them contrary to the Canons. But Paul severely
threatens those who deal unworthily with the Eucharist, when he says [1 Cor.
11:27]: “Whosoever shall eat this bread, and drink this cup of the Lord
unworthily, shall be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord.” When, therefore,
our priests were admonished concerning this sin, Private Masses were
discontinued among us, as scarcely any Private Masses were celebrated except
for lucre’s sake.

Neither were the bishops ignorant of these abuses, and if they had corrected
them in time, there would now be less dissension. Heretofore, by their own
negligence, they suffered many corruptions to creep into the Church. Now, when
it is too late, they begin to complain of the troubles of the Church, seeing that
this disturbance has been occasioned simply by those abuses, which were so
manifest that they could be borne no longer. Great dissensions have arisen
concerning the Mass, concerning the Sacrament. Perhaps the world is being
punished for such long-continued profanations of the Mass, as have been
tolerated in the churches for so many centuries, by the very men who were both
able and in duty bound to correct them. For, in the Ten Commandments, it is
written (Exodus 20), “The Lord will not hold him guiltless that taketh His name
in vain,” But since the world began, nothing chat God ever ordained seems to
have been so abused for filthy lucre as the Mass.

There was also added the opinion which infinitely increased Private Masses,
namely, that Christ, by His passion, had made satisfaction for original sin, and
instituted the Mass wherein an offering should be made for daily sins, venial and
mortal. From this has arisen the common opinion that the Mass taketh away the
sins of the living and the dead, by the outward act. Then they began to dispute
whether one Mass said for many were worth as much as special Masses for

56



individuals, and this brought forth that infinite multitude of Masses. Concerning
these opinions our teachers have given warning, that they depart from the Holy
Scriptures and diminish the glory of the passion of Christ. For Christ’s passion
was an oblation and satisfaction, not for original guilt only, but also for all sins,
as it is written to the Hebrews (10:10), “We are sanctified through the offering of
Jesus Christ, once for all.” Also, 10:14: “By one offering he hath perfected
forever them that are sanctified.” Scripture also teaches that we are justified
before God through faith in Christ, when we believe that our sins are forgiven
for Christ’s sake. Now if the Mass take away the sins of the living and the dead
by the outward act, justification comes of the work of Masses, and not of faith,
which Scripture does not allow.

[53] But Christ commands us [Luke 22:19], “This do in remembrance of me;”
therefore the Mass was instituted that the faith of those who use the Sacrament
should remember what benefits it receives through Christ, and cheer and comfort
the anxious conscience. For, to remember Christ, is to remember his benefits,
and to realize that they are truly offered unto us. Nor is it enough only to
remember the history, for this the Jew and the ungodly also can remember.
Wherefore the Mass is to be used to this end, that there the Sacrament
[Communion] may be administered to them that have need of consolation; as
Ambrose says: “Because I always sin, I am always bound to take the medicine.”

Now forasmuch as the Mass is such a giving of the Sacrament, we hold one
communion every holy day, and also other days, when any desire the Sacrament
it is given to such as ask for it. And this custom is not new in the Church; for the
Fathers before Gregory make no mention of any private Mass, but of the
common Mass [the Communion] they speak very much. Chrysostom says that
the priest stands daily at the altar, inviting some to the Communion and keeping
back others. And it appears from the ancient Canons, that some one celebrated
the Mass from whom all the other presbyters and deacons received the Body of
the Lord; for thus the words of the Nicene Canon say: “Let the deacons,
according to their order, receive the Holy Communion after the presbyters, from
the bishop or from a presbyter.” And Paul [1 Cor. 11:33] commands concerning
the Communion: “Tarry one for another,” so that there may be a common
participation.

Forasmuch, therefore, as the Mass with us has the example of the Church,
taken from the Scripture and the Fathers, we are confident that it cannot be
disapproved, especially since the public ceremonies are retained for the most
part, like those hitherto in use; only the number of Masses differs, which,
because of very great and manifest abuses, doubtless might be profitably
reduced. For in olden times, even in churches, most frequented, the Mass was
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not celebrated every day, as the Tripartite History (Book 9, chapt. 33) testifies:
“Again in Alexandria, every Wednesday and Friday, the Scriptures are read, and
the doctors expound them, and all things are done, except only the celebration of
the Eucharist.”

Article XXV. Of Confession.

[54] Confession in our churches is not abolished; for it is not usual to give the
Body of the Lord, except to them that have been previously examined and
absolved. And the people are most carefully taught concerning the faith and
assurance of absolution, about which, before this time, there was profound
silence. Our people are taught that they should highly prize the absolution, as
being the voice of God, and pronounced by His command. The power of the
Keys is commended, and we show what great consolation it brings to anxious
consciences; that God requires faith to believe such absolution as a voice
sounding from Heaven, and that such faith in Christ truly obtains and receives
the forgiveness of sins.

Aforetime, satisfactions were immoderately extolled; of faith and the merit of
Christ, and the righteousness of faith, no mention was made; wherefore, on this
point, our churches are by no means to be blamed. For this even our adversaries
must needs concede to us, that the doctrine concerning repentance has been most
diligently treated and laid open by our teachers.

But of Confession, they teach, that an enumeration of sins is not necessary,
and that consciences be not burdened with anxiety to enumerate all sins, for it is
impossible to recount all sins, as the Psalm testifies [19:13]: “Who can
understand his errors?” Also Jeremiah [17:9]: “The heart is deceitful, who can
know it?” But if no sins were forgiven, except those that are recounted,
consciences could never find peace; for very many sins they neither see, nor can
remember.

The ancient writers also testify that an enumeration is not necessary. For, in
the Decrees, Chrysostom is quoted, who thus says: “I say not to thee, that thou
shouldest disclose thyself in public, nor that thou accuse thyself before others,
but I would have thee obey the prophet who says: ‘Disclose thy way before
God.’ Therefore confess thy sins before God, the true Judge, with prayer. Tell
thine errors, not with the tongue, but with the memory of thy conscience.” And
the Gloss (“Of Repentance,” Distinct. v. Cap. Consideret) admits that Confession
of human right only. Nevertheless, on account of the great benefit of absolution,
and because it is otherwise useful to the conscience, Confession is retained
among us.
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Article XXVI. Of the Distinction of Meats, and of Traditions.

[55] It has been the general persuasion, not of the people alone, but also of such
as teach in the churches, that making Distinctions of Meats, and like traditions of
men, are works profitable to merit grace, and able to make satisfactions for sins.
And that the world so thought, appears from this, that new ceremonies, new
orders, new holy days, and new fastings were daily instituted, and the teachers in
the churches did exact these works as a service necessary to merit grace, and did
greatly terrify men’s consciences, if they should omit any of these things. From
this persuasion concerning traditions, much detriment has resulted in the Church.

First, the doctrine of grace and of the righteousness of faith has been
obscured by it, which is the chief part of the Gospel, and ought to stand out, as
the most prominent in the Church, that the merit of Christ may be well known,
and that faith, which believes that sins are forgiven for Christ’s sake may be
exalted far above works. Wherefore Paul also lays the greatest stress on this
article, putting aside the law and human traditions, in order to show that the
righteousness of the Christian is another than such works, to wit, the faith which
believes that sins are freely forgiven for Christ’s sake. But this doctrine of Paul
has been almost wholly smothered by traditions, which have produced an
opinion that, by making distinctions in meats and like services, we must merit
grace and righteousness. In treating of repentance, there was no mention made of
faith; all that was done was to set forth those works of satisfaction, and in these
all repentance seemed to consist.

Secondly, these traditions have obscured the commandments of God; because
traditions were placed far above the commandments of God. Christianity was
thought to consist wholly in the observance of certain holy days, fasts and
vestures. These observances had won for themselves the exalted title of being
the spiritual life and the perfect life. Meanwhile the commandments of God,
according to each one’s calling, were without honor, namely, that the father
brought up his family, that the mother bore children, that the Prince governed the
Commonwealth, — these were accounted works that were worldly and
imperfect, and far below those glittering observances. And this error greatly
tormented devout consciences, which grieved that they were bound by an
imperfect state of life, as in marriage, in the office of magistrate, or in other civil
ministrations; on the other hand, they admired the monks and such like, and
falsely imagined that the observances of such men were more acceptable to God.

[56] Thirdly, traditions brought great danger to consciences; for it was
impossible to keep all traditions, and yet men judged these observances to be
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necessary acts of worship. Gerson writes that many fell into despair, and that
some even took their own lives, because they felt that they were not able to
satisfy the traditions; and meanwhile, they heard not the consolation of the
righteousness of faith and grace.

We see that the summists and theologians gather the traditions together, and
seek mitigations whereby to ease consciences, and yet they do not succeed in
releasing them, but sometimes entangle consciences even more. And with the
gathering of these traditions, the schools and sermons have been so much
occupied that they have had no leisure to touch upon Scripture, and to seek the
more profitable doctrine of faith, of the cross, of hope, of the dignity of civil
affairs, of consolation of sorely tried consciences. Hence Gerson, and some other
theologians, have grievously complained, that by these strivings concerning
traditions, they were prevented from giving attention to a better kind of doctrine.
Augustine also forbids that men’s consciences should be burdened with such
observances, and prudently advises Januarius, that he must know that they are to
be observed as things indifferent; for these are his words.

Wherefore our teachers must not be looked upon as having taken up this
matter rashly, or from hatred of the bishops, as some falsely suspect. There was
great need to warn the churches of these errors, which had arisen from
misunderstanding the traditions. For the Gospel compels us to insist in the
churches upon the doctrine of grace, and of the righteousness of faith; which,
however, cannot be understood, if men think that they merit grace by
observances of their own choice.

Thus, therefore, they have taught, that by the observance of human traditions
we cannot merit grace, or be justified; and hence we must not think such
observances necessary acts of worship.

They add hereunto testimonies of Scripture. Christ [Matt. 15:3] defends the
Apostles who had not observed the usual tradition, which however, seemed to
pertain to a matter not unlawful, but indifferent, and to have a certain affinity
with the purifications of the law, and says [9]: “In vain do they worship me with
the commandments of men.” He, therefore, does not exact an unprofitable
service. Shortly after, he adds [11]: “Not that which goeth into the mouth,
defileth a man.” So also Paul [Rom. 14:17]: “The Kingdom of God is not meat
and drink.” [Col. 2:16]: “Let no man therefore judge you in meat, or in drink, or
in respect of an holy day, or of the Sabbath day;” also [v. 20, sq.]: “If ye be dead
with Christ from the rudiments of the world, why, as though living in the world,
are ye subject to ordinances, touch not, taste not, handle not?” And Peter says
[Acts 15:10]: “Why tempt ye God, to put a yoke upon the neck of the disciples,
which neither our fathers, nor we were able to bear; but we believe that through
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the grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, we shall be saved, even as they.” Here Peter
forbids to burden the consciences with many rites, either of Moses, or of others.

[57] And in Tim. [4:1, 3], Paul calls the prohibition of meats a doctrine of
devils; for it is against the Gospel to institute or to do such works that by them
we may merit grace, or as though Christianity could not exist without such
service of God.

Here our adversaries cast up that our teachers are opposed to discipline and
mortification of the flesh, as Jovinian. But the contrary may be learned from the
writings of our teachers. For they have always taught concerning the cross, that
it behooves Christians to bear afflictions. This is the true, earnest and unfeigned
mortification, to wit, to be exercised with divers afflictions, and to be crucified
with Christ.

Moreover, they teach, that every Christian ought to exercise and subdue
himself with bodily restraints and labors, that neither plenty nor slothfulness
tempt him to sin, but not that we may merit grace or make satisfaction for sins
by such exercises. And such external discipline ought to be urged at all times,
not only on a few and set days. So Christ commands [Luke 21:34]: “Take heed,
lest your hearts be overcharged with surfeiting;” also [Matt. 17:21]: “This kind
goeth not out but by prayer and fasting.” Paul also says [1 Cor. 9:27]: “I keep
under my body and bring it into subjection.” Here he clearly shows that he was
keeping under his body, not to merit forgiveness of sins by that discipline, but to
have his body in subjection and fitted for spiritual things, and for the discharge
of duty according to his calling. Therefore, we do not condemn fasting, but the
traditions which prescribe certain days and certain meats, with peril of
conscience, as though works of such kinds were a necessary service.

Nevertheless, very many traditions are kept on our part, which conduce to
good order in the Church, as the Order of Lessons in the Mass, and the chief
holy days. But, at the same time, men are warned that such observances do not
justify before God, and that, in such things, it should not be made sin, if they be
omitted without scandal. Such liberty in human rites was not unknown to the
Fathers. For in the East they kept Easter at another time than at Rome, and when,
on account of this diversity, the Romans accused the Eastern Church of schism,
they were admonished by others that such usages need not be alike everywhere.
And Irenaeus says: “Diversity concerning fasting does not destroy the harmony
of faith.” As also Pope Gregory intimates in Dist. xii., that such diversity does
not violate the unity of the Church. And in the Tripartite History, Book 9, many
examples of dissimilar rites are gathered, and the following statement is made:
“It was not the mind of the Apostles to enact rules concerning holy days, but to
preach godliness and a holy life.”
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Article XXVII. Of Monastic Vows.

[58] What is taught, on our part, concerning Monastic Vows, will be better
understood, if it be remembered what has been the state of the monasteries, and
how many things were daily done in those very monasteries, contrary to the
Canons. In Augustine’s time, they were free associations. Afterward, when
discipline was corrupted, vows were everywhere added for the purpose of
restoring discipline, as in a carefully planned prison. Gradually, many other
observances were added besides vows. And these fetters were laid upon many
before the lawful age, contrary to the Canons. Many also entered into this kind
of life through ignorance, being unable to judge their own strength, though they
were of sufficient age. Being thus ensnared, they were compelled to remain,
even though some could have been freed by the provision of the Canons. And
this was more the case in convents of women than of monks, although more
consideration should have been shown the weaker sex. This rigor displeased
many good men before this time, who saw that young men and maidens were
thrown into convents for a living, and what unfortunate results came of this
procedure, and what scandals were created, what snares were cast upon
consciences! They were grieved that the authority of the Canons in so
momentous a matter was utterly despised and set aside.

To these evils, was added an opinion concerning vows, which, it is well
known, in former times, displeased even those monks who were more
thoughtful. They taught that vows were equal to Baptism; they taught that, by
this kind of life, they merited forgiveness of sins and justification before God.
Yea, they added that the monastic life not only merited righteousness before
God, but even greater things, because it kept not only the precepts, but also the
so-called evangelical counsels."

Thus they made men believe that the profession of monasticism was far better
than Baptism, and that the monastic life was more meritorious than that of
magistrates, than the life of pastors and such like, who serve their calling in
accordance with God’s commands, without any man-made services. None of
these things can be denied; for they appear in their own books.

[59] What then came to pass in the monasteries? Aforetime, they were
schools of Theology and other branches, profitable to the Church; and thence
pastors and bishops were obtained. Now it is another thing. It is needless to
rehearse what is known to all. Aforetime they came together to learn; now they
feign that it is a kind of life instituted to merit grace and righteousness; yea, they
preach that it is a state of perfection, and they put it far above all other kinds of
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life ordained of God.

These things we have rehearsed without odious exaggeration, to the end that
the doctrine of our teachers, on this point, might be better understood. First,
concerning such as contract matrimony, they teach, on our part, that it is lawful
for all men who are not fitted for single life to contract matrimony, because vows
cannot annul the ordinance and commandment of God. But the commandment of
God is [1 Cor. 7:2]: “To avoid fornication, let every man have his own wife.”
Nor is it the commandment only, but also the creation and ordinance of God,
which forces those to marry who are not excepted by a singular work of God,
according to the text [Gen. 2:18]: “It is not good that the man should be alone.”
Therefore they do not sin who obey this commandment and ordinance of God.
What objection can be raised to this? Let men extol the obligation of a vow as
much as they list, yet shall they not bring to pass that the vow annuls the
commandment of God. The Canons teach that the right of the superior is
excepted in every vow; much less, therefore, are these vows of force which are
against the commandments of God.

Now if the obligation of vows could not be changed for any cause whatever,
the Roman Pontiffs could never have given dispensation; for it is not lawful for
man to annul an obligation which is altogether divine. But the Roman Pontiffs
have prudently judged that leniency is to be observed in this obligation, and
therefore we read that many times they have dispensed from vows. The case of
the King of Aragon who was called back from the monastery is well known, and
there are also examples in our own times.

In the second place, Why do our adversaries exaggerate the obligation or
effect of a vow, when, at the same time, they have not a word to say of the nature
of the vow itself, that it ought to be in a thing possible, free, and chosen
spontaneously and deliberately. But it is not known to what extent perpetual
chastity is in the power of man. And how few are there who have taken the vow
spontaneously and deliberately! Young men and maidens, before they are able to
judge, are persuaded, and sometimes even compelled, to take the vow.
Wherefore it is not fair to insist so rigorously on the obligation, since it is
granted by all that it is against the nature of a vow to take it without spontaneous
and deliberate action.

Many canonical laws rescind vows made before the age of fifteen; for before
that age, there does not seem sufficient judgment in a person to decide
concerning a perpetual life. Another Canon, granting even more liberty to the
weakness of man, adds a few years, and forbids a vow to be made before the age
of eighteen. But whether we followed the one or the other, the most part have an
excuse for leaving the monasteries, because most of them have taken the vows
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before they reached these ages.

But, finally, even though the violation of a vow might be rebuked, yet it
seems not forthwith to follow that the marriages of such persons ought to be
dissolved. For Augustine denies that they ought to be dissolved (xxvii. Quaest.
I., Cap. Nuptiarum); and his authority is not lightly to be esteemed, although
other men afterwards thought otherwise.

But although it appears that God’s command concerning marriage delivers
many from their vows, yet our teachers introduce also another argument
concerning vows, to show that they are void. For every service of God, ordained
and chosen of men without the commandment of God to merit justification and
grace, is wicked; as Christ says [Matt. 15:9]: “In vain do they worship me with
the commandments of men.” And Paul teaches everywhere that righteousness is
not to be sought by our own observances and acts of worship, devised by men,
but that it comes by faith to those who believe that they are received by God into
grace for Christ’s sake.

[61] But it is evident that monks have taught that services of man’s making
satisfy for sins and merit grace and justification. What else is this but to detract
from the glory of Christ and to obscure and deny the righteousness of faith? It
follows, therefore, that the vows thus commonly taken, have been wicked
services, and, consequently, are void. For a wicked vow, taken against the
commandment of God, is not valid; for (as the Canon says) no vow ought to bind
men to wickedness.

Paul says [Gal. 5:4]: “Christ is become of no effect unto you, whosoever of
you are justified by the law; ye are fallen from grace.” They, therefore, who want
to be justified by their vows, are made void of Christ and fall from grace. For
such as ascribe justification to vows, ascribe to their own works that which
properly belongs to the glory of Christ. But it is undeniable that the monks have
taught that, by their vows and observances, they were justified, and merited
forgiveness of sins, yea, they invented still greater absurdities, saying that they
could give others a share in their works. If any one should be inclined to enlarge
on these things with evil intent, how many things could he bring together,
whereof even the monks are now ashamed! Over and above this, they persuaded
men that services of man’s making were a state of Christian perfection. And is
not this assigning justification to works? It is no light offense in the Church to
set forth to the people a service devised by men, without the commandment of
God, and to teach that such service justifies men. For the righteousness of faith
in Christ, which chiefly ought to be in the Church, is obscured, when this
wonderful worshiping of angels, with its show of poverty, humility and chastity,
is cast before the eyes of men.
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[62] Furthermore, the precepts of God and the true service of God are
obscured when men hear that only monks are in a state of perfection. For
Christian perfection is to fear God from the heart, again to conceive great faith,
and to trust that, for Christ’s sake, we have a gracious God, to ask of God, and
assuredly to expect his aid in all things that, according to our calling, are to be
borne; and meanwhile, to be diligent in outward good works, and to serve our
calling. In these things consist the true perfection and the true service of God. It
does not consist in the unmarried life, or in begging, or in vile apparel. But the
people conceive many pernicious opinions from the false commendations of
monastic life. They hear unmarried life praised above measure; therefore they
lead their married life with offense to their consciences. They hear that only
beggars are perfect; therefore they keep their possessions and do business with
offense to their consciences. They hear that it is an evangelical counsel not to
avenge; therefore some in private life are not afraid to take revenge, for they
hear that it is but a counsel, and not a commandment; while others judge that the
Christian cannot properly hold a civil office, or be a magistrate.

There are on record examples of men who, forsaking marriage and the
administration of the Commonwealth, have hid themselves in monasteries. This
they called fleeing from the world, and seeking a kind of life which should be
more pleasing to God. Neither did they see that God ought to be served in those
commandments which he himself has given, and not in commandments devised
by men. A good and perfect kind of life is that which has for it the
commandment of God. It is necessary to admonish men of these things. And
before these times, Gerson rebuked this error concerning perfection, and testified
that, in his day, it was a new saying that the monastic life is a state of perfection.

So many wicked opinions are inherent in the vows, such as that they justify,
that they constitute Christian perfection, that they keep the counsels and
commandments, that they have works of supererogation. All these things, since
they are false and empty, make vows null and void.

Article XXVIII. Of Ecclesiastical Power.

[63] There has been great controversy concerning the Power of Bishops, in
which some have awkwardly confounded the power of the Church and the power
of the sword. And from this confusion very great wars and tumults have resulted,
while the Pontiffs, emboldened by the power of the Keys, not only have
instituted new services and burdened consciences with reservation of cases, but
have also undertaken to transfer the kingdoms of this world, and to take the
Empire from the Emperor. These wrongs have long since been rebuked in the
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Church by learned and godly men. Therefore, our teachers, for the comforting of
men’s consciences, were constrained to show the difference between the power
of the Church and the power of the sword, and taught that both of them, because
of God’s commandment, are to be held in reverence and honor, as among the
chief blessings of God on earth.

But this is their opinion, that the power of the Keys, or the power of the
bishops, according to the Gospel, is a power or commandment of God, to preach
the Gospel, to remit and retain sins, and to administer sacraments. For with that
commandment, Christ sends forth his Apostles [John 20:21 sqq.]: " As my
Father has sent me, even so send I you. Receive ye the Holy Ghost.
Whosesoever sins ye remit, they are remitted unto them; and whosesoever sins
ye retain, they are retained." [Mark 16:15]: “Go, preach the Gospel to every
creature.”

This power is exercised only by teaching or preaching the Gospel and
administering the sacraments, according to the calling, either to many or to
individuals. For thereby are granted, not bodily, but eternal things, as eternal
righteousness, the Holy Ghost, eternal life. These things cannot come but by the
ministry of the Word and the sacraments. As Paul says [Rom. 1:16]: “The
Gospel is the power of God unto salvation to every one that believeth.”
Therefore, since the power of the Church grants eternal things, and is exercised
only by the ministry of the Word, it does not interfere with civil government; no
more than the art of singing interferes with civil government. For civil
government deals with other things than does the Gospel; the civil rulers defend
not souls, but bodies and bodily things against manifest injuries, and restrain
men with the sword and bodily punishments in order to preserve civil justice and
peace.

[64] Therefore the power of the Church and the civil power must not be
confounded. The power of the Church has its own commission, to teach the
Gospel and to administer the sacraments. Let it not break into the office of
another; let it not transfer the kingdoms of this world; let it not abrogate the laws
of civil rulers; let it not abolish lawful obedience; let it not interfere with
judgments concerning civil ordinances or contracts; let it not prescribe laws to
civil rulers concerning the form of the Commonwealth. As Christ says [John
18:36]: “My kingdom is not of this world”; also [Luke 12:14]: “Who made me a
judge or a divider over you?” Paul also says [Phil. 3:20]: “Our citizenship is in
Heaven”; [2 Cor. 10:4]: “The weapons of our warfare are not carnal; but mighty
through God to the casting down of imaginations.” After this manner, our
teachers discriminate between the duties of both these powers, and command
that both be honored and acknowledged as gifts and blessings of God.
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If bishops have any power of the sword, that power they have, not as bishops,
by the commission of the Gospel, but by human law, having received it of Kings
and Emperors, for the civil administration of what is theirs. This, however, is
another office than the ministry of the Gospel.

When, therefore, a question arises concerning the jurisdiction of bishops, civil
authority must be distinguished from ecclesiastical jurisdiction. Again, according
to the Gospel, or, as they say, according to Divine Law, to the bishops as
bishops, that is, to those to whom has been committed the ministry of the Word
and the sacraments, no jurisdiction belongs, except to forgive sins, to discern
doctrine, to reject doctrines contrary to the Gospel, and to exclude from the
communion of the Church wicked men, whose wickedness is known, and this
without human force, simply by the Word. Herein the congregations are bound
by Divine Law to obey them, according to Luke 10:16: “He that heareth you,
heareth me.”

But when they teach or ordain anything against the Gospel, then the
congregations have a commandment of God prohibiting obedience [Matt. 7:15]:
“Beware of false prophets”; [Gal. 1:8]: “Though an angel from heaven preach
any other Gospel let him be accursed”; [2 Cor. 13:8]: “We can do nothing against
the truth; but for the truth.” Also [v. 10]: “The power which the Lord hath given
me to edification, and not to destruction.” So, also, the Canonical Laws
command (II. Q. vii. Cap., Sacerdotes and Cap. Oves). And Augustine (Contra
Petiliani Epistolam): “Not even to Catholic bishops must we submit, if they
chance to err, or hold anything contrary to the Canonical Scriptures of God.”

If they have any other power or jurisdiction, in hearing and judging certain
cases, as of matrimony or of tithes, they have it by human law. But where the
ordinaries fail, princes are bound, even against their will, to dispense justice to
their subjects for the maintenance of peace.

[65] Moreover, it is disputed whether bishops or pastors have the right to
introduce ceremonies in the Church, and to make laws concerning meats, holy
days and degrees, that is, orders of ministers, etc. They that claim this right for
the bishops, refer to this testimony [John 16:12, 13]: “I have yet many things to
say unto you, but ye cannot bear them now. Howbeit when he, the Spirit of truth
is come, he will guide you into all truth.” They also refer to the example of the
Apostles, who commanded to abstain from blood and from things strangled
[Acts 15:29]. They refer to the Sabbath Day, as having been changed into the
Lord’s Day, contrary to the Decalogue, as it seems. Neither is there any example
whereof they make more than concerning the changing of the Sabbath Day.
Great, say they, is the power of the Church, since it has dispensed with one of the
Ten Commandments!
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But, concerning this question, it is taught on our part (as has been shown
above), that bishops have no power to decree anything against the Gospel. The
Canonical laws teach the same thing (Dist. ix.). Now it is against Scripture to
establish or require the observance of any traditions, to the end that, by such
observance, we may make satisfaction for sins, or merit grace and righteousness.
For the glory of Christ’s merit is dishonored when, by such observances, we
undertake to merit justification. But it is manifest that, by such belief, traditions
have almost infinitely multiplied in the Church, the doctrine concerning faith and
the righteousness of faith being meanwhile suppressed. For gradually more holy
days were made, fasts appointed, new ceremonies and services in honor of saints
instituted; because the authors of such things thought that, by these works, they
were meriting grace. Thus, in times past, the Penitential Canons increased,
whereof we still see some traces in the satisfactions.

[66] Again, the authors of traditions do contrary to the command of God
when they find matters of sin in foods, in days, and like things, and burden the
Church with bondage of the law, as if there ought to be among Christians, in
order to merit justification, a service like the Levitical, the arrangement of which
God has committed to the Apostles and bishops. For thus some of them write;
and the Pontiffs in some measure seem to be misled by the example of the law of
Moses. Hence are such burdens, as that they make it mortal sin, even without
offense to others, to do manual labor on holy days, to omit the Canonical Hours,
that certain foods defile the conscience, that fastings are works which appease
God, that sin in a reserved case cannot be forgiven but by the authority of him
who reserved it; whereas the Canons themselves speak only of the reserving of
the ecclesiastical penalty, and not of the reserving of the guilt.

Whence have the bishops the right to lay these traditions upon the Church for
the ensnaring of consciences, when Peter [Acts 15:10] forbids to put a yoke upon
the neck of the disciples, and Paul says [2 Cor. 13:10] that the power given him
was to edification, not to destruction? Why, therefore, do they increase sins by
these traditions?

But there are clear testimonies which prohibit the making of such traditions,
as though they merited grace or were necessary to salvation. Paul says [Col.
2:16]: “Let no man judge you in meat, or in drink, or in respect of an holy day,
or of the new moon, or of the Sabbath days”; [v. 20, 23]: “If ye be dead with
Christ from the rudiments of the world, why, as though living in the world, are
ye subject to ordinances (touch not; taste not; handle not, which all are to perish
with the using); after the commandments and doctrines of men? which things
have indeed a show of wisdom.” Also in Tit. [1:14] he openly forbids traditions:
“Not giving heed to Jewish fables and commandments of men that turn from the
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truth.” And Christ [Matt. 15:14] says of those who require traditions: “Let them
alone; they be blind leaders of the blind”; and he rebukes such services [v. 13]:
“Every plant which my Heavenly Father hath not planted, shall be plucked up.”

If bishops have the right to burden churches with infinite traditions, and to
ensnare consciences, why does Scripture so often prohibit to make and to listen
to traditions? Why does it call them " doctrines of devils"? [1 Tim. 4:1]. Did the
Holy Ghost in vain forewarn of these things?

[67] Since, therefore, ordinances instituted as things necessary, or with an
opinion of meriting grace, are contrary to the Gospel, it follows that it is not
lawful for any bishop to institute or exact such services. For it is necessary that
the doctrine of Christian liberty be preserved in the churches, namely, that the
bondage of the Law is not necessary to justification, as it is written in the Epistle
to the Galatians [5:1]: “Be not entangled again with the yoke of bondage.” It is
necessary that the chief article of the Gospel be preserved, to wit, that we obtain
grace freely by faith in Christ, and not for certain observances or acts of worship
devised by men.

What, then, are we to think of the Sunday and like rites in the house of God?
To this we answer, that it is lawful for bishops or pastors to make ordinances that
things be done orderly in the Church, not that thereby we should merit grace or
make satisfaction for sins, or that consciences be bound to judge them necessary
services, and to think that it is a sin to break them without offense to others. So
Paul ordains [1 Cor. 11:5], that women should cover their heads in the
congregation [1 Cor. 14:30], that interpreters of Scripture be heard in order in the
church, etc.

It is proper that the churches should keep such ordinances for the sake of
charity and tranquility, so far that one do not offend another, that all things be
done in the churches in order, and without confusion; but so that consciences be
not burdened to think that they be necessary to salvation, or to judge that they sin
when they break them without offense to others; as no one will say that a woman
sins who goes out in public with her head uncovered, provided only that no
offense be given.

Of this kind, is the observance of the Lord’s Day, Easter, Pentecost, and like
holy days and rites. For those who judge that, by the authority of the Church, the
observance of the Lord’s Day instead of the Sabbath Day was ordained as a thing
necessary, do greatly err. Scripture has abrogated the Sabbath Day; for it teaches
that, since the Gospel has been revealed, all the ceremonies of Moses can be
omitted. And yet, because it was necessary to appoint a certain day, that the
people might know when they ought to come together, it appears that the Church
[the Apostles] designated the Lord’s Day for this purpose; and this day seems to
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have been chosen all the more for this additional reason, that men might have an
example of Christian liberty, and might know that the keeping neither of the
Sabbath, nor of any other day, is necessary.

[68] There are monstrous disputations concerning the changing of the law, the
ceremonies of the new law, the changing of the Sabbath Day, which all have
sprung from the false belief that there must needs be in the Church a service like
to the Levitical, and that Christ had given commission to the Apostles and
bishops to devise new ceremonies as necessary to salvation. These errors crept
into the Church when the righteousness of faith was not clearly enough taught.
Some dispute that the keeping of the Lord’s Day is not indeed of divine right;
but in a manner so. They prescribe concerning holy days, how far it is lawful to
work. What else are such disputations but snares of consciences? For although
they endeavor to modify the traditions, yet the equity can never be perceived as
long as the opinion remains that they are necessary, which must needs remain
where the righteousness of faith and Christian liberty are disregarded.

The Apostles commanded to abstain from blood. Who doth now observe it?
And yet they that do it not, sin not; for not even the Apostles themselves wanted
to burden consciences with such bondage; but they forbade it for a time, to avoid
offense. For, in any decree, we must perpetually consider what is the aim of the
Gospel. Scarcely any Canons are kept with exactness, and, from day to day,
many go out of use even with those who are the most zealous advocates of
traditions. Neither can due regard be paid to consciences unless this equity be
observed, that we know that the Canons are kept without holding them to be
necessary, and that no harm is done consciences, even though traditions go out
of use.

[69] But the bishops might easily retain the lawful obedience of the people, if
they would not insist upon the observance of such traditions as cannot be kept
with a good conscience. Now they command celibacy; they admit none, unless
they swear that they will not teach the pure doctrine of the Gospel. The churches
do not ask that the bishops should restore concord at the expense of their honor;
which, nevertheless, it would be proper for good pastors to do. They ask only
that they would release unjust burdens which are new and have been received
contrary to the custom of the Church Catholic. It may be that there were
plausible reasons for some of these ordinances; and yet they are not adapted to
later times. It is also evident that some were adopted through erroneous
conceptions. Therefore, it would be befitting the clemency of the Pontiffs to
mitigate them now; because such a modification does not shake the unity of the
Church. For many human traditions have been changed in process of time, as the
Canons themselves show. But if it be impossible to obtain a mitigation of such
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observances as cannot be kept without sin, we are bound to follow the Apostolic
rule [Acts 5:29], which commands us to obey God rather than men. Peter [1 Pet.
5:31] forbids bishops to be lords, and to rule over the churches. Now it is not our
design to wrest the government from the bishops, but this one thing is asked,
namely, that they allow the Gospel to be purely taught, and that they relax some
few observances which cannot be kept without sin. But if they make no
concession, it is for them to see how they shall give account to God for having,
by their obstinacy, caused a schism.

Conclusion.

These are the Chief Articles which seem to be in controversy. For although we
might have spoken of more Abuses, yet to avoid undue length, we have set forth
the chief points, from which the rest may be readily judged. There have been
great complaints concerning indulgences, pilgrimages, and the abuses of
excommunications." The parishes have been vexed in many ways by the dealers
in indulgences. There were endless contentions between the pastors and the
monks concerning the parochial rites, confessions, burials, sermons on
extraordinary occasions, and innumerable other things. Things of this sort we
have passed over, so that the chief points in this matter, having been briefly set
forth, might be the most readily understood. Nor has anything been here said or
adduced to the reproach of any one. Only those things have been recounted,
whereof we thought that it was necessary to speak, so that it might be understood
that, in doctrine and ceremonies, nothing has been received on our part, against
Scripture or the Church Catholic, since it is manifest that we have taken most
diligent care that no new and ungodly doctrine should creep into our churches.

The above articles we desire to present in accordance with the edict of Your
Imperial Majesty, so that our Confession should therein be exhibited, and a
summary of the doctrine of our teachers might be discerned. If anything further
be desired, we are ready, God willing, to present ampler information according
to the Scriptures.

John, Duke of Saxony, Elector.
George, Margrave of Brandenburg.
Ernest, Duke of Liineburg.

Philip, Landgrave of Hesse.
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John Frederick, Duke of Saxony.
Francis, Duke of Liineburg.
Wolfgang, Prince of Anhalt.

Senate and Magistracy of Nuremburg.

Senate of Reutlingen.



Part lll. Apology Of The Augsburg
Confession.

Melanchthon’s Preface.

Philip Melanchthon presents his Greeting to the Reader.

[73] After the Confession of our princes was publicly read, certain theologians
and monks prepared a confutation of our writing; and when His Imperial
Majesty had caused this also to be read in the assembly of the princes, he
demanded of our princes that they should assent to this confutation, but as our
princes had heard that many articles were disapproved, which they could not
abandon without offense to conscience, they asked that a copy of the confutation
be furnished them, that they might be able both to see what the adversaries
condemned and to refute their arguments. And indeed in a cause of such
importance, pertaining to religion and the instruction of consciences, they
thought that the adversaries would produce their writing without any hesitation.
But this our princes could not obtain, unless on the most perilous conditions,
which it was impossible for them to accept.

[74] Then, too, negotiations for peace were begun, in which it was apparent
that our princes declined no burden, however grievous, that could be assumed
without offense to conscience. But the adversaries obstinately demanded this,
viz. that we should approve certain manifest abuses and errors; and as we could
not do this, His Imperial Majesty again demanded that our princes should assent
to the confutation. This our princes declined to do. For in a matter pertaining to
religion, how could they assent to a writing into which they had not looked?
Especially, as they had heard that some articles were condemned, in which it was
impossible for them, without grievous sin, to approve the opinions of the
adversaries.

They had, however, commanded me and some others to prepare an Apology
of the Confession, in which the reasons why we could not receive the confutation
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should be set forth to His Imperial Majesty, and the objections made by the
adversaries should be refuted. For during the reading, some of us had taken
down the chief points of the topics and arguments. This Apology they finally [at
last when they took their departure from Augsburg] offered to His Imperial
Majesty, that he might know that we were hindered, by the greatest and most
important reasons, from approving the confutation. But His Imperial Majesty did
not receive the offered writing. Afterwards a decree was published, in which the
adversaries boast that they have refuted our Confession from the Scriptures.

You have now, therefore, reader, our apology; from which you will
understand not only what the adversaries have judged (for we have reported this
in good faith), but also that they have condemned several articles contrary to the
manifest Scripture of the Holy Ghost; so far are they from overthrowing our
propositions by means of the Scriptures.

[75] Although originally we began the Apology by taking counsel with
others, nevertheless, as it passed through the press, I have made some additions.
Wherefore I give my name, so that no one may complain that the book has been
published anonymously.

It has always been my custom in these controversies, to retain, so far as I was
at all able, the form of the ordinarily received doctrine, in order that at some time
concord could be reached the more readily. Nor indeed am I now departing far
from this custom; although I could justly lead away the men of this age still
farther from the opinions of the adversaries. But the adversaries are treating the
case in such a way, as to show that they are seeking neither truth nor concord,
but to drain our blood.

And now I have written with the greatest moderation possible; and if any
expression appear too severe, I must say here beforehand that I am contending
with the theologians and monks who wrote the confutation, and not with the
Emperor or the princes, whom I hold in due esteem. But I have recently seen the
confutation, and have noticed how cunningly and artfully it was written, so that
on some points it could deceive even the cautious.

[76] Yet I have not discussed all their sophistries; for it would be an endless
task; but I have comprised the chief arguments, that there might be among all
nations a testimony concerning us, that we hold the Gospel of Christ correctly
and in a pious way. Discord does not delight us; neither are we indifferent to our
danger, the extent of which, in such a bitterness of hatred wherewith the
adversaries have been inflamed, we readily understand. But we cannot abandon
truth that is manifest and necessary to the Church. Wherefore we believe that
troubles and dangers for the glory of Christ and the good of the Church, should
be endured; we are confident that this our fidelity to duty is approved of God,
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and we hope that the judgment of posterity concerning us, will be more just. For
it is undeniable that many topics of Christian doctrine, whose existence in the
Church is of the greatest moment, have been brought to view by our theologians,
and explained; in reference to which, we are not disposed here to recount, under
what sort of opinions and how dangerous, they formerly lay covered in the
writings of the monks, canonists and sophistical theologians.

We have the public testimonials of many good men, who give God thanks for
this greatest blessing, viz. that concerning many necessary topics, he has taught
better things than are. read everywhere in the books of our adversaries.

We will commend our cause, therefore, to Christ, who hereafter will judge
these controversies, and we beseech him to look upon the afflicted and scattered
Churches, and to bring them back to godly and perpetual concord. [Therefore, if
the known and clear truth is trodden under foot, we will resign this cause to God
and Christ in heaven, who is the Father of orphans, and the Judge of widows and
of all the forsaken, who (as we certainly know) will judge and pass sentence
upon this cause aright. Lord Jesus Christ, it is thy holy Gospel, it is thy cause,
look thou upon the many troubled hearts and consciences, and maintain and
strengthen in thy truth thy Churches and little flocks, who suffer from the devil,
anxiety and distress. Confound all hypocrisy and lies, and grant peace and unity,
so that thy glory may advance, and thy kingdom, strong against all the gates of
hell, may continually grow and increase.]

I. Of the First Article. Of God.

[77] The first article of our Confession, our adversaries approve, in which we
declare that we believe and teach that there is one divine essence, indivisible,
etc., and yet that there are three distinct persons, of the same divine essence, and
coeternal, Father, Son and Holy Ghost. This article we have always taught and a
defended, and we believe that it has, in Holy Scripture, sure and firm testimonies
that cannot be overthrown. And we constantly affirm that those thinking
otherwise are outside of the Church of Christ, and are idolaters, and insult God
[idolatrous and blasphemous].
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Chapter I. Of Original Sin.

Article Il. Of The Second Article.

The second article, Of Original Sin, the adversaries approve, but in such a way,
that they, nevertheless, censure the definition of Original Sin, which we
incidentally gave. Here at the very threshold, His Imperial Majesty will discover
that the writers of the confutation were deficient not only in judgment, but also
in candor. For whereas we, with a simple mind, desired, in passing, to recount
those things which Original Sin embraces, these men, by framing an invidious
interpretation, artfully distort a proposition that has in it nothing which of itself
is wrong. Thus they say: “To be without the fear of God, to be without faith, is
actual guilt;” and therefore they deny that it is original guilt.

[A. Of the Notion of Original Sin.]

[78] It is very evident that such subtleties have originated in the schools, not in
the council of the Emperor. But although this false interpretation can be very
easily refuted; yet, in order that all good men may understand that we teach in
this matter nothing that is absurd, we ask first of all that the German Confession
be examined. This will free us from the suspicion of novelty. For there it is
written: Weiter wird gelehret, das nach dem Fall Ada alle Menschen, so
natiirlich geboren werden, in Sunden empfangen, und geboren werden; das ist,
dass sie alle von Mutter Leibe an voll béser Lust und Neigung sind, keine wahre
Gottesfurcht, kein wahren Glauben an Gott von Natur haben kénnen. [t is
further taught that since the Fall of Adam, all men who are naturally born, are
conceived and born in sin, i. e. that they all, from their mother’s womb, are full
of evil desire and inclination, and can have by nature, no true fear of God, no
true faith in God.] This passage testifies that we deny to those propagated
according to carnal nature, not only the acts, but also the power or gifts of
producing fear and trust in God. For we say that those thus born have
concupiscence, and cannot produce true fear and trust in God. What is there
here, with which fault can be found? To good men, we think, indeed, that we
have exculpated ourselves sufficiently. For in this sense the Latin statement
denies to nature the power, i. e. it denies the gifts and energy, by which to
produce fear and trust in God, and, in adults, the acts. So that when we mention
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concupiscence, we understand not only the acts or fruits, but the constant
inclination of the nature [the evil inclination within, which does not cease, as
long as we are not born anew through the Spirit and faith].

But hereafter we will show more fully, that our statement agrees with the
usual and ancient definition. For we must first show our design in preferring to
employ these words in this place. In their schools, the adversaries confess that
“the material,” as they call it, “of Original Sin, is concupiscence.” Wherefore, in
framing the definition, this should not have been passed by, especially at this
time, when some are philosophizing concerning it in a manner unbecoming our
religion [are speaking concerning this innate, wicked desire, more after the
manner of heathen from philosophy, than according to God’s word of Holy
Scripture].

For some contend that Original Sin is not a fault or corrup tion in the nature
of man, but only servitude, or a condition of mortality [an innate evil nature, but
only a fault or imposed load or burden], which those propagated from Adam
bear, because of the guilt of another [namely, Adam’s sin], and without any fault
of their own. Besides, they add that in eternal death, no one is condemned on
account of Original Sin, just as those who are born of a bond-woman are slaves,
and bear this condition without any vice of nature, but because of the calamity of
their mother. To show that this impious opinion is displeasing to us, we made
mention of “concupiscence,” and, with the best intention, have termed and
explained, as “diseases,” “that the nature of men is born corrupt and full of
faults.”

[80] Nor indeed have we only made use of the term concupiscence, but we
have also said that “the fear of God and faith are wanting.” This we have added
with the following design: The scholastic teachers also, not sufficiently
understanding the definition of Original Sin, which they have received from the
Fathers, extenuate the sin of origin. They contend concerning the fomes [or evil
inclination] that it is a quality of [fault in the] body, and, with their usual folly,
ask whether this quality be derived from the contagion of the apple or from the
breath of the serpent, and whether it be increased by remedies? With such
questions they have suppressed the main point. Therefore, when they speak of
the sin of origin, they do not mention the more serious faults of human nature, to
wit, ignorance of God, contempt for God, the being destitute of fear and
confidence in God, hatred of God’s judgment, the flight from God [as from a
tyrant] when he judges, anger toward God, despair of grace, the having
confidence in present things [money, property, friends], etc. These diseases,
which are in the highest degree contrary to the law of God, the scholastics do not
notice; yea, to human nature they meanwhile ascribe unimpaired strength for
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loving God above all things, and for fulfilling God’s commandments according
to the substance of the acts;! nor do they see that they are saying things that are
contradictory to one another. For what else is the being able in one’s own
strength to love God above all things, and to fulfill his commandments, but to
have original righteousness [to be a new creature in Paradise, entirely pure and
holy]? But if human nature have such strength as to be able of itself to love God
above all things, as the scholastics confidently affirm, what will Original Sin be?
For what will there be need of the grace of Christ, if we can be justified by our
own righteousness [powers]? For what will there be need of the Holy Ghost, if
human strength can, by itself, love God above all things, and fulfill God’s
commandments? Who does not seen how preposterously our adversaries speak?
The lighter diseases in the nature of man they acknowledge, the more severe
they do not acknowledge; and yet of these, Scripture everywhere admonishes us,
and the prophets constantly complain [as the 13th Psalm, and some other psalms
say, Ps. 14:1-3, 5:9; 140:3; 36:1], viz. of carnal security, of the contempt of God,
of hatred toward God, and of similar faults born with us. But after the scholastics
mingled with Christian doctrine, philosophy concerning the perfection of nature
[light of reason], and ascribed to the Free Will and to elicit acts more than was
sufficient, and taught that men are justified before God by philosophic or civil
righteousness (which we also confess to be subject to reason, and in a measure
within our power); they could not see the inner uncleanness of the nature of men.
For this cannot be judged except from the Word of God, of which the
scholastics, in their discussions, do not frequently treat.

These were the reasons, why, in the description of Original Sin, we made
mention of concupiscence also, and denied, to man’s natural strength, fear and
confidence in God. For we wished to indicate that Original Sin contains also
these diseases, viz. ignorance of God, contempt for God, the being destitute of
fear and confidence in God, inability to love God. These are the chief faults of
human nature, conflicting especially with the first table of the Decalogue.

[81] Neither have we said anything new. The ancient definition understood
aright expresses precisely the same thing when it says: “Original Sin is the
absence of original righteousness” [a lack of the first purity and righteousness in
Paradise]. But what is righteousness? Here the scholastics wrangle about
dialectic questions; they do not explain what original righteousness is. Now, in
the Scriptures, righteousness comprises not only the second table of the
Decalogue, but the first also, which teaches concerning the fear of God,
concerning faith, concerning the love of God. Therefore original righteousness
should have not only an equable temperament of the bodily qualities [perfect
health and, in all respects, pure blood, unimpaired powers of the body], but also
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these gifts, viz. a more certain knowledge of God, fear of God, confidence in
God, or certainly rectitude and the power to yield these affections. And Scripture
testifies to this, when it says [Gen. 1:27] that man was fashioned in the image
and likeness of God. What else is this than that, in man, there were embodied
such wisdom and righteousness, as apprehended God, and in which God was
reflected, i. e. to man there were given the gifts of the knowledge of God, the
fear of God, confidence in God, and the like? For thus Irenaeus and Ambrose
interpret the likeness to God, the latter of whom says: “That soul is not,
therefore, in the image of God, in which God is not at all times.” And Paul shows
the Ephesians (5:9) and Colossians (3:10), that the image of God is “the
knowledge of God, righteousness and truth.” Nor does Longobard fear to say
that original righteousness “is the very likeness to God, which God imparted to
man in the beginning.” We recount the opinions of the ancients, which in no way
interfere with Augustine’s interpretation of the image.

Therefore the ancient definition, when it says that sin is the lack of
righteousness, not only denies obedience with respect to man’s lower powers,
but also denies the knowledge of God, confidence in God, the fear and love of
God, or certainly the power to produce these affections. For even the theologians
themselves teach in their schools that these are not produced without certain gifts
and the aid of grace. In order that the matter may be understood, we term these
very gifts, the knowledge of God, and fear and confidence in God. From these
facts, it appears that the ancient definition says precisely the same thing that we
say, denying fear and confidence toward God, to wit, not only the acts, but also
the gifts and power to produce these acts.

[82] Of the same import is the definition of Augustine, who is accustomed to
define Original Sin, as concupiscence [a wicked desire]. For he means that when
righteousness had been lost, concupiscence succeeded. For inasmuch as diseased
nature cannot fear and love God, and believe God, it seeks and loves carnal
things. God’s judgment it either in security contemns, or, thoroughly terrified,
hates. Thus Augustine includes both the defect and the vicious habit which has
succeeded it. Nor indeed is concupiscence only a corruption of the qualities of
the body, but also, in the higher powers, a vicious turning to go carnal things.
Nor do those persons see what they say, who ascribe to man at the same time
concupiscence that is not entirely destroyed by the Holy Ghost, and love to God
above all things.

We, therefore, have been right in expressing, in our description of Original
Sin, both, viz. these defects, the not being able to believe God, the not being able
to fear and love God; and, likewise, the having concupiscence which seeks
carnal things contrary to God’s Word, i. e. seeks not only the pleasure of the
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body, but also carnal wisdom and righteousness, and, contemning God, trusts in
these as good things. Nor only the ancients, but also the more recent [teachers
and scholastics], at least the wiser ones among them, teach that Original Sin is at
the same time truly these, viz. the defects which I have recounted, and
concupiscence. For Thomas says thus: “Original Sin comprehends the loss of
original righteousness, and with this an inordinate disposition of the parts of the
soul; whence it is not pure loss, but a corrupt habit.” And BonaVentura: “When
the question is asked, ‘What is Original Sin?’ the correct answer is, that it is
immoderate concupiscence. The correct answer is also, that it is want of the
righteousness that is due. And in one of these replies, the other is included.” The
same is the opinion of Hugo, when he says that Original Sin is ignorance in the
mind, and concupiscence in the flesh." For he thereby indicates that when we are
born, we bring with us ignorance of God, unbelief, distrust, contempt and hatred
of God. For when he mentions ignorance, he includes these. These opinions also
agree with Scripture. For Paul sometimes expressly calls it a defect, as (1 Cor.
2:14): “The natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God.” In another
place (Rom. 7:5), he calls it concupiscence, “working in our members to bring
forth fruit unto death.” In reference to both parts, we could cite more passages;
but in regard to a manifest fact, there is no need of testimonies. And the
intelligent reader will readily be able to decide, that to be without the fear of God
and without faith, are more than actual guilt. They are abiding defects in nature
that has not been renewed,

[83] In reference to Original Sin, we therefore hold nothing differing either
from Scripture or from the Catholic Church, but cleanse from corruptions and
restore to light most important declarations of Scripture and of the Fathers, that
had been covered over by the sophistical controversies of modern theologians.
For it is manifest from the subject itself that modern theologians have not
noticed what the Fathers meant when they spake of defect. But the recognition of
Original Sin is necessary. For the magnitude of the grace of Christ cannot be
understood, unless our diseases be recognized. The entire righteousness of man
is mere hypocrisy before God, unless we acknowledge that our heart is naturally
destitute of love, fear and confidence in God. For this reason, the prophet (Jer.
31:19) says: “After that I was instructed, I smote upon my thigh.” Likewise (Ps.
116:11) “I said in my haste, All men are liars,” i. e. not thinking aright
concerning God.

[B. Against the adversaries of Luther]
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Here our adversaries inveigh against Luther also, because he wrote that
“Original Sin remains after baptism.” They add that this article was justly
condemned by Leo X. But His Imperial Majesty will find on this point a
manifest slander. For our adversaries know in what sense Luther intended this
remark, that Original Sin remains after baptism. He always thus wrote, viz. that
baptism removes the imputation (reatus) of Original Sin, although the material,
as they call it, of the sin, i. e. concupiscence, remains. He also added in reference
to the material, that the Holy Ghost, given through baptism, begins to put to
death the concupiscence, and creates new movements [a new light, a new sense
and spirit] in man. In the same manner, Augustine also speaks, who says: “Sin is
remitted in baptism, not in such a manner that it no longer exists, but so that it is
not imputed.” Here he confesses openly that sin exists, i. e. that it remains,
although it is not imputed. And this judgment was so agreeable to those who
succeeded him that it was recited also in the decrees. Also against Julian,
Augustine says: “The law, which is in the members, has been annulled by
spiritual regeneration, and remains in the mortal flesh. It has been annulled
because the guilt has been remitted in the sacrament, by which believers are born
again; but it remains, because it occasions desires, against which believers
contend.” Our adversaries know that Luther believes and teaches thus, and while
they cannot disprove the fact, they nevertheless pervert his words, in order by
this artifice to crush an innocent man.

[84] But they contend that concupiscence is a penalty, and not a sin [a burden
and imposed penalty, and is not such a sin as is subject to death and
condemnation]. Luther maintains that it is a sin. It has been said above that
Augustine defines Original Sin as concupiscence. If there be anything
disadvantageous in this opinion, let them quarrel with Augustine. Besides Paul
says (Rom. 7:7, 23): “I had not known lust” (concupiscence), “except the law
had said. Thou shall not covet.” Likewise: “I see another law in my members,
warring against the law of my mind, and bringing me into captivity to the law of
sin which is in my members.” These testimonies can be overthrown by no
sophistry. For they clearly call concupiscence sin, which, nevertheless, is not
imputed to those who are in Christ, although by nature it is a matter worthy of
death, where it is not forgiven. Thus, beyond all controversy, the Fathers believe.
For Augustine, in a long discussion, refutes the opinion of those, who thought
that concupiscence in man, is not a fault, but an adiaphoron, as color? or ill-
health is said to be an adiaphoron of the body [as to have a black or a white body
is neither good nor evil].

[85] But if the adversaries will contend that the fomes [or evil inclination] is
an adiaphoron, not only many passages of Scripture, but the entire Church also
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[and all the Fathers] will contradict them. For even though perfect consent were
not attained [even if not entire consent, but only the inclination and desire be
there], who ever dared to say that these were adiaphora, viz. to doubt concerning
God’s wrath, concerning God’s grace, concerning God’s Word, to be angry at the
judgments of God, to be provoked because God does not at once remove one
from afflictions, to murmur because the wicked experience a better fortune than
the good, to be urged on by wrath, lust, the desire for glory, wealth, etc.? And yet
godly men acknowledge these in themselves, as appears in the Psalms and the
prophets. But, in the schools, they transferred hither from philosophy, notions
entirely different, that, because of emotions, we are neither good nor evil, we are
neither praised nor blamed. Likewise, that nothing is sin, unless it be voluntary
[inner desires and thoughts are not sins, if I do not altogether consent thereto].
These notions were expressed among philosophers, with respect to civil
righteousness, and not with respect to God’s judgment. [For there it is true, as
the jurists say, L, cogitationis, thoughts are exempt from custom and
punishment. But God searches the hearts; in God’s court and judgment it is
different.] With no greater prudence, they add also other notions, such as, that
[God’s creature and] nature is hot evil. In its proper place, we do not censure
this; but it is not right to pervert it, so as to extenuate Original Sin. And,
nevertheless, these notions are read in the works of scholastics, who
inappropriately mingle philosophy or civil doctrine concerning ethics, with the
Gospel. Nor are these matters only disputed in the schools, but, as is usually the
case, are carried from the schools to the people. And these persuasions prevailed,
and nourished confidence in human strength, and suppressed the knowledge of
Christ’s grace. Therefore, Luther wishing to declare the magnitude of Original
Sin and of human infirmity, taught that these remnants of Original Sin [after
baptism] are not, by their own nature, adiaphora in man, but that, for their non-
imputation, they need the grace of Christ, and, likewise for their mortification,
the Holy Ghost.

[86] Although the scholastics extenuate both sin and punishment, when they
teach that man, by his own strength, can fulfill the commandments of God; in
Genesis [3:15] the punishment, imposed on account of Original Sin, is described
otherwise. For there, human nature is subjected not only to death and other
bodily evils, but also to the kingdom of the devil. For there (Gen. 3:15), this
fearful sentence is proclaimed: “I will put enmity between thee and the woman,
and between thy seed and her seed.” The defects and the concupiscence are
punishments and sins. Death and other bodily evils, and the dominion of the
devil, are peculiarly punishments. For human nature has been delivered into
slavery, and is held captive by the devil, who infatuates it with wicked opinions
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and errors, and impels it to sins of every kind. But just as the devil cannot be
conquered except by the aid of Christ, so, by our own strength, we cannot free
ourselves from this slavery. Even the history of the world shows how great is the
power of the devil’s kingdom. The world is full of blasphemies against God, and
of wicked opinions; and the devil keeps entangled in these bands those who are
wise and righteous [many hypocrites who appear holy] in the sight of the world.
In other persons, grosser vices manifest themselves. But since Christ was given
to us to remove both these sins and these punishments, and to destroy the
kingdom of the devil, sin and death; it will not be possible to recognize the
benefits of Christ, unless we understand our evils. For this reason, our preachers
have diligently taught concerning these subjects, and have delivered nothing that
is new, but have set forth Holy Scripture and the judgments of the holy Fathers.

We think that this will satisfy His Imperial Majesty concerning the puerile
and trivial sophistry, with which the adversaries have perverted our article. For
we know that we believe aright and in harmony with the Catholic Church of
Christ. But if the adversaries will renew this controversy, there will be no want
among us of those who will reply and defend the truth. For in this case our
adversaries, to a great extent, do not understand what they say. They often speak
what is contradictory; and explain correctly and logically neither that which is
formal in [i. e. that which is or is not properly in the essence of] Original Sin, nor
the defects of which they speak. But we have been unwilling, at this place, to
examine their contests with any very great subtlety. We have thought it worth
while only to recite, in customary and well-known words, the belief of the holy
Fathers, which we also follow.

Article lll. Of the Third Article (Concerning Christ).

Parallel Passages. — Apostles’ Creed, 2; Nicene Creed, 2, 3; Athanasian Creed, 28-39; Smalcald
Articles, 299; Formula of Concord, Epitome and Sol. Decl., Art. iv. 544, 674.

The third article the adversaries approve, in which we confess that there are in
Christ two natures, viz. a human nature assumed by the Word into the unity of
his person; and that the same Christ suffered and died to reconcile the Father to
us; and that he has risen again, to reign, and to justify and sanctify believers, etc.,
according to the Apostles’ Creed and the Nicene Creed.

1. Augsburg Confession, Art. xviii. 8.«

83



2. Another reading substitutes dolor (pain) for color.<

84



Chapter Il. Of Justification.

Article IV. Of the Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, and Twentieth Articles.

Parallel Passages. — Augsburg Confession, Arts, iv., xviii.; Smalcald Articles, 300; Formula of
Concord, Epitome and Sol. Decl., Art iii., 527, 610.

[87] In the fourth, fifth, sixth and below in the twentieth article, they condemn
us, for teaching that “men obtain remission of sins, not because of their own
merits, but freely for Christ’s sake, through faith in Christ.” For they condemn us
both for denying, that men obtain remission of sins, because of their own merits,
and for affirming that, through faith, men obtain remission of sins, and through
faith in Christ are justified. But, since, in this controversy, the chief topic of
Christian doctrine, is treated, which, understood aright, illumines and amplifies
the honor of Christ [which is of especial service for the clear, correct
understanding of the entire Holy Scriptures, and alone shows the way to the
unspeakable treasure and right knowledge of Christ, and alone opens the door to
the entire Bible], and brings necessary and most abundant consolation to devout
consciences, we ask His Imperial Majesty to hear us with forbearance, in regard
to matters of such importance. For, since the adversaries understand neither what
the remission of sins, nor what faith, nor what grace, nor what righteousness is,
they sadly corrupt this topic, and obscure the glory and benefits of Christ, and
rob devout consciences of the consolations offered in Christ. But, not only that
we may strengthen the position of our Confession, but also remove the charges
which the adversaries advance against us, certain things are to be premised in the
beginning, in order that the sources of both kinds of doctrine, i. e. both that of
our adversaries and our own, may be known.

[A. Of the origin of the disagreement, and the errors of the
adversaries.]

All Scripture ought to be distributed into these two topics, the Law and the
promises. For, in some places, it delivers the Law, and, in others, the promise
concerning Christ, viz. either when it promises that Christ will come, and offers,
for his sake, the remission of sins, justification and life eternal, or when in the
Gospel Christ himself, since he has appeared, promises the remission of sins,
justification and life eternal. Moreover, in this discussion, by Law we designate
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the Ten Commandments, wherever they are read in the Scriptures. Of the
ceremonies and judicial laws of Moses, we say nothing at present.

[88] Of these two parts, the adversaries select the Law, because human reason
naturally understands, in some way, the Law (for it has the same judgment
divinely written in the mind); and, by the Law, they seek the remission of sins
and justification. Now, the Decalogue requires not only outward civil works,
which reason can in some way produce, but it also requires other things placed
far above reason, viz. to truly fear God, to truly love God, to truly call upon God,
to be truly convinced that God hears, and to expect the aid of God in death, and
in all afflictions; finally, it requires obedience to God, in death and all afflictions,
so that we may not flee from these, or refuse them, when God imposes them.

Here the scholastics, having followed the philosophers, teach only a
righteousness of reason, viz. civil works, and fabricate besides that, without the
Holy Ghost, reason can love God above all things. For, as long as the human
mind is at ease, and does not feel the wrath or judgment of God, it can imagine
that it wishes to love God, that it wishes to do good for God’s sake. In this
manner, they teach that men merit the remission of sins, by doing according to
that which is in them, i. e. if reason, grieving over sin, elicit an act of love to
God, or, for God’s sake be active in that which is good. And because this opinion
naturally flatters men, it has brought forth and multiplied in the Church many
services, monastic vows, abuses of the mass; and, with this opinion, others have,
from time to time, devised other acts of worship and inventions. And, in order
that they may nourish and increase confidence in such works, they affirm that
God necessarily gives grace to one thus working, by the necessity not of
constraint, but of immutability [not that he is constrained, but that this is the
order, which God will not transgress or alter].

[89] In this opinion, there are many great and pernicious errors, which it
would be tedious to enumerate. Let the discreet reader think only of this: If this
be Christian righteousness, what difference is there between philosophy and the
doctrine of Christ? If we merit the remission of sins by these elicit acts, what
does Christ furnish? If we can be justified by reason and the works of reason,
wherefore is there need of Christ or regeneration? And from these opinions, the
matter has now come to such a pass, that many ridicule us, because we teach that
another righteousness than philosophic, must be sought after. We have heard that
some, the Gospel being banished, have, instead of a sermon, repeated the ethics
of Aristotle. [I myself have heard a great preacher, who did not mention Christ
and the Gospel, and preached the ethics of Aristotle.] Nor did such men err, if
those things are true, which the adversaries defend [if the doctrine of the
adversaries be true, the Ethics is a precious book of sermons, and a fine, new
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Bible]. For Aristotle wrote concerning civil life so learnedly, that nothing farther
concerning this, is to be sought after. We see books extant, in which certain
sayings of Christ are compared with the sayings of Socrates, Zeno and others, as
though Christ had come for the purpose of delivering certain laws, through
which we might merit the remission of sins, as though we did not receive this
gratuitously, because of his merits. Therefore, if we here receive the doctrine of
the adversaries, that by the works of reason, we merit the remission of sins and
justification, there will be no difference between philosophic, or certainly
pharisaic, and Christian righteousness.

[90] Although the adversaries, not to pass by Christ altogether, require a
knowledge of the history concerning Christ, and ascribe to him that he has
merited for us that a habit be given, or as they say prima gratia, “first grace,”
which they understand as a habit, inclining us the more readily to love God; yet,
what they ascribe to this habit, is of little importance, because they imagine that
the acts of the will are of the same kind, before, and after this habit. They
imagine that the will can love God; but nevertheless this habit stimulates it to do
the same the more cheerfully. And they bid us first merit this habit, by preceding
merits, then they bid us merit by the works of the Law, an increase of this habit,
and life eternal. Thus they bury Christ, so that men may not avail themselves of
him, as a Mediator, and believe that, for his sake, they freely receive remission
of sins and reconciliation, but may dream that, by their own fulfillment of the
Law, they merit the remission of sins, and that by their own fulfillment of the
Law, they are accounted righteous before God; while, nevertheless, the Law is
never satisfied, and reason does nothing except certain civil works, and, in the
meantime, neither [in the heart] fears God, nor truly believes that God cares for
it. And although they speak of this habit, yet, without the righteousness of faith,
neither the love of God in man can exist, nor can what the love of God is, be
understood.

Their feigning a distinction between meritum congrui and meritum condigni
[due and true complete merit] is only an artifice whereby they may not appear
openly to Pelagianize. For if God necessarily gives grace for the meritum
congrui [due merit], it is no longer meritum congrui, but meritum condigni [a
true duty and complete merit]. After this habit of love [is there], they imagine
that man can acquire merit de condigno. And yet they bid us doubt whether there
be a habit present. How therefore do they know whether they acquire merit de
congruo or de condigno? But this whole matter was fabricated by unconcerned
men, who did not know how the remission of sins occurs, and how, in the
judgment of God, and terrors of conscience, trust in works is driven away from
us. Secure hypocrites always judge that they acquire merit de condigno, whether
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the habit be present, or be not present, because men naturally trust in their own
righteousness; but terrified consciences waver, and hesitate, and then seek and
accumulate other works, in order to find rest. Such consciences never think that
they acquire merit de condigno, and they rush into despair unless they hear, in
addition to the doctrine of the Law, the Gospel concerning the gratuitous
remission of sins, and the righteousness of faith. [Thus some stories are told, that
when the Barefooted monks had in vain praised their order and good works to
some good consciences in the hour of death, they at last had to be silent
concerning their order and St. Franciscus, and to say: “Dear man, Christ has died
for thee.” This revived and refreshed in trouble, and alone gave peace and
comfort.]

[91] Thus the adversaries teach nothing but the righteousness of reason, or
certainly of the Law, upon which they look just as the Jews upon the veiled face
of Moses;! and, in secure hypocrites, who think that they satisfy the Law, they
excite presumption and empty confidence in works, and contempt of the grace of
Christ. On the contrary, they drive timid consciences to despair, which, laboring
with doubt, never can find from experience what faith is, and how it is
efficacious; thus, at last they utterly despair.

Moreover we think concerning the righteousness of reason thus, viz. that God
requires it, and that, because of God’s commandment, the honorable works
which the Decalogue commands must necessarily be performed, according to the
passage (Gal. 3:24): “The Law was our schoolmaster;” likewise (1 Tim. 1:9):
“The Law is made for the ungodly.” For God wishes those who are carnal [gross
sinners] to be restrained by civil discipline, and, to maintain this, he has given
laws. Scripture doctrine, magistrates, penalties. And this righteousness reason,
by its own strength, can, to a certain extent, work, although it is often overcome
by natural weakness, and by the devil impelling it to manifest crimes. Moreover,
although we cheerfully assign this righteousness of reason the praises that are
due it (for this corrupt nature has no greater good [in this life and in a worldly
nature, nothing is ever better than eloquence and virtue], and Aristotle says
aright: “Neither the evening star, nor the morning star is more beautiful than
righteousness,” and God also honors it with bodily rewards); yet it ought not to
be praised, so as to detract from Christ.

For it is false, that we merit the remission of sins by our works.

False also is this, that men are accounted righteous before God because of the
righteousness of reason [works and external piety].

False also is this, that reason, by its own strength, is able to love God above
all things, and to fulfill God’s Law, viz. to truly fear God, to be truly confident
that God hears prayer, to be willing to obey God in death and other dispensations
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of God, not to covet what belongs to others, etc.; although reason can work civil
works.

False also and dishonoring Christ is this, that there are men who do not sin,
but without grace, fulfill the commandments of God.

[92] We have testimonies for this our belief, not only from the Scriptures, but
also from the Fathers. For, in opposition to the Pelagians, Augustine contends at
great length, that grace is not given because of our merits. And, in De Natura et
Gratia, he says: “If natural ability, through the Free Will, suffice both for
learning to know how one ought to live, and for living aright, then Christ has
died in vain, then the offense of the cross is made void. Why may I not also here
exclaim? Yea I will exclaim, and, with Christian grief, will chide them: ‘Christ
has become of no effect unto you, whosoever of you are justified by the Law; ye
are fallen from grace’ (Gal. 5:4, cf. 2:21). ‘For they being ignorant of God’s
righteousness, and going about to establish their own righteousness, have not
submitted themselves unto the righteousness of God. For Christ is the end of the
Law for righteousness to every one that believeth’ (Rom. 10:3, 4). And John
8:36: ‘If the Son therefore shall make you free, ye shall be free indeed.’”
Therefore, by reason, we cannot be freed from sins and merit the remission of
sins. And in John 3:5, it is written: “Except man be born of water and of the
Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.” But if it is necessary to be born
again of the Holy Ghost, the righteousness of reason does not justify us before
God, and does not fulfill the Law, Rom. 3:23: “All have come short of the glory
of God,” i. e. are destitute of the wisdom and righteousness of God, which
acknowledges and glorifies God. Likewise Rom. 8:7, 8: “The carnal mind is
enmity against God; for it is not subject to the Law of God, neither indeed can
be. So then they that are in the flesh, cannot please God.” These testimonies are
so manifest, that, to use the words of Augustine which he employed in this case
they do not need an acute understanding, but only an attentive hearer. If the
carnal mind is enmity against God, the flesh certainly does not love God; if it
cannot be subject to the Law of God, it cannot love God. If the carnal mind is
enmity against God, the flesh sins, even when we do external civil works. If it
cannot be subject to the Law of God, it certainly sins even when, according to
human judgment, it possesses deeds that are excellent and worthy of praise. The
adversaries consider only the precepts of the Second Table, which contain civil
righteousness that reason understands. Content with this, they think that they
satisfy the Law of God. In the meantime they do not see the First Table, which
commands that we love God, that we be truly confident that God is angry with
sin, that we truly fear God, that we be truly confident that God hears prayer. But
the human heart without the Holy Ghost, either in security despises God’s

89



judgment, or in punishment flees from, and hates God, when he judges.
Therefore, it does not obey the First Table.

[93] Since, therefore, contempt of God, and doubt concerning the Word of
God, and concerning the threats and promises, inhere in human nature, men truly
sin, even when, without the Holy Ghost, they do virtuous works; because they do
them with a wicked heart, according to Rom. 14:23: “Whatsoever is not of faith,
is sin.”2 For such persons perform their works with contempt of God, just as
Epicurus does not believe that God cares for him, or that he is regarded or heard
by God. This contempt vitiates works apparently virtuous, because God judges
the heart.

Lastly, it was very foolish for the adversaries to write, that men who are under
eternal wrath, merit the remission of sins by an elicit act of love, since it is
impossible to love God, unless the remission of sins be apprehended first by
faith. For the heart, truly feeling that God is angry, cannot love God, unless he be
presented as reconciled. As long as he terrifies us, and seems to cast us into
eternal death, human nature is not able to elevate itself, so as to love a wrathful,
judging and punishing God; [poor, weak nature must lose heart and courage, and
must tremble before such great wrath, which so fearfully terrifies and punishes,
and cannot ever feel a spark of love, before God himself comforts]. It is easy for
the unconcerned to devise such dreams concerning love, as that a mortal guilty
of sin can love God above all things, because they do not feel what the wrath or
judgment of God is. But in agony of conscience, and in conflicts [with Satan]
conscience experiences the vanity of these philosophical speculations. Paul says
(Rom. 4:15): “The Law worketh wrath.” He does not say that by the Law men
merit the remission of sins. For the Law always accuses and terrifies
consciences. Therefore, it does not justify; because conscience terrified by the
Law, flees from the judgment of God. Therefore, they err who trust that by the
Law, by their own works, they merit the remission of sins. It is sufficient for us
to have said these things concerning the righteousness of reason or of the Law,
which the adversaries teach. For later, when we will declare our belief
concerning the righteousness of faith, the subject itself will compel us to adduce
more testimonies, which also will be of service in overthrowing the errors of the
adversaries which we have thus far reviewed.

[94] Because, therefore, men by their own strength, cannot fulfill the Law of
God, and all are under sin, and subject to eternal wrath and death; on this
account, we cannot be freed, by the Law, from sin, and be justified, but the
promise of the remission of sins and of justification, has been given us for
Christ’s sake, who was given for us, in order that he might make satisfaction for
the sins of the world, and has been appointed as a Mediator and Propitiator. And
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this promise has not the condition of our merits, but freely offers the remission
of sins and justification, as Paul says (Rom. 11:6): “If it be of works, then is it no
more grace.” And in another place (Rom. 3:21): “The righteousness of God
without the Law is manifested,” i. e. the remission of sins is freely offered. Nor
does reconciliation depend upon our merits. Because, if the remission of sins
were to depend upon our merits, and reconciliation were from the Law, it would
be useless. For, as we do not fulfill the Law, it would also follow that the
promise of reconciliation would never pertain to us. Thus Paul reasons (Rom.
4:14): “For if they which are of the Law be heirs, faith is made void, and the
promise made of none effect.” For if the promise would require the condition of
our merits and the Law, it would follow, since we would never fulfill the Law,
that the promise would be useless.

[95] But since justification occurs through the free promise, it follows that we
cannot justify ourselves. Otherwise, wherefore would there be need to promise?
For since the promise cannot be received except by faith, the Gospel, which is
properly the promise of the remission of sins and of justification for Christ’s
sake, proclaims the righteousness of faith in Christ, which the Law does not
teach. Nor is this the righteousness of the Law. For the Law requires of us our
works, and our perfection. But the Gospel freely offers, for Christ’s sake, to us
who have been vanquished by sin and death, reconciliation, which is received,
not by works, but by faith alone. This faith brings to God, not confidence in
one’s own merits, but only confidence in the promise, or the mercy promised in
Christ. This special faith, therefore, by which an individual believes that, for
Christ’s sake, his sins are remitted him, and, that, for Christ’s sake, God is
reconciled and propitious, obtains remission of sins and justifies us. And,
because in repentance, i. e. in terrors, it comforts and encourages hearts, it
regenerates us, and brings the Holy Ghost,? that then we may be able to fulfill
God’s law, viz. to love God, to truly fear God, to truly be confident that God
hears prayer, and to obey God in all afflictions; it mortifies concupiscence, etc.
Thus, because faith, which freely receives the remission of sins, presents, against
God’s wrath, Christ as Mediator and Propitiator, it does not present our merits or
our love. This faith is the true knowledge of Christ, and avails itself of the
benefits of Christ, and regenerates hearts, and precedes the fulfilling of the Law.
And of this faith, not a syllable exists in the doctrine of our adversaries. Hence
we find fault with the adversaries, equally because they teach only the
righteousness of the Law, and because they do not teach the righteousness of the
Gospel, which proclaims the righteousness of faith in Christ.

[B. What is Justifying Faith?]
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[96] The adversaries feign, that faith is only a knowledge of history, and,
therefore, teach that it can coexist with mortal sin. Hence, they say nothing
concerning faith, by which Paul so frequently says that men are justified,
because those who are accounted righteous before God, do not live in mortal sin.
But that faith which justifies, is not merely a knowledge of history, but it is to
assent to the promise of God, in which, for Christ’s sake, the remission of sins
and justification are freely offered.

[It is the certainty or the certain trust in the heart, when, with my whole heart,
I regard the promises of God as certain and true, through which there are offered
me, without my merit, the forgiveness of sins, grace and all salvation, through
Christ the Mediator.]

And, that no one may suppose that it is mere knowledge, we will add further:
it is to wish and to receive the offered promise of the remission of sins and of
justification.

[Faith is that my whole heart takes to itself this treasure. It is not my doing,
not my presenting or giving, not my work or preparation, but that a heart
comforts itself, and is perfectly confident with respect to this, viz. that God
makes a present and gift to us, and not we to him, that he sheds upon us every
treasure of grace in Christ.]

And the distinction between this faith and the righteousness of the Law, can
be easily discerned. Faith is the Aatpewa [divine service], which receives the
benefits, offered by God; the righteousness of the Law is the Aatpewa [divine
service] which offers to God our merits. By faith, God wishes himself so to be
honored, that we may receive from him those things which he promises and
offers.

But, that faith signifies, not only a knowledge of history, but the faith which
assents to the promise, Paul openly testifies, when he says (Rom. 4:16):
“Therefore it is of faith, to the end the promise might be sure.” For he judges,
that the promise cannot be received, unless by faith. Wherefore, he compares
them correlatively, and connects promise and faith. Although it will be easy to
decide what faith is, if we consider the Creed, where this article certainly stands:
“The forgiveness of sins.” Therefore, it is not enough to believe that Christ was
born, suffered, was raised again, unless we add also this article, which is the
final cause of the history: “The forgiveness of sins.” To this article, the rest must
be referred, viz. that, for Christ’s sake, and not for the sake of our merits,
forgiveness of sins is given us. For what need would there be, that Christ be
given for our sins, if for our sins our merits can give satisfaction?

As often, therefore, as we speak of Justifying Faith, we must keep in mind
that these three objects concur: the promise, and that too gratuitous, and the
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merits of Christ, as the price and propitiation. The promise is received by faith;
the “gratuitous” excludes our merits, and signifies that the benefit is offered only
through mercy; the merits of Christ, are the price, because there must be a
certain propitiation for our sins. Scripture frequently implores mercy; and the
holy fathers often say that we are saved by mercy. As often, therefore, as
mention is made of mercy, we must keep in mind, that faith is there required,
which receives the promise of mercy. And, again, as often as we speak of faith,
we wish an object to be understood, viz. the promised mercy. For faith justifies
and saves, not on the ground that it is a work in itself worthy, but only because it
receives the promised mercy.

[97] And in the prophets and the psalms, this worship, this Aatpelq, is
frequently highly praised, although the Law does not teach the gratuitous
remission of sins. But the fathers knew the promise concerning Christ, that God,
for Christ’s sake, wished to remit sins. Therefore, since they understood that
Christ would be the price for our sins, they knew that our works are not a price
for so great a matter [could not pay so great a debt]. Therefore, they received
gratuitous mercy and remission of sins by faith, just as the saints in the New
Testament. Here belong those frequent repetitions concerning mercy and faith, in
the psalms and the prophets, as this (Ps. 130:3 sq.): “If thou, Lord, shouldest
mark iniquities, O Lord, who shall stand.” Here David confesses his sins, and
does not recount his merits. He adds: “But there is forgiveness with thee.” He
comforts himself by his trust in God’s mercy, and he cites the promise: “My soul
doth wait, and in his word do I hope,” i. e. because thou hast promised the
remission of sins, I am sustained by this thy promise.* Therefore, the fathers also
were justified, not by the Law, but by the promise and faith. And it is wonderful
that the adversaries extenuate faith to such a degree, although they see that it is
everywhere praised as an eminent service, as in Ps. 50:15: “Call upon me in the
day of trouble: I will deliver thee.” Thus God wishes himself to be made known,
thus he wishes himself to be worshiped, that from him we may receive benefits,
and may receive them too because of his mercy, and not because of our merits.
This is the richest consolation in all afflictions. And such consolations the
adversaries remove, when they extenuate and disparage faith, and teach only
that, by means of works and merits, men treat with God.

[C. That Faith in Christ Justifies.]

[98] In the first place, lest any one may think that we speak concerning an
inoperative knowledge of history, we must declare how faith is attained.
Afterward we will show both that it justifies, and how this ought to be
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understood, and we will explain those things to which the adversaries object.
Christ, in the last chapter of Luke (24:47), commands “that repentance and
remission of sins should be preached in his name.” For the Gospel convicts all
men, that they are under sin, that they all are subject to eternal wrath and death,
and offers, for Christ’s sake, remission of sins and justification, which is
received by faith.> The preaching of repentance which accuses us, terrifies
consciences with true and earnest terrors. In these, hearts ought again to receive
consolation. This happens, if they believe the promise of Christ, that, for his
sake, we have remission of sins. This faith, encouraging and consoling in these
fears, receives remission of sins, justifies and quickens. For this consolation is a
new and spiritual life. These things are plain and clear, and can be understood by
the pious, and have testimonies of the Church [as is to be seen in the conversion
of Paul and Augustine.] The adversaries nowhere can say how the Holy Ghost is
given. They imagine that the sacraments confer the Holy Ghost ex opere
operato, without a good emotion in the recipient, as though, indeed, the gift of
the Holy Ghost were a matter of indifference.

[99] But since we speak of such faith as is not idle thought, but of that which
liberates from death and produces a new life in hearts, and is the work of the
Holy Ghost; this does not coexist with mortal sin, but, as long as it is present,
produces good fruits, as we will say later. For what more simple and more clear
can be said concerning the conversion of the wicked, or concerning the mode of
regeneration? Let them, from so great an array of writers, adduce a single
commentary upon the Sententiae,® that speaks of regeneration. When they speak
of the habit of love, they imagine that men merit it through works, and they do
not teach that it is received through the Word, precisely as also the Anabaptists
teach at this time. But God cannot be treated with, God cannot be apprehended,
except through the Word. Accordingly justification occurs through the Word, just
as Paul says (Rom. 1:16): “The Gospel is the power of God unto salvation to
every one that believeth.” Likewise (10:17): “Faith cometh by hearing.” And
even from this, proof can be derived, that faith justifies; because, if justification
occurs only through the Word, and the Word is apprehended only by faith, it
follows that faith justifies. But there are other and more important reasons. We
have said these things thus far, in order that we might show the mode of
regeneration, and that the nature of faith, concerning which we speak, might be
understood.

Now we will show that faith justifies. Here, in the first place, readers must be
admonished of this, that just as it is necessary to maintain this sentence: Christ is
Mediator, so is it necessary to defend that faith justifies. For how will Christ be
Mediator, if, in justification, we do not use him as Mediator; if we are not
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convinced that, for his sake, we are accounted righteous? But this is to believe,
to trust in the merits of Christ, that for his sake God certainly wishes to be
reconciled with us. Likewise just as we ought to maintain that, in addition to the
Law, the promise of Christ is necessary; so also is it needful to maintain that
faith justifies. For the Law cannot be performed, unless the Holy Ghost be first
received. It is, therefore, needful to maintain, that the promise of Christ is
necessary. But this cannot be received except by faith. Therefore, those who
deny that faith justifies, teach nothing but the Law, both Christ and the Gospel
being set aside.

[100] But when it is said that faith justifies, some perhaps understand it of
faith as an originating principle, viz. that faith is the beginning of justification or
preparation for justification, so that that through which we are accepted by God
is not faith itself, but the works which follow; and they dream, accordingly, that
faith is praised, because it is an originating principle. For great is the power of an
originating principle, as they commonly say, apyn npiov navtog, the beginning
is half of everything; just as if one would say that grammar makes the teachers
of all arts, because it prepares for other arts, although in fact it is his own art that
renders every one an artist. We do not believe thus concerning faith, but we
maintain this, that properly and truly, by faith itself, we are for Christ’s sake
accounted righteous, or are acceptable to God. And, because “to be justified”
means that, out of unjust men, just men be made, or be born again, it means also
that they should be pronounced or accounted just.” For Scripture speaks in both
ways. Accordingly we wish first to show this, that faith alone makes of an
unjust, a just man, i. e. receives remission of sins.

The particle ALONE offends some, although even Paul says (Rom. 3:28):
“We conclude that a man is justified by faith without the deeds of the Law.”
Again (Eph. 2:8): “It is the gift of God; not of works, lest any man should boast.”
Again (Rom. 3:24): “Being justified freely.” If the exclusive ALONE displeases,
let them remove from Paul also the exclusives “freely,” “not of works,” “it is the
gift,” etc. For these also are exclusives. It is, however, the opinion of merit that
we exclude. We do not exclude the Word or sacraments, as the adversaries
falsely charge us. For we have said above that faith is conceived from the Word,
and we honor the ministry of the Word in the highest degree. Love also and
works ought to follow faith. Wherefore, they are not excluded so as not to
follow, but confidence in the merit of love or of works is excluded in
justification. And this we will clearly show.

[D. That We Obtain Remission of Sins by Faith alone in Christ.]
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We think that even the adversaries acknowledge that, in justification, the
remission of sins is first necessary. For we all are under sin. Wherefore, we thus
reason:

To attain the remission of sins is to be justified, according to Ps. 32:1:
“Blessed is he whose transgression is forgiven.” By faith alone in Christ, not
through love, not because of love or works, do we attain the remission of sins,
although love follows faith. Therefore by faith alone we are justified,
understanding justification as the making a righteous man out of an unrighteous,
or that he be regenerated.

[101] It will thus become easy to declare the minor premise if we know how
the remission of sins occurs. The adversaries with great indifference dispute
whether the remission of sins and the infusion of grace are the same changes.
Idle men did not have anything to say [cannot speak at all on this subject]. In the
remission of sins, the terrors of sin and of eternal death, in the heart, ought to be
overcome, as Paul testifies, 1 Cor. 15:56 sq.: “The sting of death is sin, and the
strength of sin is the law. But thanks be to God, which giveth us the victory
through our Lord Jesus Christ.” That is, sin terrifies consciences; this occurs
through the Law, which shows the wrath of God against sin; but we gain the
victory through Christ. How? By faith, when we comfort ourselves by
confidence in the mercy promised for Christ’s sake. Thus, therefore, we prove
the minor proposition. The wrath of God cannot be appeased, if we present
against it our own works, because Christ has been set forth as a Propitiator, so
that, for his sake, the Father may become reconciled to us. But Christ is not
apprehended as a Mediator, except by faith. Therefore, by faith alone we obtain
remission of sins, when we comfort our hearts with confidence in the mercy
promised for Christ’s sake. Likewise Paul, Rom. 6:2, says: “By whom also we
have access,” and adds, “by faith.” Thus, therefore, we are reconciled to the
Father, and receive remission of sins, when we are comforted with confidence in
the mercy promised for Christ’s sake. The adversaries regard Christ as Mediator
and Propitiator for this reason, viz. that he has merited the habit of love; they do
not urge us to use him now as Mediator, but, precisely as though Christ were
buried, they imagine that we have access, through our own works, and, through
these, merit this habit, and afterwards, by this love, come to God.8 Is not this to
altogether bury Christ, and to take away the, entire doctrine of faith? Paul, on the
contrary, teaches that we have access, i. e, reconciliation, through Christ. And to
show how this occurs, he adds, that we have access “by faith.” By faith,
therefore, for Christ’s sake, we receive remission of sins. We cannot oppose our
own love, and our own works, over against God’s wrath.

Secondly. It is certain that sins are remitted for the sake of Christ, as
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Propitiator, Rom. 3:25: “Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation.”
Moreover Paul adds: “Through faith.” Therefore this Propitiator thus profits us,
when, by faith, we apprehend the mercy promised in him, and present it, against
the wrath and judgment of God. And to the same effect, it is written, Heb. 4:14,
16: “Seeing then that we have a great High Priest,” etc., “let us therefore come
with confidence.” For the Apostle bids us to come to God, not with confidence
in our own merits, but with confidence in Christ, as a High Priest; therefore he
requires faith.

Thirdly. Peter in Acts 10:43 says: “To him give all the prophets witness, that
through his name whosoever believeth on him shall receive remission of sins.”
How could this be said more clearly? We receive remission of sins, he says,
through his name, i. e. for his sake: therefore, not for the sake of our merits, not
for the sake of our contrition, attrition, love, worship, works. And he adds:
“When we believe in him.” Therefore, he requires faith. For we cannot
apprehend the name of Christ, except by faith. Besides he cites the agreement of
all the Fathers. This is truly to cite the authority of the Church. But of this topic
we will speak after a while when treating of “Repentance.”

Fourthly. Remission of sins is something promised for Christ’s sake.
Therefore, it cannot be received except by faith alone. For the promise cannot be
received, except by faith alone. Rom. 4:16: “Therefore it is of faith, that it might
be by grace, to the end that the promise might be sure as though he were to
say:”If the matter were to depend upon our merits, the promise would be
uncertain and useless, because we never could determine when we would have
sufficient merit." And this, experienced consciences can easily understand [and
would not, for a thousand worlds, have our salvation depend upon ourselves].
Accordingly Paul says. Gal. 3:22: “But the Scripture hath concluded all under
sin, that the promise by faith of Jesus Christ might be given to them that
believe.” He withdraws merit from us, because he says that all are guilty and
concluded under sin; then he adds that the promise, viz. of the remission of sins
and of justification, is given, and adds how the promise can be received, viz. by
faith. And this reasoning, derived from the nature of the promise, is the chief
reasoning in Paul, and is often repeated. Nor can anything be devised or
imagined whereby this argument of Paul can be overthrown.

[103] Wherefore let not good minds suffer themselves to be forced from the
opinion, that we receive remission of sins for Christ’s sake only through faith. In
this, they have sure and firm consolation against the terrors of sin, and against
eternal death, and against all the gates of hell.

But since we receive remission of sins and the Holy Ghost by faith alone,
faith alone justifies, because those reconciled are accounted righteous and

97



children of God, not on account of their own purity, but through mercy for
Christ’s sake: if they by faith apprehend this mercy. Accordingly Scripture
testifies, that by faith we are accounted righteous (Rom. 3:26). We, therefore,
will add testimonies that clearly declare that faith is that very righteousness, by
which we are accounted righteous before God, viz. not because it is a work, that
is, in itself, worthy, but because it receives the promise, by which God has
promised, that for Christ’s sake, he wishes to be propitious to those believing in
him, or, because he knows that “Christ of God is made unto us wisdom, and
righteousness and sanctification and redemption” (1 Cor. 1:30).

Var.: And reconciliation for Christ’s sake.

[104] In the Epistle to the Romans, Paul expressly discusses this topic, and
declares that, when we believe that God, for Christ’s sake, is reconciled to us, we
are justified freely by faith. And this proposition, which contains the statement
of the entire discussion, he maintains in the third chapter: “We conclude that a
man is justified by faith without the deeds of the Law” (Rom. 3:28). Here the
adversaries interpret that this refers to Levitical ceremonies. But Paul speaks not
only of the ceremonies, but of the whole Law. For he quotes afterward from the
Decalogue (7:7): “Thou shalt not covet.” And if moral works would merit the
remission of sins, and justification, there would also be no need of Christ and the
promise, and all that Paul speaks of the promise would be overthrown. For he
would have been wrong in writing to the Ephesians (2:8): “By grace are ye saved
through faith; and that not of yourselves: it is the gift of God: not of works.”

Paul likewise refers to Abraham and David (Rom. 4:1, 6). But they had the
command of God concerning circumcision. Therefore if any works justified,
these works must also have justified at the time that they had a command.
Moreover, Augustine teaches correctly that Paul speaks of the entire Law, as he
discusses at length, “of the spirit and letter,” where he says finally, “These
matters, therefore, having been considered and treated, according to the ability
that the Lord has thought worthy to give us, we infer that man is not justified by
the precepts of a good life, but by faith in Jesus Christ.”

And lest we may think that the sentence, that faith justifies, fell from Paul
inconsiderately, he fortifies and confirms this by a long discussion in the fourth
chapter to the Romans, and afterwards repeats it in all his Epistles. Thus he says,
Rom. 4:4, 5: “To him that worketh, is the reward not reckoned of grace, but of
debt. But to him that worketh not, but believeth on Him that justifieth the
ungodly, his faith is counted for righteousness.” Here he clearly says that faith
itself is imputed for righteousness. Faith, therefore, is that thing, which God
declares to be righteousness, and he adds that it is imputed freely, and says that it
could not be imputed freely, if it were due on account of works. Wherefore he
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excludes also the merit of moral works. For if justification before God were due
to these, faith would not be imputed for righteousness without works. And
afterwards, Rom. 4:9: “For we say that faith was reckoned to Abraham for
righteousness.” Chapter 5:1 says: “Being justified by faith, we have peace with
God,” i. e. we have consciences that are tranquil and joyful before God. Rom.
10:10: “With the heart man believeth unto righteousness.” Here he declares that
faith is the righteousness of the heart. Gal. 2:16: “We have believed in Christ
Jesus that we might be justified by the faith of Christ, and not by the works of
the Law.” Eph. 2:8: “For by grace are ye saved through faith, and that not of
yourselves: it is the gift of God: not of worlds, lest any man should boast.”

[105] John 1:12: “To them gave he power to become the sons of God, even to
them that believe on his name; which were born, not of blood, nor of the will of
the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God.” John 3:14, 15; “As Moses lifted up
the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the Son of man be lifted up: that
whosoever believeth in him should not perish.” Likewise, v. 17: “For God sent
not his Son into the world to condemn the world; but that the world through him
might be saved. He that believeth on him is not condemned.”

Acts 13:38, 39: “Be it known unto you, therefore, men and brethren, that
through this man is preached unto you the forgiveness of sins: and by him all
that believe are justified from all things, from which ye could not be justified by
the Law of Moses.” How could the office of Christ and justification be declared
more clearly? The Law, he says, did not justify. Christ was given, to the end that
we may believe that for his sake we are justified. He plainly denies justification
to the Law. Therefore, for Christ’s sake, we are accounted righteous, when we
believe that God, for His sake, has been reconciled to us. Acts 4:11, 12: “This is
the stone which was set at naught of you builders, which is become the head of
the corner. Neither is there salvation in any other; for there is none other name
under heaven given among men, whereby we must be saved.” But the name of
Christ is apprehended only by faith. Therefore, by confidence in the name of
Christ, and not by confidence in our works, we are saved. For “the name” here
signifies the cause which is mentioned, because of which salvation is attained.
And to call upon the name of Christ is to trust in the name of Christ, as the cause
or price, because of which we are saved. Acts 15:9: “Purifying their hearts by
faith.” Wherefore that faith of which the Apostles speak, is not inoperative
knowledge, but a reality receiving the Holy Ghost and justifying us [not a mere
knowledge of history, but a strong powerful work of the Holy Ghost, which
changes hearts].

Hab. 2:4: “The just shall live by his faith.” Here, he first says that men are
just by faith, by which they believe that God is propitious, and he adds that the
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same faith quickens, because this faith produces in the heart peace and joy and
eternal life.

Isa. 53:11: “By his knowledge shall he justify many.” But what is the
knowledge of Christ, unless to know the benefits of Christ, the promises which
by the Gospel he has diffused into the world? And to know these benefits is
properly and truly to believe in Christ, to believe that that which God has
promised for Christ’s sake, he will certainly fulfill,

[106] But Scripture is full of such testimonies, since, in some places, it
presents the Law, and in others the promises concerning Christ, and the
remission of sins, and the free acceptance of the sinner for Christ’s sake.

Here and there among the Fathers similar testimonies are extant. For
Ambrose says in his letter to a certain Irenaeus: “Moreover, the world was
subject to the Law for the reason that, according to the command of the Law, all
are addressed, and yet, by the works of the Law, no one is justified, i. e. because,
by the Law, sin is perceived, but guilt is not discharged. The Law, which made
all sinners, seemed to have done injury, but when the Lord Jesus Christ came, he
forgave to all sin which no one could avoid, and, by the shedding of his own
blood, blotted out the handwriting which was against us. This is what he says in
Rom. 5:20: “The Law entered that the offense might abound. But where sin
abounded, grace did much more abound.’ Because after the whole world became
subject, he took away the sin of the whole world, as he testified, saying (John
1:29): ‘Behold the Lamb of God which taketh away the sin of the world.” And,
on this account, let no one boast of works, because no one is justified by his
deeds. But he who is righteous, has it given him because he was justified after
the laver [of Baptism]. Faith, therefore, is that which frees through the blood of
Christ, because he is blessed, ‘whose transgression is forgiven, whose sin is
covered’ (Ps. 32:1).” These are the words of Ambrose, which clearly favor our
doctrine; he denies justification to works, and ascribes it to faith which frees
through the blood of Christ. Let all the Sententiarists,® who are embellished with
magnificent titles be collected into one heap. For some are called angelic; others,
subtle; and others, irrefragable.'® When all these have been read and re-read, they
will not be of as much aid for understanding Paul as is this one passage of
Ambrose.

[107] To the same effect, Augustine writes many things against the Pelagians.
In “Of the Spirit and Letter,” he says: “The righteousness of the Law is set forth
for this reason, viz. that he who should fulfill it might live in it, in order that
when any one has recognized his infirmity, he may attain and work this
righteousness, and live in it, not by his own strength, neither by the letter of the
Law itself, which cannot be done, but, by procuring by faith, a justifier. Except
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in a justified man, there is no good work, wherein he who does it may live. But
justification is obtained by faith.” Here he clearly says that the justifier is
procured by faith, and that justification is obtained by faith. And a little after:
“By the Law, we fear God; by faith, we hope in God. But to those fearing
punishment, grace is hidden; and the soul laboring under this fear, betakes itself
by faith to God’s mercy, in order that he may give what he has commanded.”
Here he teaches that, by the Law, hearts are terrified, but, by faith, they receive
consolation. He also teaches us to apprehend, by faith, mercy, before we attempt
to fulfill the Law. We will shortly cite certain other passages.

Indeed, it is wonderful that the adversaries are in no way moved by so many
passages of Scripture, which clearly ascribe justification to faith, and, likewise,
deny it to works. Do they think that the same is repeated so often for no
purpose? Do they think that these words fell inconsiderately from the Holy
Ghost? But they have also devised sophistry, whereby they elude them. They say
that these passages of Scripture, which speak of faith, ought to be received as
referring to a fides formata, i. e. they do not ascribe justification to faith, except
on account of love. Yea they do not, in any way, ascribe justification to faith, but
only to love, because they dream that faith can coexist with mortal sin. Whither
does this tend, unless that they again abolish the promise and return to the Law?
If faith receive the remission of sins on account of love, the remission of sins
will always be uncertain, because we never love as much as we ought; yea we do
not love unless our hearts are firmly convinced that the remission of sins has
been granted us. Thus the adversaries, while they require in the remission of sins
and justification confidence in one’s own love, altogether abolish the Gospel
concerning the free remission of sins; although, at the same time, they neither
render this love nor understand it, unless they believe that the remission of sins
is freely received.

[108] We also say that love ought to follow faith, as Paul also says (Gal. 5:6):
“For in Jesus Christ neither circumcision availeth anything, nor uncircumcision;
but faith which worketh by love.” And yet, for this reason, we ought not to think
that, by confidence in this love or on account of this love, we receive the
remission of sins and reconciliation, just as we do not receive the remission of
sins because of other works that follow. But the remission of sins is received by
faith alone, and indeed by faith properly so called, because the promise cannot
be received except by faith. But faith properly so called, is that which assents to
the promise of Scripture [is when my heart and the Holy Ghost, in the heart,
says: The promise of God is true and certain]. Of this faith, Scripture speaks.
And because it receives the remission of sins, and reconciles us to God, by this
faith we are accounted for Christ’s sake righteous before we love and do the
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works of the Law, although love necessarily follows. Nor indeed is this faith an
idle knowledge, neither can it coexist with mortal sin, but it is a work of the Holy
Ghost, whereby we are freed from death, and terrified minds are encouraged and
quickened. And because this faith alone receives the remission of sins, and
renders us acceptable to God and brings the Holy Ghost;!! it could be more
correctly called gratia gratum faciens, grace rendering one pleasing to God, than
an effect following, viz. love.

Thus far, in order that the subject might be made clear, we have shown, with
sufficient fulness, both from testimonies of Scripture, and arguments derived
from Scripture, that by faith alone, we obtain the remission of sins for Christ’s
sake, and that by faith alone we are justified, i. e. from unrighteous men made
righteous, or regenerated. But how necessary the knowledge of this faith is, can
be easily judged, because, in this alone, the office of Christ is recognized, by this
alone we receive the benefits of Christ; this alone brings sure and firm
consolation to pious minds. And in the Church it is necessary that there should
be doctrine, from which the pious may receive the sure hope of salvation. For the
adversaries give men bad advice [therefore the adversaries are truly unfaithful
bishops, unfaithful preachers, and doctors; they have hitherto given evil counsel
to consciences, and still do so by introducing such doctrine], when they bid them
doubt whether they obtain remission of sins. For how will such persons sustain
themselves in death, who have heard nothing of this faith, and think that they
ought to doubt whether they obtain the remission of sins? Besides it is necessary
that in the Church, the Gospel be retained, i. e. the promise that for Christ’s sake
sins are freely remitted. Those who teach nothing of this faith, concerning which
we speak, altogether abolish the Gospel. But the scholastics mention not even a
word concerning this faith. Our adversaries follow them, and reject this faith.
Nor do they see that by rejecting this faith, they abolish the entire promise,
concerning the free remission of sins, and the righteousness of Christ.

2 Cor 3:18 sqq.«

Cf. Apology XV. (viii. 17), p. 208.<

Cf. Augsburg Confession, Art. V.«

In the Variata, Melanchthon adds the example of Abraham, and continues:
“Paul also cites concerning Abraham (Rom. 4:3): ‘He believed God and it
was counted unto him for righteousness;’ i. e. Abraham knew that God was
propitious to him only on account of his promise; he assented to God’s
promise and did not suffer himself to be withdrawn from it, although he
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saw that he was impure and unworthy; he knew that God offers his promise
on account of his own truth, and not on account of our works or merits.
Neither can terrified consciences find rest, if they ought to know that they
please [God] on account of their own works or their own love or fulfilling
of the Law, because in the flesh sin inheres, which always accuses us. But
hearts find rest when in these terrors they are convinced that we please God,
because he has promised, and that God proffers the promise on account of
his own truth, not on account of our worth. Thus Abraham heard this voice:
‘Fear not; I am thy shield,’ etc. (Gen. 15:1). This encouraged him, and he
perceived that God was propitious to him, not because he deserved it, but
because it was necessary that the promise of God be judged true. This faith,
therefore, is imputed to him for righteousness, i. e. because he assents to the
promise and receives the offered reconciliation; he is now truly righteous
and accepted by God, not on account of his own worth, but because he
accepts the gratuitous promise of God. Not without a cause did this
testimony of Genesis (15:1) please Paul. We see how he amplifies it, how
earnestly he dwells upon it, because he saw that in this passage the nature
of faith can be easily observed; he saw that a testimony concerning the
imputation of righteousness is expressly added; he saw that the praise of
meriting justification and of pacifying conscience is denied to works. When
Abraham therefore is pronounced righteous, because he assents to the
promise and accepts the offered reconciliation, he does not oppose merits or
works to God’s wrath. Wherefore this passage carefully considered will be
sufficient to teach pious minds fully concerning the entire subject, since
indeed it can be thus understood, if terrified minds propose it to themselves
and are convinced that in this manner they ought to assent to the gratuitous
promise. For they are not able to find rest otherwise, unless they are
confident that they have a reconciled God, for the reason that he has
promised, and not for the reason that our nature, life and works are
worthy.”<

Cf. Formula of Concord Ep. and Sol. Dec, V., 533 sqq, 636 sqq.; Apol., III.
65; XII. 53.«

Of Peter Lombard.<

Cf. Formula of Concord, 528, 613.<

Variata: By love have peace of conscience.<

The commentators on the Sententiae of Peter Lombard.<

Doctor Angelicus, Thomas Aquinas; Doctor Subtilissimus, John Duns
Scotus; Doctor Irrefragibilis, Alexander Halesius; Doctor Seraphious,
Bonaventura.<
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11. Var.: And renders consciences pacified and tranquil.<
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Chapter Ill. Of Love And The Fulfilling Of The
Law.

[A. Of the Necessity of the New Obedience, and its relation to Faith.]

Parallel Passages.— Chap. II1.: Augsburg Confession, Arts. VI. and XX. Smalcald Articles, 319,
324; Formula of Concord, 529. 615 sq.

Here the adversaries urge against us: “If thou wilt enter into life, keep the
commandments” (Matt. 19:17); likewise: “The doers of the Law shall be
justified” (Rom. 2:13), and many other like things concerning the Law and
works. Before we reply to this, we must first declare what we believe concerning
love and the fulfilling of the Law.

It is written in the prophet (Jer. 31:33): “I will put my Law in their inward
parts, and write it in their hearts.” And in Rom. 3:31, Paul says: “Do we then
make void the Law through faith? God forbid: yea, we establish the Law.” ind
Christ says (Matt. 19:17): “If thou wilt enter into life, Keep the commandments.”
Likewise (1 Cor. 13:3): “If I have not charity, it profiteth me nothing.” These and
similar sentences testify that the Law ought to be begun in us, and be kept by us
more and more. Moreover, we speak not of ceremonies, but of that Law which
gives commandment concerning the movements of the heart, viz. of the
Decalogue. Because indeed faith brings the Holy Ghost, and produces in hearts a
new life, it is necessary that it should produce spiritual movements in hearts.
And what these movements are, the prophet (Jer. 31:33) shows, when he says: “I
will put my Law into their inward parts, and write it in their hearts.” Therefore,
when we have been justified by faith, and regenerated, we begin to fear and love
God, to pray to him, to expect from him aid, to give thanks and praise him, and
to obey him in afflictions. We begin also to love our neighbors, because our
hearts have spiritual and holy movements [there is now, through the Spirit of
Christ, a new heart, mind and spirit within].

[110] These things cannot occur until we have been justified by faith, and,
regenerated, we receive the Holy Ghost: first, because the Law cannot be kept
without [the knowledge of] Christ; and likewise the Law cannot be kept without
the Holy Ghost. But the Holy Ghost is received by faith, according to the
declaration of Paul, Gal. 3:14: “That we might receive the promise of the Spirit
through faith.” Then, too, how can the human heart love God, while it knows
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that He is terribly angry, and is oppressing us with temporal and perpetual
calamities? But the Law always accuses us, always shows that God is angry.
[Therefore what the scholastics say of the love of God is a dream.] God is not
therefore loved, until we apprehend mercy by faith. Thus He at length becomes
an object that can be loved.

Although, therefore, civil works, i. e. the outward works of the Law, can be
done in a measure, without Christ and without the Holy Ghost, nevertheless it
appears from those things which we have said, that those things which belong
peculiarly to the divine Law, i. e, the affections of the heart towards God which
are commanded in the first table, cannot be rendered without the Holy Ghost.
But our adversaries are fine theologians; they regard the second table, and
political works; for the first table they care nothing, as though it were of no
matter; or certainly they require only outward observances. They in no way
consider the Law that is eternal, and placed far above the sense and intellect of
all creatures (Deut. 6:5): “Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thine heart.”

[111] But Christ was given for this purpose, viz. that, for his sake, there might
be bestowed on us the remission of sins, and the Holy Ghost to bring forth in us
new and eternal life, and eternal righteousness [to manifest Christ in our hearts,
as it is written, John 16:15: “He shall take of the things of mine, and show them
unto you.” Likewise, he works also other gifts, love, thanksgiving, charity,
patience, etc.]. Wherefore the Law cannot be truly kept, unless the Holy Ghost
be received through faith. Accordingly Paul says, that the Law is established by
faith, and not made void; because the Law can at length be thus kept, when the
Holy Ghost is given. And Paul teaches, Cor. 3:15 sq., the veil that covered the
face of Moses cannot be removed, except by faith in Christ, by which the Holy
Ghost is received. For he speaks thus: “But even unto this day when Moses is
read, the veil is upon their heart. Nevertheless when it shall turn to the Lord, the
veil shall be taken away. Now the Lord is that Spirit, and where the Spirit of the
Lord is, there is liberty.” Paul understands, by the veil, human opinion
concerning the entire Law, the Decalogue and the ceremonies, viz. because
hypocrites think that external and civil works satisfy the Law of God, and that
sacrifices and observances justify before God ex opere operato. But then this
veil is removed from us, i. e. we are freed from this error, when God shows to
our hearts our uncleanness, and the heinousness of sin. Then, for the first time,
we see that we are far from fulfilling the Law. Then, we learn to know how flesh,
in security and indifference, does not fear God, and is not fully certain that we
are regarded by God, but imagines that men are born and die by chance. Then,
we experience that we do not believe that God forgives and hears us. But when,
on hearing the Gospel and the remission of sins, we are consoled by faith, we
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receive the Holy Ghost, so that now we are able to think aright concerning God,
and to fear and believe God, etc. From these facts, it is apparent that the Law
cannot be kept without Christ and the Holy Ghost.

[112] We, therefore, profess that it is necessary that the Law be begun in us,
and that it be observed continually more and more. And at the same time we
comprehend both spiritual movements, and external good works [the good heart
within and works without]. Therefore the adversaries falsely charge against us,
that our theologians do not teach good works, while they not only require these,
but also show how they can be done. The result convicts hypocrites, who, by
their own powers, endeavor to fulfill the Law, that they cannot afford what they
attempt. For human nature is far too weak to be able by its own powers to resist
the devil, who holds as captives all who have not been freed through faith. There
is need of the power of Christ against the devil, viz. that, inasmuch as we know
that for Christ’s sake we are heard, and have the promise, we may pray for the
governance and defense of the Holy Ghost, that we may neither be deceived and
ert, nor be impelled to undertake anything contrary to God’s will. Just as Ps.
68:18 teaches: “Thou hast led captivity captive; thou hast received gifts for
man.” For Christ has overcome the devil; and has given to us the promise and
the Holy Ghost, in order that, by divine aid, we ourselves also may overcome.
And John 3:8: “For this purpose the Son of God was manifested, that he might
destroy the works of the devil.” Again, we teach not only how the Law can be
observed, but also how God is pleased if anything be done, viz. not as though we
render satisfaction to the Law, but because we are in Christ, just as we will say
after a little. It is, therefore, manifest that we require good works. Yea, we add
also this, that it is impossible for love to God, even though it be small, to be
sundered from faith; because through Christ we come to the Father, and, the
remission of sins having been received, we now are truly certain that we have a
God, i. e. that God cares for us; we call upon him, we give him thanks, we fear
him, we love him, as John teaches in his first Epistle (4:19), “We love him,” he
says, “because he first loved us,” viz. because he gave his Son for us, and
forgave us our sins. Thus he indicates that faith precedes, and love follows.
Likewise the faith of which we speak exists in repentance, i. e, it is conceived in
the terrors of conscience which feels the wrath of God against our sins, and
seeks the remission of sins, and to be freed from sin. And in such terrors and
other afflictions, this faith ought to grow, and be strengthened. Wherefore, it
cannot exist in those who live according to the flesh, who are delighted by their
own lusts, and obey them. Accordingly Paul says (Rom. 8:1): “There is,
therefore, now no condemnation to them that are in Christ Jesus, who walk not
after the flesh, but after the Spirit.” So too (vs. 12, 13): “We are debtors not to
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the flesh to live after the flesh. For if ye live after the flesh ye shall die; but if ye,
through the Spirit, do mortify the deeds of the body, ye shall live.” Wherefore,
the faith which receives remission of sins in a heart terrified and fleeing from
sin, does not remain in those who obey their desires, neither does it coexist with
mortal sin.

[113] From these effects of faith the adversaries select one, viz. love, and
teach that love justifies. Thus it is clearly apparent that they teach only the Law.
They do not teach that remission of sins through faith is first received. They do
not teach of Christ as Mediator, that, for Christ’s sake, we have a gracious God;
but because of our love. And yet what the nature of this love is, they do not say,
neither can they say. They proclaim that they fulfill the Law, although this glory
belongs properly to Christ; and they set over against the judgment of God
confidence in their own works; for they say that they merit de condigno
(according to righteousness) grace and eternal life. This confidence is absolutely
impious and vain. For, in this life, we cannot satisfy the Law, because carnal
nature does not cease to bring forth wicked dispositions [evil inclination and
desire], even though the Spirit in us resists them.

[114-115] But some one may ask: Since we also confess that love is a work of
the Holy Ghost, and since it is righteousness, because it is the fulfilling of the
Law, why do we not teach that it justifies? To this we must reply: In the first
place it is certain, that we receive remission of sins, neither through our love, nor
for the sake of our love, but for Christ’s sake by faith alone. Faith alone which
looks upon the promise, and knows that it must be regarded certain that God
forgives, because Christ has not died in vain, etc., overcomes the terrors of sin
and death. If any one doubt whether sins be remitted him, he dishonors Christ,
since he judges that his sin is greater or more efficacious than the death and
promise of Christ; although Paul says (Rom. 5:20): “Where sin abounded, grace
did much more abound,” i. e. that mercy is more comprehensive [more powerful,
richer, and stronger] than sin. If any one think that he obtains the remission of
sins because he loves, he dishonors Christ, and will discover in God’s judgment
that this confidence in his own righteousness is empty and vain. Therefore, it is
necessary that faith should reconcile and justify. And as we do not receive
remission of sins through other virtues of the Law, or on account of these, viz. on
account of patience, chastity, obedience towards magistrates, etc., and
nevertheless these virtues ought to follow; so, too, we do not receive remission
of sins, because of love to God, although it is necessary that this should follow.
But the custom of speech is well known, that, by the same word, we sometimes
comprehend by synecdoche the cause and effects. Thus in Luke 7:47, Christ
says: “Her sins which are many are forgiven, for she loved much.” For Christ
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interprets this very passage when he adds: “Thy faith hath saved thee.” Christ,
therefore, did not mean that the woman, by that work of love, had merited the
remission of sins. For he says clearly on this account: “Thy faith hath saved
thee.” But faith is that which freely apprehends God’s mercy on account of
God’s Word, [which relies upon God’s mercy and Word, and not upon one’s own
work]. If any one denies that this is faith, [if any one imagines that he can rely at
the same time upon God and his own work], he does not understand at all what
faith is. [Germ, adds: For the terrified conscience is not satisfied with its own
works, but must cry after mercy, and is comforted and encouraged alone by
God’s Word.] And the narrative itself shows in this passage what that is which he
calls faith. The woman came with the opinion concerning Christ, that with him
the remission of sins should be sought. This worship is the highest worship of
Christ. Nothing greater could she ascribe to Christ. To seek from him the
remission of sins, was truly to acknowledge the Messiah. Now thus to think of
Christ, thus to worship him, thus to embrace him, is to truly believe. Christ,
moreover, employed the word “love,” not with respect to the woman, but against
the Pharisee; because he contrasted the entire worship of the Pharisee, with the
entire worship of the woman. He reproved the Pharisee, because he did not
acknowledge that he was the Messiah, although he afforded him the outward
offices due to a guest and a great and holy man. He points to the woman and
praises her worship, ointment, tears, etc., all of which were signs of faith and a
confession, viz. that with Christ she sought the remission of sins. It is indeed a
great example which, not without reason, moved Christ to reprove the Pharisee,
who was a wise and honorable man, but not a believer. He charges him with
impiety, and admonishes him by the example of the woman, showing thereby
that it is disgraceful to him, that while an unlearned woman believes God, he, a
doctor of the law, does not believe, does not acknowledge the Messiah, and does
not seek from him remission of sins and salvation. Thus therefore he praises the
entire worship as it often occurs in the Scriptures, that, by one word, we embrace
many things; as below we will speak at greater length in regard to similar
passages, such as Luke 11:41: “Give alms of such things as ye have; and behold
all things are clean unto you.” He requires not only alms, but also the
righteousness of faith. Thus he here says: “Her sins which are many are
forgiven; for she loved much,” i. e. because she has truly worshiped me with
faith and the exercises and signs of faith. He comprehends the entire worship,
yet, meanwhile, this teaches that the remission of sins is properly received by
faith, although love, confession and other good fruits ought to follow.
Wherefore, by this, he does not mean that these fruits are the prices, or are the
propitiation, because of which the remission of sins, which reconciles us to God,
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is given. We are disputing concerning a great subject, concerning the honor of
Christ, and whence good minds may seek for sure and firm consolation, whether
it is to be placed in confidence in Christ, or in our works. But if it is to be placed
in our works, the honor of Mediator and Propitiator will be withdrawn from
Christ. And yet we will find, in God’s judgment, that this confidence is vain, and
that consciences rush thence into despair. But if the remission of sins, and
reconciliation, do not occur freely for Christ’s sake, but for the sake of our love,
no one will have remission of sins, unless when he has fulfilled the entire Law;
because the Law does not justify as long as it can accuse us. Therefore, it is
manifest that, since justification is reconciliation for Christ’s sake, we are
justified by faith, because it is very certain that by faith alone the remission of
sins is received.

Now, therefore, let us reply to the objection which we have above stated.! The
adversaries are right in thinking that love is the fulfilling of the Law, and
obedience to the Law is certainly righteousness. [Ger. adds: But who in truth can
say or boast that he keeps the Law, and loves God, as the Law has commanded?
We have shown above that God has made the promise of grace, because we
cannot observe the Law. Therefore Paul says everywhere that we cannot be
justified before God by the Law.] But they make a mistake in this, that they think
that we are justified by the Law. Since, however, we are not justified by the Law,
but receive remission of sins and reconciliation by faith for Christ’s sake, and not
for the sake of love, or the fulfilling of the Law; it follows necessarily that we
are justified by faith in Christ.

[116] In the second place, this fulfilling of the Law or obedience towards the
Law, is indeed righteousness, when it is complete; but in us it is small and
impure. Accordingly, it is not pleasing for its own sake, and is not accepted for
its own sake. But although from those things which have been said above, it is
evident that justification signifies not only the beginning of the renewal, but also
the reconciliation by which also we afterwards are accepted; nevertheless it can
now be seen much more clearly that the inchoate fulfilling of the Law does not
justify, because it is accepted only on account of faith.2

Nor must we trust that we are accounted righteous before God, by our own
perfection and fulfilling of the Law; but rather for Christ’s sake.

[117] First [in the third place], because Christ does note cease to be Mediator
after we have been renewed. They err who imagine that he has merited only a
first grace, and that afterwards we please God and merit eternal life by our
fulfilling of the Law. Christ remains Mediator, and we ought always to be
confident that for his sake we have a reconciled God, even although we are
unworthy. As Paul clearly teaches, when he says? (1 Cor. 4:4): “I know nothing
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by myself, yet am I not hereby justified?” but he knows that by faith he is
accounted righteous for Christ’s sake, according to the passage: “Blessed are
they whose iniquities are forgiven” (Ps. 32:1; Rom. 4:7). But this remission is
always received by faith. Likewise, the imputation of the righteousness of the
Gospel, is from the promise; therefore, it is always received by faith, and it
always must be regarded certain that, by faith, we are, for Christ’s sake,
accounted righteous. If the regenerate ought afterwards to think that they will be
accepted an account of the fulfilling of the Law, when would conscience be
certain that it pleased God, since we never satisfy the Law? Accordingly we
must always recur to the promise; by this our infirmity must be sustained, and
we must regard it certain that we are accounted righteous for the sake of Christ,
“who is ever at the right hand of God, who also maketh intercession for us”
(Rom. 8:34). If any one think, that he is righteous and accepted, on account of
his own fulfillment of the Law, and not on account of Christ’s promise, he
dishonors this High Priest. Neither can it be understood how man can be made
righteous before God, when Christ is excluded as. Propitiator and Mediator.
[118] Again [in the fourth place], what need is there of a long discussion?#
All Scripture, all the Church cries out that the Law cannot be satisfied.
Therefore, this inchoate fulfillment of the Law does not please on its own
account, but on account of faith in Christ. Otherwise the Law always accuses us.
For who loves or fears God sufficiently? Who with sufficient patience bears the
afflictions imposed by God? Who does not frequently doubt whether human
affairs are ruled by God’s counsel or by chance? Who does not frequently doubt
whether he be heard by God? Who is not frequently enraged because the wicked
enjoy a better lot than the pious, because the pious are oppressed by the wicked?>
Who does satisfaction to his own calling? Who loves his neighbor as himself?
Who is not tempted by lust? Accordingly Paul says (Rom. 7:19): “The good that
I would, I do not; but the evil which I would not, that I do.” Likewise (v. 25):
“With the mind, I myself serve the Law of God; but with the flesh, the law of
sin.” Here he openly declares that he serves the law of sin. And David says (Ps.
143:2): “Enter not into judgment with thy servant; for in thy sight shall no man
living be justified.” Even this servant of God prays for the averting of judgment.
Likewise (Ps. 32:2): “Blessed is the man unto whom the Lord imputeth not
iniquity.” Therefore, in this our infirmity, sin is always present, as it could be
imputed, of which he says a little while after (v. 6): “For this shall every one that
is godly pray unto thee.” Here he shows that even saints ought to seek remission
of sins. More than blind are those who do not perceive that wicked desires in the
flesh are sins, of which Paul (Gal. 5:17) says: “The flesh lusteth against the
Spirit, and the Spirit against the flesh.” The flesh distrusts God, trusts in present
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things, seeks human aid in calamities, even contrary to God’s will, flees from
afflictions, which it ought to bear because of God’s commands, doubts
concerning God’s mercy, etc. The Holy Ghost in our hearts contends with such
dispositions in order to suppress and mortify them, and to produce new spiritual
movements. But concerning this topic, we will collect more testimonies below,
although they are everywhere obvious not only in the Scriptures, but also in the
holy Fathers.

Well does Augustine say: “All the commandments of God are fulfilled, when
whatever is not done, is forgiven.” Therefore he requires faith even in good
works, in order that we may believe that, for Christ’s sake, we please God, and
that even the works are not of themselves worthy to please. And Jerome, against
the Pelagians, says: “Then, therefore, we are righteous, when we confess that we
are sinners, and that our righteousness consists not in our own merit, but in
God’s mercy.” Therefore, in this inchoate fulfillment of the Law, faith ought to
be present, which is certain that, for Christ’s sake, we have a reconciled God. For
mercy cannot be apprehended unless by faith, as it is repeatedly said above.6
Wherefore, when Paul says (Rom. 3:21): “We establish the Law through faith,”
by this we ought to understand, not only that those regenerated by faith receive
the Holy Ghost, and have movements agreeing with God’s Law, but it is by far
of the greatest importance that we add also this, that we ought to perceive that
we are far distant from the perfection of the Law. Wherefore, we cannot
conclude that we are accounted righteous before God because of our fulfilling of
the Law, but, in order that the conscience may become tranquil, justification
must be sought elsewhere. For we are not righteous before God, as long as we
flee from God’s judgment, and are angry with God. Therefore, we must conclude
that being reconciled by faith we are accounted righteous for Christ’s sake, not
for the sake of the Law, or our works: but that this inchoate fulfilling of the Law
pleases on account of faith, and that, on account of faith, there is no imputation
of the imperfection of the fulfilling of the Law, even though the sight of our
impurity terrifies us. Now if justification is to be sought elsewhere, our love and
works do not therefore justify. Far above our purity, yea far above the Law itself,
ought to be placed the death and satisfaction of Christ, presented to us that we
might be sure that because of this satisfaction, and not because of our fulfilling
of the Law, we have a gracious God.

Paul teaches this in Gal. 3:13, when he says: “Christ hath redeemed us from
the curse of the Law, being made a curse for us,” i. e. the Law condemns all men
but Christ, because without sin he has borne the punishment of sin, and been
made a victim for us, has removed that right of the Law to accuse and condemn
those who believe in him, because he himself is the propitiation for them, for
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whose sake we are now accounted righteous. But since they are accounted
righteous, the Law cannot accuse or condemn them, even though they have not
actually satisfied the Law. To the same purport, he writes to the Colossians
(2:10): “Ye are complete in him,” as though he were to say: Although ye are still
far from the perfection of the Law, yet the remnants of sin do not condemn you,
because, for Christ’s sake, we have a sure and firm reconciliation, if you believe,
even though sin inhere in your flesh.

[119] The promise ought always to be in sight, that God because of his
promise, wishes for Christ’s sake, and not because of the Law or our works, to
be gracious and to justify. In this promise, timid consciences ought to seek
reconciliation and justification; by this promise, they ought to sustain
themselves, and be confident, that, for Christ’s sake, because of his promise,
they have a gracious God. Thus works can never render a conscience pacified;
but only the promise can . If, therefore, justification and peace of conscience,
must be sought elsewhere, than in love and works, love and works do not justify,
although they are virtues and pertain to the righteousness of the Law, in so far as
they are a fulfilling of the Law. So far also this obedience of the Law justifies by
the righteousness of the Law. But this imperfect righteousness of the Law, is not
accepted by God, unless on account of faith. Accordingly, it does not justify, i. e.
it neither reconciles, nor regenerates, nor by itself renders us accepted before
God.”

From this, it is evident® that “we are justified before God by faith alone,”
because by faith alone we receive remission of sins and reconciliation or
justification is a matter promised for Christ’s sake, and not for the sake of the
Law. Therefore, it is received by faith alone, although when the Holy Ghost is
given, the fulfilling of the Law follows.

1. Var. adds: Why love does not justify.<

2. In the Variata, Melanchthon has inserted the following: Only that justifies
before God, which renders consciences pacified. For as long as conscience
flees from God’s judgment and is enraged with God we are not righteous
and quickened. Moreover faith alone renders consciences pacified,
according to Rom. 5:1: “Being justified by faith, we have peace.” Likewise:
“The just shall live by faith.” (Heb. 2:4; Rom. 1:17), i. e. by faith he
overcomes the terrors of death, by faith he is encouraged and receives joy
and life. And faith effects this not because it is a work worthy of itself, but
only because it accepts the offered promise, regarding as nothing its own
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worth. Therefore faith alone justifies, and good works please on account of
faith. What can the adversaries produce against this reasoning? What can
they devise contrary to manifest truth? For the minor premise is most
certain, viz. that our works cannot render conscience pacified, when God
judges and convicts us, and manifests to us our impurity. Scripture, too,
often inculcates this. In Ps. 143:2: “Enter not into judgment with thy
servant; for in thy sight shall no man living be justified.” This simply denies
to all, even to saints and servants of God, the glory of righteousness, if God
do not pardon, but judge and convict their hearts. For when he elsewhere
boasts of his own righteousness, he is speaking of his own cause against the
persecutors of God’s Word, and not of personal purity, and asks that the
cause and glory of God be defended, as Ps. 7:8: “Judge O Lord my cause.”
Again Ps. 129 (130:3) teaches that no one can bear God’s judgment, if he
observe our sins: “If thou, Lord, shouldst mark iniquities, O Lord, who shall
stand?” And Job (9 (:15 [28p: “I was afraid of all my works” [Eng. Vers.
“sorrows”]. Likewise c. 9:30: “If I wash myself with snow-water, and make
my hands never so clean; yet shalt thou plunge me in the ditch.” And Prov.
20:9: “Who can say, I have made my heart clean?” And John 1:8: “If we
say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves and the truth is not in us.”
And in the Lord’s Prayer the saints ask for the forgiveness of sins.
Therefore even the saints have sins. In Num. (6:10) [14:18]: “The innocent
will not be innocent.” And Zechariah (2:13) says: “Be silent, all flesh,
before the Lord.” And Isaiah (40: sqq.): “All flesh is grass, and all the
goodliness thereof is as the flower of the field: the grass withereth, the
flower fadeth: because the Spirit of the Lord bloweth upon it,” i. e. flesh
and righteousness of the flesh cannot endure the judgment of God. And
Jonah says (2:9): “They that observe lying vanities, forsake their own
mercy,” i. e. every confidence is vain except a confidence in mercy. Mercy
preserves us; our own merits, our own endeavors do not preserve us. These
declarations, and similar in the Scriptures testify that our works are unclean
and need mercy. Wherefore works do not render consciences pacified, but
mercy apprehended by faith does." Cf. §§ 205-208.<

. The Variata continues: Just as Paul says: “By whom also we have access by
faith” (Rom. 5:2). For our fulfilling of the Law is, as we have said, impure,
because our nature is horribly corrupt.<

. The Variata thus begins this section: Fifthly, if we were to think, that after
renewal we ought to be made acceptable, not by faith for Christ’s sake, but
for the sake of our fulfilling of the Law, conscience would never find rest,
but would be driven to despair. For the Law always accuses, since we never
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>

satisfy the Law. This is what the entire Church confesses.<

Var. adds: Who is not enraged with God’s judgment when he seems to cast
us off?«

Var. adds: Therefore it is nothing else than a doctrine of despair to teach
that we are not accepted by faith for Christ’s sake, but for the sake of our
own fulfilling of the Law.<

German omits §§ 54-60.<

Var: From all these things it is sufficiently apparent that faith alone justifies,
i. e. first, it obtains the remission of sins and reconciliation for Christ’s
sake, and that faith alone regenerates (for by faith alone the Holy Ghost is
conceived); secondly, that this inchoate fulfilling of the Law does not by
itself please before God.<
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[B. Reply to the arguments of the adversaries.’]

Moreover when the grounds of this case have been understood, viz. the
distinction between the Law and the promises or the Gospel, it will be easy to
resolve the difficulties to which the adversaries object. For they cite passages
concerning the Law and works, and omit passages concerning the promises. But
a reply can at once be made to all opinions concerning the Law, viz. that the Law
cannot be observed without Christ, and that if civil works are wrought without
Christ, they do not please God. Wherefore when works are commended, it is
necessary to add that faith is required, that they are commended on account of
faith, that they are the fruits and testimonies of faith.!

[120] Ambiguous and dangerous cases produce many and various solutions.
For the judgment of the ancient poet is true:

“An unjust cause, being in itself sick, requires skilfully applied remedies.”

But in just and sure cases, one or two explanations derived from the sources,
correct all things that seem to offend. This occurs also in this case of ours. For
the rule which we have just recited, explains all the passages that are cited
concerning the Law and works. For we acknowledge that Scripture teaches in
some places the Law, and in other places the Gospel or the gratuitous promise of
the remission of sins for Christ’s sake. But our adversaries absolutely abolish the
free promise, when they deny that faith justifies, and teach that, for the sake of
love and of our works, we receive remission of sins and reconciliation. If the
remission of sins would depend upon condition of our works, it would be
altogether uncertain.2 Therefore the promise will be abolished. Hence we refer
godly minds to the consideration of the promises, both concerning the free
remission of sins, and concerning reconciliation, which we teach occurs through
faith in Christ. Afterwards, we add also the doctrine of the Law.3 And it is
necessary to divide these things aright, as Paul says, Tim. 2:15. We must see
what Scripture ascribes to the Law, and what to the promises. For it praises
works in such a way, as not to remove the free promise.*

For good works are to be done on account of God’s command,® likewise for
the exercise of faith, and on account of confession and giving of thanks. For
these reasons, good works ought necessarily to be done, which, although they
are done in flesh not as yet entirely renewed, that retards the movements of the
Holy Ghost, and imparts some of its uncleanness; yet, on account of Christ, they
are holy, divine works, sacrifices, and acts pertaining to the government of
Christ, who thus displays his kingdom before this world. For in these he
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sanctifies hearts, and represses the devil, and in order to retain the Gospel among
men, openly opposes to the kingdom of the devil the confession of saints, and, in
our weakness, declares his power. The dangers, labors and sermons of the
Apostle Paul, of Athanasius, Augustine and the like, who taught the churches,
are holy works, are true sacrifices acceptable to God, are contests of Christ
through which he repressed the devil, and drove him from those who believed.
David’s labors, in waging wars, and in the administration of the state, are holy
works, are true sacrifices, are contests of God, defending the people who have
the word of God against the devil, in order that the knowledge of God may not
be entirely extinguished on earth. We think thus also concerning every good
work in the humblest callings, and in private persons. Through these works,
Christ celebrates his victory over the devil, just as the distribution of alms by the
Corinthians (1 Cor. 16:1) was a holy work, and a sacrifice and contest of Christ
against the devil, who labors that nothing may be done for the praise of God. To
disparage such works, the confession of doctrine, affliction, works of love,
mortifications of the flesh, would be indeed to disparage the outward
government of Christ’s kingdom among men.

[121] Here also we add, concerning rewards and merits. We teach that
rewards have been offered and promised to the works of believers. We teach that
good works are meritorious, not for the remission of sins, for grace or
justification (for these we obtain only by faith), but for other rewards, bodily and
spiritual, in this life, and after this life, because Paul says (1 Cor. 3:8): “Every
man shall receive his own reward, according to his own labor.” There will,
therefore, be different rewards according to different labors. But the remission of
sins is alike and equal to all, just as Christ is one, and is offered freely to all who
believe that, for Christ’s sake, their sins are remitted. Therefore, the remission of
sins and justification are received only by faith, and not on account of any
works, as is evident in the terrors of conscience, because none of our works can
be opposed to God’s wrath, as Paul clearly says (Rom. 5:1): “Being justified by
faith, we have peace with God through our Lord Jesus Christ, by whom also we
have access by faith,” etc.

But because faith makes sons of God, it also makes co-heirs with Christ.
Therefore, because by our works we do not merit justification, through which we
are made sons of God, and coheirs with Christ, we do not, by our works, merit
eternal life; for faith obtains this, because faith justifies us and renders God
propitious. But the justified are destined for eternal life, according to the passage
(Rom. 8:30): “Whom he justified, them he also glorified.” Paul (Eph. 6:2)
commends to us the commandment concerning honoring parents, by mention of
the reward which is added to that commandment, where he does not mean that
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obedience to parents justifies us before God; but that, when it occurs in those
who have been justified, it merits other great rewards. Yet God exercises his
saints variously, and often defers the rewards of the righteousness of works, in
order that they may learn not to trust in their own righteousness, and may learn
to seek the will of God rather than the rewards; as appears in Job, in Christ and
other saints. And of this, many psalms teach us, which console us against the
happiness of the wicked, as Ps. 37:1: “Neither be thou envious.” And Christ says
(Matt. 5:10): “Blessed are they which are persecuted for righteousness’ sake; for
theirs is the kingdom of heaven.” By these praises of good works, believers are
undoubtedly moved to do good works. Meanwhile, the doctrine of repentance is
also proclaimed against the godless, whose works are wicked; and the wrath of
God is displayed, how it threatens all who do not repent. We therefore praise and
require good works, and show many reasons why they ought to be done.

Thus of works Paul also teaches when he says (Rom. 4:9 sq.) that Abraham
received circumcision, not in order that by this work he might be justified; for,
by faith, he had already attained it, that he was accounted righteous. But
circumcision was added, in order that he might have in his body a written sign,
admonished by which he might exercise faith, and by which also he might
confess his faith before others, and, by his testimony, might invite others to
believe.

“By faith, Abel offered unto God a more excellent sacrifice.” Because,
therefore, he was just by faith, the sacrifice which he made was pleasing to God;
not, that, by this work, he merited the remission of sins and grace, but that he
exercised his faith and showed it to others, in order to invite them to believe.

[122] Although, in this way, good works ought to follow faith, men who
cannot believe and be sure that for Christ’s sake they are freely forgiven, and that
freely for Christ’s sake they have a reconciled God, employ works far otherwise,
when they see the works of saints, they judge in a human manner that saints have
merited the remission of sins and grace through these works. Accordingly they
imitate them, and think that through similar works they merit the remission of
sins and grace; they think that through these works they appease the wrath of
God, and, attain that, for the sake of these works, they are accounted righteous.
This godless opinion concerning works we condemn. In the first place, because
it obscures the glory of Christ, when men offer to God these works, as a price
and propitiation. This honor, due to Christ alone, is ascribed to our works.
Secondly, they nevertheless do not find, in these works, peace of conscience, but,
in true terrors, heaping up works upon works, they at length despair, because
they find no work sufficiently pure. [Germ, adds: Sufficiently important and
precious to propitiate God, to obtain with certainty eternal life, in a word, to
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tranquillize and pacify the conscience.] The Law always accuses, and produces
wrath. Thirdly, Such persons never attain the knowledge of God; for, as in anger
they flee from God, who judges and afflicts them, they never believe that they
are heard. But faith manifests the presence of God, since it is certain that God
freely forgives and hears.

[123] Moreover this godless opinion concerning works always has existed in
the world. The heathen had sacrifices, derived from the fathers. They imitated
their works. Their faith they did not retain; but thought that the works were a
propitiation and price, on account of which God would be reconciled to them.
The people, in the Law, imitated sacrifices with the opinion, that by means of
these works, they would appease God, so to say, ex opere operato. We see here
how earnestly the prophets rebuke the people. Ps. 50:8: “I will not reprove thee
for thy sacrifices.” And Jer. 7:22: “I spake not unto your fathers, concerning
burnt-offerings.” Such passages condemn not works, which God certainly had
commanded as outward exercises in this government; but they condemn the
godless opinion according to which they thought that by these works they
appeased the wrath of God, and thus cast away faith. And because no works
pacify the conscience, new works, in addition to God’s commands, were from
time to time devised [with wicked conscience, as we have seen in the Papacy].
The people of Israel had seen the prophets sacrificing on high places [and in
groves]. Besides the examples of the saints especially move the minds of those
hoping by similar works to obtain grace just as these saints obtained it. [But the
saints believed.] Wherefore, the people began, with wonderful zeal, to imitate
this work, in order that by such a work® they might merit remission of sins, grace
and righteousness. But the prophets sacrificed on high places, not, that by these
works they might merit the remission of sins and grace, but because on these
places they taught and accordingly presented there a testimony of their faith. The
people had heard that Abraham bad sacrificed his son. Wherefore they also, in
order to appease God by a most cruel and difficult work, put to death their sons.
But Abraham did not sacrifice his son, with the opinion, that this work was a
price and propitiatory work, for the sake of which he was accounted righteous.
Thus in the Church, the Lord’s Supper was instituted, that by remembrance of
the promises of Christ, of which we are admonished in this sign, faith might be
strengthened in us, and we might publicly confess our faith, and proclaim the
benefits of Christ, as Paul says (1 Cor. 11:26): “As often as ye eat this bread, and
drink this cup, ye do show the Lord’s death,” etc. But our adversaries contend
that the mass is a work that justifies us ex opere operato, and removes the guilt
and liability to punishment in those for whom it is celebrated; for thus writes
Gabriel.
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Anthony, Bernard, Dominions, Franciscus and other holy Fathers selected a
certain kind of life either for the sake of study [of more readily reading the Holy
Scriptures] or othei useful exercises. In the mean time they believed that by
faith, they were accounted righteous for Christ’s sake, and that God was gracious
to them, not on account of those exercises of their own. But the multitude since
then has imitated not the faith of the Fathers, but their example without faith, in
order that, by such works,” they might merit the remission of sins, grace and
righteousness; they did not believe that they received these freely on account of
Christ as Propitiator. Thus the world judges of all works, that they are a
propitiation, by which God is appeased; that they are a price, because of which
we are accounted righteous. It does not know that Christ is Propitiator; it does
not know that by faith we freely attain, that we are accounted righteous for
Christ’s sake. And, nevertheless, since works cannot pacify the conscience,
others are continually chosen, new rites are performed, new vows made, and
new orders of monks formed, beyond the command of God, in order that some
great work may be sought for, which may be set over against the wrath and
judgment of God.

Contrary to Scripture, the adversaries hold these godless opinions concerning
works. But to ascribe to our works these things, viz. that they are a propitiation,
that they merit the remission of sins and grace, that for the sake of these and not
by faith for the sake of Christ as Propitiator, we are accounted righteous before
God, what else is this but to deny Christ the honor of Mediator and Propitiator?
Although, therefore, we believe and teach that good works must necessarily be
done (for the inchoate fulfilling of the Law ought to follow faith), nevertheless
we ascribe to Christ his own honor. We believe and teach that, by faith for
Christ’s sake, we are accounted righteous before God, that we are not accounted
righteous because of works without Christ as Mediator, that by works we do not
merit the remission of sins, grace and righteousness, that we cannot set our
works over against the wrath and justice of God, that works cannot overcome the
terrors of sin, but that the terrors of sin are overcome by faith alone, that only
Christ the Mediator is to be presented by faith against the wrath and judgment of
God. If any one think differently, he does not give Christ due honor, who has
been set forth that he might be a Propitiator, that through him we might have
access to the Father. We are speaking now of the righteousness, through which
we treat with God, not with men, but by which we apprehend grace and peace of
conscience. Conscience, however, cannot be pacified before God, unless by faith
alone, which is certain that God for Christ’s sake is reconciled to us, according to
Rom. 5:1: “Being justified by faith, we have peace;” because justification is only
a matter freely promised for Christ’s sake, and therefore is always received
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before God by faith alone.?

[124] Now, then, we will reply to those passages, which the adversaries cite,
in order to prove that we are justified by love and works. From Corinthians (1
Cor. 13:2), they cite: “Though I have all faith, etc., and have not charity, I am
nothing.” And here they triumph greatly. Paul testifies to the entire Church, they
say, that faith alone does not justify. But a reply is easy, since we have shown
above what we hold concerning love and works. This passage of Paul requires
love. We also require this. For we have said above,? that renewal and the
inchoate fulfilling of the Law, ought to exist in us, according to Jer. 31:33: “I
will put my Law in their inward parts and write it in their hearts.” If any one
should cast away love, even though he should have great faith, yet this faith he
will not retain, for he does not retain the Holy Ghost [he becomes cold and is
now again fleshly, without Spirit and faith; for the Holy Ghost is not where
Christian love and other fruits of the Spirit are not]. Nor indeed does Paul in this
passage treat of the mode of justification, but he writes to those who, although
they have been justified, should be urged to bring forth good fruits, lest they may
lose the Holy Ghost. The adversaries, furthermore, treat the matter in reverse
order. They cite this one passage, in which Paul teaches concerning fruits; they
omit very many other passages, in which in a regular order he discusses the
mode of justification. They always add a correction to the other passages, which
treat of faith, viz. that they ought to be understood as applying to fides formata.°
Here they add no correction, that there is also need of the faith that holds that we
are accounted righteous for the sake of Christ as Propitiator. Thus the adversaries
exclude Christ from justification, and teach only a righteousness of the Law.

[125] But let us return to Paul. No one can infer anything more from this text
than that love is necessary. This we confess. So also not to commit theft is
necessary. But the reasoning will not be correct, if some one would desire to
frame thence an argument such as this: “Not to commit theft, is necessary.
Therefore, not to commit theft, justifies.” Because justification is not the
approval of a certain work, but of the entire person. Hence this passage from
Paul does not contradict us; only the adversaries must not in imagination add to
it whatever they please. For he does not say that love justifies, but: [“and if I
have not love”] “I am nothing,” viz. that faith, however great it may have been,
is extinguished. He does not say, that love overcomes the terrors of sin and of
death, that we can set our love over against the wrath and judgment of God, that
our love satisfies God’s Law, that, without Christ as Propitiator, we have access,
by our love, to God, that, by our love, we receive the promised remission of sins.
Paul says nothing of this. He does not, therefore, think that love justifies;
because we are justified only when we apprehend Christ as Propitiator, and
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believe that, for Christ’s sake, God is reconciled to us. Neither, with the omission
of Christ as Propitiator, is justification even to be dreamed of.™! If there be no
need of Christ, if, by our love, we can overcome death, if by our love, without
Christ, as Propitiator, we have access to God, our adversaries may remove the
promise concerning Christ, and abolish the Gospel.'? The adversaries corrupt
very many passages, because they bring to them their own opinions, and do not
derive the meaning from the passages themselves. For what difficulty is there in
this passage, if we remove the interpretation which the adversaries, who do not
understand what justification is or how it occurs [what faith is, what Christ is, or
how a man is justified before God], of their own accord, attach to it? The
Corinthians, being justified before, had received many excellent gifts. In the
beginning they glowed with zeal, just as is generally the case. Then dissensions
[factions and sects] began to arise among them, as Paul indicates; they began to
dislike good teachers. Accordingly Paul reproves them, recalling them to offices
of love. Although these are necessary, yet it would be foolish to imagine that
works of the Second Table, through which we have to do with man and not
properly with God, justify us. But, in justification, we have to treat with God; his
wrath must be appeased, and conscience must be pacified with respect to God.
None of these occur through the works of the Second Table.

But they object, that love is preferred to faith and hope. For Paul says (1 Cor.
13:13): “The greatest of these is charity.” Now, it is in accordance with this, that
to justify is the greatest and the chief virtue. Although Paul, in this passage,
properly speaks of love towards one’s neighbor, and indicates that love is the
greatest, because it has most fruits. Faith and hope have to do only with God; but
love has infinite offices externally towards men. [Love goes forth upon earth
among the people, and does much good, by consoling, teaching, instructing,
helping, counseling privately and publicly.] Nevertheless we grant to the
adversaries that love towards God and our neighbor is the greatest virtue,
because the chief commandment is this: “Thou shalt love the Lord thy God”
(Matt. 22:37). But how will they infer thence that love justifies? The greatest
virtue, they say, justifies. By no means. For just as even the greatest or first Law
does not justify, so also the greatest virtue of the Law does not justify.!3 But that
virtue justifies which apprehends Christ, which communicates to us Christ’s
merits, by which we receive grace and peace from God.!4 But this virtue is faith.
For as it has been often said,[/\beg] faith is not only knowledge, but much rather
to wish to receive or apprehend those things, which are offered in the promise
concerning Christ. Moreover this obedience towards God, viz. to wish to receive
the offered promise, is no less a divine service, Aatpelal® than is love. God
wishes us to believe him, and to receive from him blessings, and this he declares
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to be true divine service.

["beg] See § 48.

[126] But the adversaries ascribe justification to love, because they
everywhere teach and require the righteousness of the Law. For we cannot deny
that love is the highest work the Law. And human wisdom looks into the Law,
and seeks in it justification. Accordingly the scholastic doctors, great and
talented men, proclaim this as the highest work of the Law, and ascribe to this
work justification. But deceived by human wisdom, they did not look upon the
uncovered, but upon the veiled face of Moses, just as the Pharisees,
philosophers, Muslims.6 But we preach the foolishness of the Gospel, in which
another righteousness is revealed, viz, that for the sake of Christ, as Propitiator,
we are accounted righteous, when we believe that, for Christ’s sake, God has
been reconciled to us. Neither are we ignorant how far distant this doctrine is
from the judgment of reason and of the Law. Nor are we ignorant that the
doctrine of the Law concerning love, is much more specious; for it is wisdom.
But we are not ashamed of the foolishness of the Gospel. For the sake of Christ’s
glory, we defend this, and beseech Christ, by his Holy Ghost, to aid us, that we
may be able to make this clear and manifest.

The adversaries, in the Confutation, have also cited against no us Col. 3:14:
“Charity which is the bond of perfectness.” From this, they infer, that love
justifies, because it renders men perfect. Although a reply concerning perfection
could here be made in many ways, yet we will simply recite the meaning of
Paul. It is certain that Paul spoke of love towards one’s neighbor. Neither must
we indeed think that Paul would ascribe either justification or perfection to the
works of the Second Table, rather than to those of the First. And if love render
men perfect, there will then be no need of Christ as Propitiator,'” for faith
apprehends Christ only as Propitiator. This, however, is far distant from the
meaning of Paul, who never suffers Christ to be excluded as Propitiator.
Therefore he speaks not of personal perfection, but of them integrity common to
the Church [concerning the unity of the Church, and the word which they
interpret as perfection, means nothing else than to be not rent]. For, on this
account, he says that love is a bond or connection, to signify that he speaks of
the binding and joining together with each other, of the many members of the
Church. For, just as in all families and in all states, concord should be nourished
by mutual offices, and tranquility cannot be retained, unless men keep secret and
forgive certain mistakes among them selves; so Paul commands that love exist in
order that it may in the Church preserve concord, bear with the harsher manners
of brethren as there is need, keep secret certain less serious mistakes, prevent the
Church from flying apart into various schisms; and enmities and factions and
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heresies, from arising from the schisms.

[127] For concord must necessarily be rent asunder whenever either the
bishops impose [without cause] upon the people heavier burdens, or have no
respect to weakness in the people. And dissensions arise when the people judge
too severely [quickly censure and criticize] concerning the conduct [life and
walk] of teachers [bishops or preachers], or despise the teachers because of
certain less serious faults; for then both another kind of doctrine and other
teachers are sought after. On the other hand, perfection, i. e. the integrity of the
Church, is preserved, when the strong bear with the weak, when the people take
in good part some faults in the conduct of their teachers [have patience also with
their preachers], when the bishops make some allowances for the weakness of
the people [know how to exercise forbearance to the people, according to
circumstances, with respect to all kinds of weaknesses and faults]. Of these
precepts of equity, the books of all the wise are full, so that, in every day life, we
make many allowances, for the sake of common tranquility. And of this, Paul
frequently teaches both here and elsewhere. Wherefore the adversaries argue
indiscreetly from the term “perfection,” that love justifies; while Paul, on the
other hand, speaks of common integrity and tranquility. And thus Ambrose
interprets this passage: “Just as a building is said to be perfect or entire, when all
its parts are fitly joined together with one another.” Moreover, it is disgraceful
for the adversaries to proclaim so much concerning love while they nowhere
exhibit it. What are they now doing? They are rending asunder churches, they
are writing laws in blood, and are proposing to the most clement prince the
Emperor, that these should be promulgated, they are slaughtering priests and
other good men, if any one have [even] slightly intimated that he does not
entirely approve any manifest abuse. [They wish all dead who say a single word
against their godless doctrine.] These things are not consistent with those
encomiums of love, which if the adversaries would follow, the churches would
be tranquil and the state have peace. For these tumults would be quieted, if the
adversaries would not insist with too much earnestness upon certain traditions,
useless for godliness, most of which not even those very persons who most
earnestly defend them observe.!8 But they easily forgive themselves, and yet do
not likewise forgive others, according to the passage in the poet: “I forgive
myself, Maevius said.” But this is farthest distant from those encomiums of love,
which they here recite from Paul, nor do they, any more than the walls of the
houses, understand the word upon which they insist.

[128] From Peter they cite also this sentence (1 Pet. 4:8): “Charity shall cover
the multitude of sins.” It is evident that Peter speaks also of love towards one’s
neighbor, because he joins this passage to the commandments, by which he
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commands that they should love one another. Neither could it have come into the
mind of any apostle, that our love overcomes sin and death, that love is the
propitiation, on account of which, to the exclusion of Christ as Mediator, God is
reconciled; that love is righteousness without Christ as Mediator. For this love, if
there would be any, would be a righteousness of the Law, and not of the Gospel,
because the latter promises to us reconciliation and righteousness, if we believe
that, for the sake of Christ as Propitiator, the Father has been reconciled, and that
the merits of Christ are bestowed upon us. Peter accordingly urges us a little
before, to come to Christ, that we may be built upon Christ. And he adds (1 Pet.
2:4-6): “He that believeth on him shall not be confounded.” When God judges
and convicts us, our love does not exempt us from confusion [from our works
and lives, we truly suffer shame]. But faith in Christ liberates us in these fears,
because we know that for Christ’s sake we are forgiven.

[129] Besides, this sentence concerning love is derived from Prov. 119:10-12,
where the antithesis clearly shows how it ought to be understood: “Hatred
stirreth up strifes; but love covereth all sins.” It teaches precisely the same thing
as that passage of "Paul taken from Colossians, that if any dissensions would
occur, they should be moderated and settled by considerations and forbearance.
Dissensions, it says, increase by means of hatred, as we often see that from the
most trifling offenses tragedies proceed [from the smallest sparks, a great
conflagration arises]. Certain trifling offenses occurred between Caius Caesar
and Pompey, in which if the one had yielded a very little to the other, civil war
would not have arisen. But while each acted from his own hatred, from a matter
of no account the greatest commotions arose. And many heresies in the Church
have arisen entirely from the hatred of the teachers. Therefore it speaks not
concerning a person’s own faults, but concerning the faults of others, when it
says: “Charity covereth sins,” viz. those of others, and that too among men, i. e.
even though these offenses occur, yet love keeps them out of view, forgives,
yields and does not carry all tilings to tie extremity of justice. Peter, therefore,
does not mean, that love merits in God’s sight the remission of sins, that it is a
propitiation to the exclusion of Christ as Mediator, that it regenerates and
justifies, but that it is not morose, harsh, intractable towards men, that it keeps
out of view some mistakes of its friends, that it takes in good part even the
harsher manners of others, just as the well-known maxim enjoins: *Be
acquainted with, but do not hate the manners of a friend," Nor was it without
design that the apostle taught so frequently concerning this office, what the
philosophers call emeyewa, equity. For this virtue is necessary for retaining
public harmony, which cannot last unless pastors and Churches keep out of view
and pardon many things.
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From James they cite (2:24): “Ye see then how by works a man is justified,
and not by faith alone.” Nor is any other passage supposed to be more contrary
to our belief. But the reply is easy and plain. If the adversaries do not attach their
own opinions, concerning the merits of works, the words of James have in them
nothing that is of disadvantage. But wherever there is mention of works, the
adversaries add falsely their own godless opinions, that by means of good works
we merit the remission of sins; that good works are a propitiation and price, on
account of which God is reconciled to us; that good works overcome the terrors
of sin and of death; that good works are accepted in God’s sight on account of
their goodness, and that they do not need mercy and Christ as Propitiator. None
of all these things came into the mind of James, which the adversaries,
nevertheless, defend under the pretext of this passage of James.

In the first place, this must be considered, viz. that this passage is more
against the adversaries than against us. For the adversaries teach that man is
justified by love and works. Of faith, by which we apprehend Christ as
Propitiator, they say nothing. Yea they condemn this faith; nor do they condemn
it only in sentences and writings, but also by the sword and capital punishments,
they endeavor to exterminate it in the Church. How much better does James
teach who does not omit faith, or present love in preference to faith, but retains
faith, so that, in justification, Christ may not be excluded as Propitiator! Just as
Paul also, when he treats of the sum of the Christian life, includes faith and love,
Tim. 1:5: “The end of the commandment is charity out of a pure heart, and of a
good conscience, and of faith unfeigned.”

[130] Secondly, the subject itself declares that here such works are spoken of,
as follow faith, and show that faith is not dead, but living and efficacious in the
heart. James, therefore, did not believe that by good works we merit the
remission of sins, and grace. For he speaks of the works of those who have been
justified, who have already been reconciled and accepted, and have obtained
remission of sins. Wherefore the adversaries err, when they argue hence that
James teaches that we merit remission of sins and grace by good works, and that
by our works we have access to God, without Christ as Propitiator.

Thirdly, James has spoken shortly before concerning regeneration, viz. that it
occurs through the Gospel. For thus he says (1:18): “Of his own will, begat he us
with the word of truth, that we should be a kind of first-fruits of his creatures.”
When he says that we have been born again by the Gospel he teaches that we
have been born again and justified by faith. For the promise concerning Christ is
apprehended only by faith when we set it over against the terrors of sin and of
death. James does not, therefore, think that we are born again by our works.

From these things, it is clear that James does not contradict us, who when he
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censured idle and secure minds that imagine that they have faith, although they
do not have it, made a distinction between dead and living faith. He says that
that is dead which does not bring forth good works [and fruits of the Spirit,
obedience, patience, chastity, love]; he says that that is living, which brings forth
good works. Furthermore, we have frequently already shown what we term faith.
For we do not speak of inoperative knowledge [that merely the history
concerning Christ should be known], such as devils have, but of faith which
resists the terrors of conscience and cheers and consoles terrified hearts [the new
light and power, which the Holy Ghost works in the heart, through which we
overcome the terrors of death, of sin, etc.]. Such faith is neither an easy matter as
the adversaries dream, nor a human power [thought which I can form for
myself], but a divine power, by which we are quickened and by which we
overcome the devil and death. Just as Paul says to the Colossians (2:12), that
faith is efficacious through the power of God, and overcomes death: “Wherein
also ye are risen with him through the faith of the operation of God.” Since this
faith is a new life, it necessarily produces new movements and works. [Because
it is a new light and life in the heart, whereby we obtain another mind and spirit,
it is living, productive and rich in good works.] Accordingly James is right in
denying that we are justified by such a faith as is without works. When he says
that we are justified by faith and works, he certainly does not say that we are
born again by works.

[131] Neither does he say this, that Christ is partly our Propitiator, and our
works are partly our propitiation. Neither does he describe the mode of
justification, but only of what nature the just are, after they have been already
justified and regenerated. [For he is speaking of works which should follow
faith. There it is well said: He who has faith and good works is righteous; not
indeed on account of the works, but for Christ’s sake through faith. And as a
good tree should bring forth good fruit, and yet the fruit does not make the tree
good; so good works must follow the new birth, although they do not make man
accepted before God; but as the tree must first be good, so also must man be first
accepted before God by faith for Christ’s sake. The works are too insignificant to
render God gracious to us for their sake, if he were not gracious to us for Christ’s
sake. Therefore James does not contradict St. Paul, and does not say that by our
works we merit, etc.] And to be justified signifies here not that from a wicked
man 131 a righteous man be made, but to be pronounced righteous in a forensic
sense;!? as also in the passage (Rom. 2:13): “The doers of the Law shall be
justified.” As, therefore, these words: “The doers of the Law shall be justified,”
contain nothing contrary to our doctrine, so too we believe concerning the words
of James: “By works a man is justified, and not by faith alone,” because men
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having faith and good works, are certainly pronounced righteous. For, as we
have said, the good works of saints are righteousness, and please on account of
faith. For James commends only such works as faith produces, as he testifies
when he says of Abraham (2:21): “Faith wrought with his works.” In this sense,
it is said: “The doers of the Law are justified,” i. e. they are pronounced
righteous who from the heart believe God, and afterwards have good fruits,
which please him on account of faith, and accordingly are the fulfillment of the
Law. These things so 13a simply spoken contain nothing erroneous, but they are
distorted by the adversaries, who arbitrarily attach to them godless opinions. For
it does not follow hence that works merit the remission of sins; that works
regenerate hearts; that works are a propitiation; that works please without Christ
as Propitiator; that works do not need Christ as Propitiator. James says nothing
of these things, which, nevertheless, the adversaries shamelessly infer from the
words of James.

[132] Certain?® other passages concerning works are also cited against us.
Luke 6:37: “Forgive and ye shall be forgiven.” Isa. 58:7 [9]: “Is it not to deal thy
bread to the hungry? .... then shalt thou call, and the Lord will answer.” Dan.
4:24 [27]: “Break off thy sins, by showing mercy to the poor.” Matt. 5:3:
“Blessed are the poor in spirit; for theirs is the kingdom of heaven;” and v. 7:
“Blessed are the merciful; for they shall obtain mercy.” Even these passages
would contain nothing contrary to us, if 134 the adversaries would not falsely
attach something to them. For they contain two things: The one is a preaching
either of the Law or of repentance, which not only convicts those doing wrong,
but also enjoins them to do what is right; the other is a promise which is added.
Nor indeed is it said that sins are remitted without faith, or that works
themselves are a propitiation. Moreover in the preaching of the Law, these two
things ought always to be understood, viz.: First that the Law cannot be
observed, unless we have been regenerated by faith in Christ, just as Christ says
(John 15:5): “Without me ye can do nothing.” Secondly, and though at most
some external works can be done, this general judgment: “Without faith it is
impossible to please God,” which interprets the whole Law, must be retained;
and the Gospel must also be retained, that “through Christ we have access to the
Father” (Heb. 10:19; Rom. 5:2).

For it is evident that we are not justified by the Law. Otherwise why would
there be need of Christ or the Gospel, if the preaching of the Law alone would be
sufficient? Thus in the preaching of repentance, the preaching of the Law, or the
Word convicting of sin, is not sufficient, because the Law works wrath, and only
accuses, only terrifies consciences, because consciences never are at rest, unless
they hear the voice of God, in which the remission of sins is clearly promised. It
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is accordingly necessary that the Gospel be added that, for Christ’s sake, sins are
remitted, and that we obtain remission of sins by faith in Christ. If the
adversaries exclude the Gospel of Christ from the preaching of repentance, they
are judged aright to be blasphemers against Christ.

Therefore, when Isaiah (1:16-18) preaches repentance: “Cease to do evil;
learn to do well; seek judgment, relieve the oppressed, judge the fatherless, plead
for the widow. Come now and let us reason together, saith the Lord; though your
sins be as scarlet, they shall be white as snow,” the prophet thus both exhorts to
repentance, and adds the promise. But it would be foolish to consider in such a
sentence only the words: “Relieve the oppressed; judge the fatherless.” For he
says in the beginning: “Cease to do evil,” where he censures impiety of heart,
and requires faith. Neither does the prophet say that through the works: “Relieve
the oppressed, judge the fatherless,” they can merit the remission of sins ex
opere operato, but he commands such works as are necessary in the new life. Yet
in the mean time, he means that the remission of sins is received by faith, and
accordingly the promise is added. Thus we must regard all similar passages.
Christ preaches repentance when he says: “Forgive,” and he adds the promise:
“And ye shall be forgiven” (Luke 6:37). Nor indeed does he say this, viz. that,
when we forgive, by this work of ours we merit the remission of sins ex opere
operato, as they term it, but he requires a new life, which certainly is necessary.
Yet in the mean time he means that the remission of sins is received by faith.
Thus when Isaiah says (58:7): “Deal thy bread to the hungry,” he requires a new
life. Nor does the prophet speak of this work alone, but, as the text indicates, of
all repentance; yet, in the mean time, he intends that remission of sins is received
by faith. For the position is sure,?! and none of the gates of hell can overthrow it,
that in the preaching of repentance, the preaching of the Law is not sufficient;
because the Law works wrath and always accuses. But the preaching of the
Gospel should be added, because thus the remission of sins is granted us, if we
believe that sins are remitted us for Christ’s sake. Otherwise why would there be
need of the Gospel, why would there be need of Christ? This belief ought always
to be in view, in order that it may be opposed to those, who, Christ being cast
aside and the Gospel being blotted out, wickedly distort the Scriptures to the
human opinions, that by our works we purchase remission of sins.

[133] Thus also in the sermon of Daniel (4:24), faith is required, [The words
of the prophet, which were full of faith and spirit, we must not regard as
heathenish as those of Aristotle, or any other heathen. Aristotle also admonished
Alexander that he should not use his power for his own wantonness, but for the
improvement of countries and men. This was written correctly and well;
concerning the office of king, nothing better can be preached or written. But

129



Daniel is speaking to his king, not only concerning his office as king, but
concerning repentance, the forgiveness of sins, reconciliation to God, and
concerning sublime, great, spiritual subjects which far transcend human thoughts
and works.] For Daniel did not mean that the king should only bestow alms, but
embraces all repentance when he says: “Break off [Redime, Vulg.] thy iniquities
by showing mercy to the poor,” i. e. break off thy sins by a change of heart and
works. But here also faith is required. And Daniel proclaims to him many things
concerning the worship of the God of Israel alone, and converts the king not
only to bestow alms, but much more lo faith. For we have the excellent
confession of the king concerning the God of Israel: “There is no other God that
can deliver after this sort” (Dan. 3:29). Therefore, in the sermon of Daniel there
are two parts. The one part is that which gives commandment concerning the
new life, and the works of the new life. The other part is that in which Daniel
promises to the king the remission of sins. And this promise of the remission of
sins, is not a preaching of the Law, but a word that is truly prophetical and
evangelical, which Daniel certainly means to be received in faith. For Daniel
knew that the remission of sins in Christ was promised not only to the Israelites,
but also to all nations. Otherwise he could not have promised to the king the
remission of sins. For it is not in the power of man, especially amid the terrors of
sin, to determine, without a sure word of God, concerning God’s will, that he
ceases to be angry. And the words of Daniel speak in his own language still more
clearly of repentance, and still more clearly present the promise: “Redeem thy
sins by righteousness, and thy iniquities by favors toward the poor.” These words
teach concerning the whole of repentance. For they direct him to become
righteous, then to do good works, to defend, as was the duty of a king, those who
are miserable against injustice. But righteousness is faith in the heart. Moreover
sins are redeemed by repentance, i. e. the obligation or guilt is removed, because
God forgives those who repent, as it is written in Ez. 18:21, 22. Nor are we to
infer hence that he forgives on account of works that follow, on account of alms;
but on account of his promise he forgives those who apprehend his promise.
Neither do any apprehend his promise, except those who truly believe, and by
faith overcome sin and death. The regenerate ought to bring forth fruits worthy
of repentance, just as John says (Matt. 3:8). The promise, therefore, was added:
“So, there will be healing for thy offenses” (Dan. 4:24). Jerome here adds to the
matter a particle of doubt,?? and in his commentaries contends much more
unwisely that the remission of sins is uncertain. But let us remember that the
Gospel certainly promises the remission of sins. And to deny that the remission
of sins ought certainly to be promised, would be to remove the Gospel entirely.
Let us therefore dismiss Jerome concerning this passage. Although the promise
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is displayed even in the word “redeem.” For it signifies that the remission of sins
is possible, that sins can be redeemed, i. e. that their obligation or guilt can be
removed, or the wrath of God appeased. But our adversaries, overlooking the
promises, everywhere consider only the precepts, and attach falsely the human
opinion, that remission occurs on account of works, although the text does not
say this, but much rather requires faith.2* For wherever a promise is, there faith is
required. For a promise cannot be received unless by faith.

[134] But works meet the sight of men. Human reason naturally admires
these, and because it discerns only works, and does not understand or consider
faith, it dreams accordingly that these works merit remission of sins, and justify.
This opinion of the Law inheres by nature in men’s minds, neither can it be
expelled, unless when we are divinely taught. But the mind must be recalled
from such carnal 145 opinions to the Word of God, We see that the Gospel and
the promise concerning Christ, have been presented to us. When therefore, the
Law is preached, when works are enjoined, we should not be ashamed of the
promise concerning Christ. But the latter must first be apprehended, in order that
we may be able to produce good works, and our works may please God, as
Christ says (John 15:5): “Without me, ye can do nothing.” Therefore, if Daniel
would have used such words as these: “Redeem your sins by repentance,” the
adversaries would take no notice of this passage. But since he has actually
proclaimed this in other words, the adversaries distort his words and apply them
against the doctrine of grace and faith, although Daniel meant most especially to
include faith. Thus, therefore, we reply to the words of Daniel, that, inasmuch as
he is preaching repentance, he is teaching not only of works, but also of faith, as
the narrative itself in the context testifies. Secondly, because Daniel clearly
presents the promise, he necessarily requires faith which believes that sins are
freely remitted by God. Although therefore in repentance he mentions works, yet
Daniel does not say that by these works we merit remission of sins. For Daniel
speaks not only of the remission of the punishment; because remission of the
punishment is sought for in vain, unless the heart first receive the remission of
guilt. Besides if the adversaries understand Daniel as speaking only of the
remission of sins, this passage will prove nothing against us; because it will thus
be necessary for even them to confess, that the remission of sin and free
justification precede. Afterwards even we concede that the punishments by
which we are chastised, are mitigated by our prayers and good works, and finally
by our entire repentance, according to I Cor. 11:31: “For if we would judge
ourselves, we should not be judged.” And Jer. 15:19: “If thou return, then will I
bring thee again.” And Zech. 1:3: “Turn thee unto me, and I will turn unto you.”
And Ps. (49, Vulg.) 50:15: “Call upon me in the day of trouble.”
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[135] Let us, therefore, in all our encomiums upon works, and in the
preaching of the Law, retain this rule: that the Law is not observed without
Christ. As he himself has said: “Without me, ye can do nothing.” Likewise that:
“Without faith, it is impossible to please God” (Heb. 11:6). For it is very certain
that the doctrine of the Law is not intended to remove the Gospel, and to remove
Christ as Propitiator. And let the Pharisees our adversaries be cursed, who so
interpret the Law as to ascribe the glory of Christ to works, viz. that they are a
propitiation, that they merit the remission of sins. It follows, therefore, always
that works are thus praised, because they are pleasing on account of faith, as
works, do not please without Christ as Propitiator. “By him we have access to
God” (Rom. 5:2), not by works without Christ as Mediator. Therefore, when it is
said (Matt. 19:17): " If thou wilt enter 149 into life, keep the commandments,"
we must believe that without Christ the commandments are not kept, and
without him cannot please. Thus in the Decalogue itself, in the First
Commandment (Ex. 20:6): “Showing mercy unto thousands of them that love
me and keep my commandments,” the most glorious promise of the Law is
added. But this Law is not observed without Christ. For it always accuses the
conscience, which does not satisfy the Law, and, therefore, in terror, it flies from
the judgment and punishment of the Law. “Because the Law worketh wrath”
(Rom. 4:15). Man observes the Law, however, when he hears that for Christ’s
sake God is reconciled, even though we cannot satisfy the Law. When by this
faith, Christ is apprehended as Mediator, the heart finds rest, and begins to love
God and observe the Law, and knows that now, because of Christ, as Mediator, it
is pleasing to God, even though the inchoate fulfilling of the Law be far from
perfection, and be very impure. Thus we must judge also concerning the
preaching of repentance. For although in the doctrine of repentance, the
scholastics have said nothing at all concerning faith, yet we think that none of
our adversaries is mad as to deny that absolution is a voice of the Gospel.?
Absolution besides ought to be received by faith, in order that it may cheer the
terrified conscience.

Therefore the doctrine of repentance, because it not only commands new
works, but also promises the remission of sins, necessarily requires faith. For the
remission of sins is not received unless by faith. Therefore, in those passages
that refer to repentance, we should always understand that not only works, but
also faith is required, as in Matt. 6:14: “For if ye forgive men their trespasses,
your heavenly Father will also forgive you.”?> Here a work is required, and the
promise of the remission of sins is added,2® which does not occur on account of
the work, but through faith on account of Christ. Just as Scripture testifies in
many passages. Acts 10:43:15: “To him give all the prophets witness that
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through his name, whosoever believeth in him shall receive remission of sins;”
and John 2:12: “Your sins are forgiven you for his name’s sake;” Eph. 1:7: “In
whom we have redemption through his blood, the forgiveness of sins.” Although
what need is there to recite testimonies? This utterance itself is peculiar to the
Gospel, viz. that for Christ’s sake, and not for the sake of our works, we obtain
by faith remission of sins. Our adversaries endeavor to suppress this word of the
Gospel, by means of distorted passages which contain the doctrine of the Law, or
of works. For it is true that in the doctrine of repentance, works are required;
because certainly a new life is required. But here the adversaries wrongly add
that, by such works, we merit the remission of sins or justification. And yet
Christ often connects the promise of the remission of sins to good works, not
because he means that good works are a propitiation, for they follow
reconciliation; but for two reasons: One is because good fruits ought necessarily
to follow. Therefore he admonishes, that, if good fruits do not follow, the
repentance is hypocritical and feigned. The other reason is, because we have
need of external?’ signs of so great a promise, because a conscience full of fear
has need of manifold consolation. As, therefore, Baptism and the Lord’s Supper
are signs that continually admonish, cheer and encourage desponding minds, to
believe the more firmly that their sins are forgiven; so the same promise is
written and portrayed in good works, in order that these works may admonish us
to believe the more firmly. And those who produce no good works, do not excite
themselves to believe, but despise these promises. The godly, on the other hand,
embrace them, and rejoice that they have the signs and testimonies of so great a
promise. Accordingly they exercise themselves in these signs and testimonies.
Just as, therefore, the Lord’s Supper does not justify us ex opere operato without
faith, so alms do not justify us without faith ex opere operato.

[136] So also the address of Tobias (4:11) ought to be received: “Alms free
from every sin, and from death.” We will not say that this is hyperbole, although
it ought thus to be received, so as not to detract from the praise of Christ, whose
prerogative it is to free from sin and death. But we must recur to the rule that
without Christ the doctrine of the Law is of no profit. Therefore those alms
please God which follow reconciliation or justification, and not those which
precede. Therefore they free from sin and death, not ex opere operato, but, as we
have said above concerning repentance, because we ought to embrace faith and
its fruits, so?® here we must say concerning alms, that this entire newness of life
saves [that they please God, because they occur in believers]. Alms also are the
exercises of faith, which receives the remission of sins, and overcomes death,
while it exercises itself more and more, and in these exercises receives strength.
We grant also this, that alms merit many favors from God [but they cannot
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overcome death, hell, the devil, sins, and give the conscience peace (for this
must occur alone through faith in Christ)], mitigate punishments, and that they
merit our defense in the dangers of sins and of death, as we have said a little
before concerning repentance in general.

And the address of Tobias, regarded as a whole, shows that faith is required
before alms (4:5): “Be mindful of the Lord thy God all thy days.” And
afterwards (v. 19): “Bless the Lord thy God always, and desire of him that thy
ways be directed.” This, however, belongs properly to that faith of which we
speak, which believes that God is reconciled to it because of his mercy, and
which wishes to be justified, sanctified and governed by God. But our
adversaries, charming men, pick out mutilated sentences, so as to impose upon
those who are unskilled. Afterwards they attach something from their own
opinions. Therefore, entire passages are to be required, because, according to the
common precept, it is inequitable, when any single clause is presented, to judge
or reply, unless the entire Law be thoroughly examined. And when entire
passages have been produced, they very frequently bring with themselves an
interpretation.2?

[137] Luke 11:41 is also cited in a mutilated form, viz.: “Give alms of such
things as ye have; and behold all things are clean unto you.” The adversaries are
very stupid. For as often as we say that to the preaching of the Law, there should
be added the Gospel concerning Christ, because of whom good works are
pleasing, they yet everywhere teach that, Christ being excluded, justification is
merited by the works of the Law. When this entire passage is produced, it will
show that faith is required. Christ rebukes the Pharisees who think that they are
cleansed before God, i. e. that they are justified by frequent ablutions. Just as
some Pope or other? says of the sprinkling of the water mingled with salt, that
“it sanctifies and cleanses the people;” and the gloss says that it cleanses from
venial sins. Such also were the opinions of the Pharisees which Christ reproved,
and to this feigned cleansing he opposes a double cleanness, the one inner, the
other outward. He bids them to be cleansed inwardly [(which occurs only
through faith)], and adds concerning the outward cleanness: “Give alms of such
things as you have; and behold all things are clean unto you.” The adversaries do
not apply aright the universal particle, “all things”; for Christ adds this
conclusion to both members: “All things will be clean unto you, if you will be
clean within, and will outwardly give alms.” For he indicates that outward
cleanness is to be referred to works commanded by God, and not to human
traditions, such as the ablutions were at that time, and the daily sprinkling of
water, the vesture of monks,3! the distinctions of food, and similar acts of
ostentation are now. But the adversaries distort the meaning, by transposing, by
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sophistry, the universal particle to only one part: “All things will be clean to
those having given alms.” Yet Peter says (Acts 15:9) that hearts are purified by
faith. And when this entire passage is regarded, it presents a meaning
harmonizing with the rest of Scripture, that, if the hearts are cleansed, and then
outwardly alms are added, i. e. all the works of love, they are thus entirely clean,
i. e., not only within, but also without. In the second place, why is not the entire
discourse added to it? There are many parts of the reproof, some of which give
commandment concerning faith, and others concerning works. Nor is it the part
of a candid reader to pick out the commands concerning works, while the
passages concerning faith are omitted.32

Lastly,? readers are to be admonished of this, viz. that the adversaries give
the worst advice to godly consciences, when they teach that by works the
remission of sins is merited, because conscience in acquiring remission through
works cannot be confident that a work will satisfy God. Accordingly it is always
tormented, and continually devises other works, and other acts of worship, until
it altogether despairs. This course is described by Paul, Rom. 4:5, where he
proves that the promise of righteousness is not made because of our works,
because we could never determine that we had a reconciled God. For the Law
always accuses. Thus the promise would be in vain and uncertain. He
accordingly concludes that this promise of the remission of sins and of
righteousness is received by faith, not on account of works. This is the true,
simple and genuine meaning of Paul, in which the greatest consolation is offered
godly consciences, and the glory of Christ is shown forth, who certainly was
given to us for this purpose, viz. that through him we might have grace,
righteousness and peace.

Thus far we have reviewed the principal passages which the adversaries cite
against us, in order to show that faith does not justify, and that we merit, by our
works, remission of sins and grace. But we hope that we have shown clearly
enough to godly consciences, that these passages are not opposed to our
doctrine; that the adversaries wickedly distort the Scriptures to their opinions;
that the most of the passages which they cite have been garbled; that, while
omitting the clearest passages concerning faith, they only select from the
Scriptures passages concerning works, and even these they distort; that
everywhere they add certain human opinions to that which the words of
Scripture say; that they teach the Law in such a manner as to suppress the
Gospel concerning Christ. For the entire doctrine of the adversaries, is, in part,
derived from human reason, and, in part, a doctrine of the Law, not of the
Gospel. For they teach two modes of justification, of which the one has been
derived from reason, and the other from the Law, not from the Gospel, or the
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promise concerning Christ.

[138] The former mode of justification3* with them, is that they teach that, by
good works, men merit grace both de congruo and de condigno. This mode is a
doctrine of reason, because reason, not seeing the uncleanness of the heart,
thinks that it pleases God thus, if it perform good works, and in addition, other
works and other acts of worship are constantly devised, by men in great peril,
against the terrors of conscience. The heathen and the Israelites slew human
victims, and undertook many other most painful works, in order to appease
God’s wrath. Afterwards, orders of monks were devised, and these vied with
each other in the severity of their observances against the terrors of conscience
and God’s wrath. And this mode of justification, because it is rational, and is
altogether occupied with outward works, can be understood, and to a certain
extent be afforded. And to this the canonists have distorted the misunderstood
Church ordinances, which were enacted by the fathers for a far different purpose,
namely, not, that, by these works, we should seek after righteousness, but that,
for the sake of mutual tranquility among men, there might be a certain order in
the Church. In this manner, they also distorted the sacraments, and most
especially the mass, through which they seek ex opere operato righteousness,
grace and salvation.

Another mode of justification3 is handed down by the scholastic theologians,
when they teach that we are righteous through a habit infused by God, which is
love, and that, aided by this habit, we observe the Law of God outwardly and
inwardly, and that this fulfilling of the Law is worthy of grace and of eternal life.
This doctrine is plainly the doctrine of the Law. For that is true which the Law
says: “Thou shalt love the Lord thy God,” etc. (Deut. 6:5.) “Thou shalt love thy
neighbor” (Lev. 19:18). Love is, therefore, the fulfilling of the Law.

But it is easy for a Christian to judge concerning both modes; because both
modes exclude Christ, and are, therefore, to be rejected. In the former, which
teaches that our works area propitiation for sin, the impiety is manifest. The
latter mode contains much that is injurious. It does not teach that, when we are
born again, we avail ourselves of Christ. It does not teach that justification is the
remission of sins. It does not teach that we attain the remission of sins before we
love; but falsely represents that we elicit the act of love,3¢ through which we
merit remission of sins. Nor does it teach that by faith in Christ we overcome the
terrors of sin and death. It falsely represents that, by their own fulfilling of the
Law, without Christ as Propitiator, men come to God. Afterwards, it represents
that this very fulfilling of the Law, without Christ as Propitiator, is righteousness
worthy of grace and eternal life, while nevertheless scarcely a weak and feeble
fulfilling of the Law occurs even in saints.
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But if any one will only reflect upon it, that the Gospel has not been given in
vain to the world, and that Christ has not been promised, set forth, has not been
born, has not suffered, has not risen again in vain, he will most readily
understand that we are justified not from reason or from the Law. In regard to
justification, we, therefore, are compelled to dissent from the adversaries. For
the Gospel shows another mode; the Gospel compels us to avail ourselves of
Christ in justification; it teaches that through him, we have access to God by
faith; it teaches that we ought to set him as Mediator and Propitiator over against
God’s wrath; it teaches that, by faith in Christ, the remission of sins and
reconciliation are received, and the terrors of sin and of death overcome. Thus
Paul also says that righteousness is not of the Law, but of the promise, in which
the Father has promised that he wishes to forgive, that for Christ’s sake he
wishes to be reconciled. This promise, however, is received by faith alone, as
Paul testifies, Rom. 4:13. This faith alone receives remission of sins, justifies
and regenerates. Then love and other good fruits follow. Thus therefore we
teach, that man is justified, as we have above said, when conscience, terrified by
the preaching of repentance, is cheered and believes that for Christ’s sake it has a
reconciled God. “This faith is counted for righteousness,” Rom. 4:3, 5. And
when in this manner the heart is cheered and quickened by faith, it receives the
Holy Ghost, who renews us, so that we are able to observe the Law; so that we
are able to love God and the Word of God, and to be submissive to God in
afflictions; so that we are able to be chaste, to love our neighbor, etc. Even
though these works are far distant from the perfection of the Law, yet they please
on account of faith, by which we are accounted righteous, because we believe
that for Christ’s sake we have a reconciled God. These things are plain, and in
harmony with the Gospel, and can be understood by persons of sound mind. And
from this foundation, it can easily be decided wherefore we ascribe justification
to faith, and not to love; although love follows faith, because love is the fulfilling
of the Law. But Paul teaches that we are justified not from the Law, but from the
promise, which is received only by faith. For we neither come to God without
Christ as Mediator, nor receive remission of sins for the sake of our love, but for
the sake of Christ. Likewise we are not able to love God while he is angry, and
the Law always accuses us, always manifests to us an angry God. Therefore, by
faith we must first apprehend the promise, that for Christ’s sake the Father is
reconciled and forgives. Afterwards we begin to observe the Law. Our eyes are
to be cast away from human reason, away from Moses upon Christ, and we are
to believe that Christ has been given for us, in order that, for his sake, we may be
accounted righteous. In the flesh we never satisfy the Law. Thus therefore we are
accounted righteous, not on account of the Law, but on account of Christ,
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because his merits are granted us, if we believe on him.

[139] If any one therefore has considered these foundations, that we are not
justified from the Law, because human nature cannot observe the Law of God,
and cannot love God; but, that we are justified from the promise, in which, for
Christ’s sake, reconciliation, righteousness and eternal life have been promised;
he will easily understand that justification must necessarily be ascribed to faith,
if he only will reflect upon the fact, that it is not in vain that Christ has been
promised and set forth, that he has been born and has suffered and been raised
again; if he will reflect upon the fact, that the promise of grace in Christ is not in
vain, that it was made immediately from the beginning of the world, apart from
and beyond the Law; if he will reflect upon the fact that the promise should be
received by faith, as John says (1 Ep. 5:10, sq.): “He that believeth not God, hath
made him a liar; because he believeth not the record that God gave of his Son.
And this is the record, that God hath given to us eternal life, and this life is in his
Son. He that hath the Son, hath life; and he that hath not the Son of God, hath
not life.” And Christ says (John 8:36): “If the Son therefore shall make you free,
ye shall be free indeed.” And Paul (Rom. 5:2): “By whom also we have access to
God;” and he adds: “By faith.” By faith in Christ, therefore, the promise of
remission of sins and of righteousness is received. Neither are we justified
before God, from reason or from the Law,

These things are so plain, and so manifest that we wonder that the madness of
the adversaries is so great as to call them into doubt. The proof is manifest that,
since we are justified before God not from the Law, but from the promise, it is
necessary to ascribe justification to faith. What can be opposed to this proof,
unless some one wish to abolish the entire Gospel, and the entire Christ? The
glory of Christ becomes more brilliant, when we teach that we avail ourselves of
him as Mediator and Propitiator. Godly consciences see that in this doctrine the
most abundant consolation is offered to them, viz. that they ought to believe and
most certainly rely upon the fact that they have a reconciled Father, for Christ’s
sake, and not for the sake of our righteousness; and that, nevertheless, Christ aids
us, so that we are able to observe also the Law. Of such blessings as these, the
adversaries deprive the Church, when they condemn, and endeavor to efface the
doctrine concerning the righteousness of faith. Therefore let all well-disposed
minds beware of consenting to the godless counsels of the adversaries.

In the doctrine of the adversaries concerning justification, no mention is made
of Christ, and how we ought to set him over against the wrath of God; as though
indeed we were able to overcome the wrath of God by means of love, or to love
an angry God. In regard to these things, consciences are left in uncertainty.3” For
if they ought to know that they have a reconciled God for the reason that they
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love, and that they observe the Law, they must needs always doubt whether they
have a reconciled God; because they either do not notice this love, as the
adversaries acknowledge, or they certainly feel that it is very small; and much
more frequently do they feel that they are angry at the judgment of God, who
suppresses human nature with many terrible evils, with troubles of this life, the
terrors of eternal wrath, etc. When, therefore, will conscience be at rest, when
will it be pacified? When in this doubt, and in these terrors, will it love God?
What else is the doctrine of the Law, but a doctrine of despair? And let any one
of our adversaries come forward who can teach us concerning this love, how he
himself loves God. They do not at all understand what they say; they only echo,
just like the walls of a house, the little word “love,” without understanding it. So
confused and obscure is their doctrine, it not only transfers the glory of Christ to
human works, but also leads consciences either to presumption or to despair. But
ours, we hope, is readily understood by pious minds, and brings godly and
salutary consolation to terrified consciences. For as the adversaries fallaciously
object that also many wicked men and devils believe, we have frequently already
said that we speak of faith in Christ, i. e. of faith in the remission of sins, of faith
which truly and heartily assents to the promise of grace. This is not brought
about without a great struggle in human hearts. And men of sound mind can
easily judge, that the faith which believes that we are cared for by God, and that
we are forgiven and hearkened to by him, is a matter above nature. For, of its
own accord, the human mind makes no such decision concerning God.
Therefore, this faith, of which we speak, is neither in the wicked, nor in devils.
[140] Furthermore if any sophist cavils that righteousness is in the will, and
therefore it cannot be ascribed to faith, which is in the intellect, the reply is easy,
because in the schools even such persons acknowledge that the will commands
the intellect to assent to the Word of God. We say also more clearly: Just as the
terrors of sin and death are not only thoughts of the intellect, but also horrible
movements of the will fleeing God’s judgment; so faith is not only knowledge,
in the intellect, but also confidence, in the will, i. e. it is to wish and to receive
that which is offered in the promise, viz. reconciliation and remission of sins.
Scripture thus uses the term “faith,” as the following sentence of Paul testifies
(Rom. 5:1): “Being justified by faith, we have peace with God.” Moreover in
this passage, to justify*® signifies, according to forensic usage, to acquit a guilty
one, and declare him righteous; but on account of the righteousness of another
one, viz. of Christ, which, righteousness of another is communicated to us by
faith. Therefore since in this passage our righteousness is the imputation of the
righteousness of another, we must here speak concerning righteousness,
otherwise than when in philosophy or in a civil court we seek after the
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righteousness of one’s own work, which certainly is in the will. Paul accordingly
says, 1 Cor. 1:30: “Of him are ye in Christ Jesus, who of God is made unto us
wisdom, and righteousness, and sanctification, and redemption.” And Cor. 5:28:
“He hath made him to be sin for us, who knew no sin; that we might be made the
righteousness of God in him.”

But because the righteousness of Christ is given us by faith, faith is for this
reason righteousness in us imputatively, i. e. it is that by which we are made
accepted by God, on account of the imputation and ordinance of God, as Paul
says (Rom. 4:3, 5): “Faith is reckoned for righteousness.” Although on account
of certain captious persons, we must say technically: Faith is truly righteousness,
because it is obedience to the Gospel. For it is evident that obedience to the
command of a superior, is truly a species of distributive justice. And this
obedience to the Gospel, is reckoned for righteousness, so that, only on account
of this, because by this we apprehend Christ as Propitiator, good works, or
obedience to the Law, are pleasing. For we do not satisfy the Law, but, for
Christ’s sake, this is forgiven us, as Paul says (Rom. 8:1): “There is therefore
now no condemnation to them which are in Christ Jesus.” This faith gives God
the honor, gives God that which is his own, in this, that in receiving the promises
it obeys him. Just as Paul also says (Rom. 4:20): “He staggered not at the
promise of God through unbelief; but was strong in faith, giving glory to God.”
Thus the worship and divine service of the Gospel, is to receive from God gifts;
on the contrary, the worship of the Law, is to offer and present our gifts to God.*
We can, however, offer nothing to God, unless first we have been reconciled and
born again. This passage, too, brings the greatest consolation; as the chief
worship of the Gospel is to wish to receive remission of sins, grace and
righteousness. Of this worship, Christ says, John 6:40: “This is the will of him
that sent me, that every one which seeth the Son, and believeth on him, may
have everlasting life.” And the Father says (Matt. 17:5): “This is my beloved
Son, in whom I am well pleased; hear ye him.” The adversaries speak of
obedience to the Law; they do not speak of obedience to the Gospel: and yet we
cannot obey the Law, unless, through the Gospel, we have been born again, since
we cannot love God, unless the remission of sins have been received. For as long
as we feel that he is angry with us, human nature flees from his wrath and
judgment. If any one should make a cavil such as this: If there be faith, which
wishes those things which are offered in the promise, the habits of faith and hope
seem to be confounded, because hope is that which expects promised things; to
this we reply, that these dispositions cannot in reality be severed, in the manner
that they are divided by idle speculations in the schools. For in the Epistle to the
Hebrews, faith is defined as “the substance” [expectatio] “of things hoped for”
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(Heb. 11:1). If any one wish a distinction to be made, we say that the object of
hope is properly a future event, but that faith exists concerning future and
present things, and receives in the present the remission of sins offered in the
promise. [What is the difference between faith and hope? Answer: Hope expects
future blessings and deliverance from trouble; faith receives the present
reconciliation, and concludes in the heart, that God has forgiven my sins, and
that he is now gracious to me. And this is a noble service of God, which serves
God by giving him the honor, and by esteeming his mercy and promise so sure,
that, without merit, we can receive and expect from him all manner of blessings.
And in this service of God, the heart should be exercised and increase; of which
the foolish sophists know nothing.]

From these statements, we hope that it can be sufficiently understood, both
what faith is, and that we are compelled to hold that by faith we are justified,
reconciled and regenerated; inasmuch as we wish to teach the righteousness of
the Gospel, and not the righteousness of the Law. For those who teach that we
are justified by love, teach the righteousness of the Law, and do not teach us in
justification to avail ourselves of Christ as Mediator. These things also are
manifest, viz. that not by love, but by faith, we overcome the terrors of sin and
death, that we cannot oppose our love and fulfilling of the Law to the wrath of
God, because Paul says, (Rom. 5:2): “By Christ we have access to God by faith.”
We urge this sentence so frequently, because of its perspicuity. For it shows most
clearly the state of the whole case, and when carefully considered can teach
abundantly concerning the whole matter and can console well-disposed minds.
Accordingly it is of advantage to have it at hand and in sight, not only that we
may be able to oppose it to the doctrine of our adversaries, who teach that we
come to God not by faith, but by love and merits without Christ as Mediator;
and, at the same time that, when in fear, we may cheer ourselves and exercise
faith. This is also manifest, that without the aid of Christ we cannot observe the
Law, as he himself says (John 15:5): “Without me ye can do nothing.”
Accordingly, before we observe the Law, our hearts must be born again by faith.

[141] Hence it can also be understood why we find fault with the doctrine of
the adversaries concerning merit condigni.*° The decision is very easy; because
they do not make mention of faith, that we please God by faith for Christ’s sake,
but they falsely state that good works, wrought by the aid of the habit of love,
constitute a righteousness worthy by itself to please God, and worthy of eternal
life; and that they have no need of Christ as Mediator. What else is this than to
transfer the glory of Christ to our works, viz. that we please God because of our
works, and not because of Christ. But this is also to rob Christ of the glory of
Mediator, who is Mediator perpetually, and not merely in the beginning of
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justification. Paul also says (Gal. 2:17) that if one justified in Christ have need
afterwards to seek righteousness elsewhere, he affirms of Christ that he is a
minister of sin, i. e., that he does not fully justify. And most absurd is that which
the adversaries teach, viz. that good works merit grace de condigno, as though
indeed after the beginning of justification, if conscience terrify, as is ordinarily
the case, grace must be sought through a good work, and not by faith in Christ.

Secondly,* the doctrine of the adversaries leaves consciences in doubt, so
that they never can be pacified; because the Law always accuses us, even in
good works. For always “the flesh lusteth against the Spirit” (Gal. 5:17). How,
therefore, will conscience here have peace, without faith, if it believe that, not
for Christ’s sake, but for the sake of one’s own work, it ought now to please
God? What work will it find, upon what will it firmly rely as worthy of eternal
life, inasmuch as hope ought to originate from merits? Against these doubts,
Paul says (Rom. 5:1): “Being justified by faith, we have peace with God;” we
ought to be firmly convinced that for Christ’s sake righteousness and eternal life
are granted us. And of Abraham, he says (Rom. 4:18): “Against hope, he
believed in hope.”

Thirdly, How will conscience know, when a work has been done, by the
inclination of this habit of love, so that it can be convinced that it merits grace de
condigno? But it is only to elude the Scriptures that this very distinction has been
devised, viz. that men merit at one time de congruo, and, at another time, de
condigno because, as we have above said,* the intention of the one who works
does not distinguish the kinds of merit; but hypocrites, in their security, think
simply their works are worthy, and that, for this reason, they are accounted
righteous. On the other hand, terrified consciences doubt concerning all works,
and for this reason are continually seeking other works. For to merit de congruo,
is this, viz. to doubt and, without faith, to work, until despair takes place. In a
word, all that the adversaries teach, in regard to this matter, is full of errors and
dangers.

[142] Fourthly, The entire [the holy Catholic, Christian] Church confesses
that eternal life is attained through mercy. For thus Augustine speaks, De Gratia
et Libero Arbitrio, when indeed he is speaking of the works of the saints,
wrought after justification: “God leads us to eternal life not by our merits, but
according to his mercy.” And Confessions, Book ix.: “Woe to the life of man,
however much it may be worthy of praise, if it be judged with mercy removed.”
And Cyprian in his treatise on the Lord’s Prayer: “Lest any one should flatter
himself that he is innocent, and by exalting himself, should perish the more
deeply, he is instructed and taught that he sins daily, in that he is bidden to
entreat daily for his sins.” But the subject is well known, and has very many and
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very clear testimonies in Scripture, and in the Church Fathers, who all with one
mouth declare that even though we have good works, yet in these very works we
need mercy. Faith surveying this mercy cheers and consoles us. Wherefore the
adversaries teach erroneously, when they so extol merits as to add nothing
concerning this faith that apprehends mercy. For just as we have above said that
the promise and faith stand in a reciprocal relation, and that the promise is not
apprehended unless by faith; so we here say that the promised mercy
correlatively requires faith, and cannot be apprehended without faith. Therefore
we justly find fault with the doctrine concerning merit condigni, since it teaches
nothing of justifying faith, and obscures the glory and office of Christ as
Mediator. For in this matter we should not be regarded as teaching anything new,
since the Church Fathers have so clearly handed down the doctrine that, even in
good works, we need mercy.

Scripture also often inculcates the same. In Ps. 143:2: “And enter not into
judgment with thy servant; for in thy sight shall no man living be justified.” This
passage denies absolutely even to all saints and servants of God, the glory of
righteousness, if God does not forgive, but judges and accuses their hearts. For
when David boasts in other places of his righteousness, he speaks concerning his
own cause against the persecutors of God’s Word; he does not speak of his
personal purity; and he asks that the cause and glory of God be defended, as in
Ps. 7:8: “Judge me, O Lord, according to thy righteousness, and according to
mine integrity that is in me.” Likewise in Ps. 130:3, he says that no one [not
even the highest saints] could endure God’s judgment, if God were to mark our
sins: “If thou, Lord, shouldest mark iniquities, O Lord, who shall stand?” Job
9:28: “I am afraid of all my sorrows” [Vulg., opera, works]; v. 30: “If I wash
myself with snow-water, and make my hands never so clean, yet thou shalt
plunge me in the ditch.” Prov. 20:9: “Who can say, | have made my heart clean, I
am pure from my sin?” John 1:8: “If we say that we have no sin, we deceive
ourselves, and the truth is not in us,” etc. And in the Lord’s Prayer, the saints ask
for the remission of sins. Therefore, even the saints have sins. Num. 14:18: “The
innocent shall not be innocent” [cf. Ex. 34:7]. Deut. 4:24: “The Lord thy God is
a consuming fire.” Zechariah also says (2:13): “Be silent, O all flesh, before the
Lord.” Isa. 40:6: “All flesh is as grass, and all the goodliness thereof is as the
flower of the field: the grass withereth, the flower fadeth, because the Spirit of
the Lord bloweth upon it,” i. e. flesh and righteousness of the flesh cannot
endure the judgment of God. Jonah also says (ch. 2:8): “They that observe lying
vanities, forsake their own mercy,” i. e. all confidence is vain, except confidence
in mercy; mercy delivers us; our own merits, our own efforts do not.
Accordingly Daniel also prays (9:18, sq.): “For we do not present our
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supplications before thee for our righteousnesses, but for thy great mercies. O
Lord, hear; O Lord, forgive; O Lord, hearken and do it; defer not for thine own
sake, O my God; for thy city and thy people are called by thy name.” Thus
Daniel teaches us in praying to lay hold upon mercyj, i. e, to trust in God’s mercy,
and not to trust in our own merits before God. We also wonder what our
adversaries do in prayer, if, indeed, the profane men ever ask anything of God. If
they declare that they are worthy because they have love and good works, and
ask for grace as a debt, they pray precisely like the Pharisee in Luke 18:11, who
says: “I am not as other men are.” He who thus prays for grace, and does not rely
upon God’s mercy, treats Christ with dishonor, who, since he is our high priest,
intercedes for us. Thus, therefore, prayer relies upon God’s mercy, when we
believe that we are hearkened to, for the sake of Christ, the high priest, as he
himself says (John 14:13): “Whatsoever ye shall ask the Father in my name, he
will give it you.” “In my name,” he says, because without this high priest we
cannot come to the Father.

[144] Here belongs also the declaration of Christ, Luke 17:10: “So likewise,
ye, when ye shall have done all those things which are commanded you, say, We
are unprofitable servants.”#* These words clearly declare that God saves by
mercy, and on account of his promise, not that it is due on account of the value
of our works. But,* at this point, the adversaries play wonderfully with the
words of Christ. In the first place, they make an antistrophe [retorted argument],
and turn it Mt; against us. Much more, they say, can it be said: “If we have
believed all things, say, We are unprofitable servants.” Then they add that works
are of no profit to God, but are not without profit to us. See how the puerile
study of sophistry delights the adversaries, and although these trifles do not
deserve a refutation, nevertheless we will reply to them in a few words. The
antistrophe is defective. For in the first place the adversaries are deceived in
regard to the term faith; because, if it would signify that knowledge of history#°
which is also in the wicked and in devils, the adversaries would be correct in
arguing that faith is unprofitable, when they say: “When we have believed all
things, say. We are unprofitable servants.” But we are speaking, not of the
knowledge of history, but of confidence in the promise and mercy of God. And
the confidence in the promise confesses that we are unprofitable servants; yea
this confession that our works are unworthy, is the very voice of faith, as appears
in this example of Daniel (9:18), which we cited a little above: “We do not
present our supplications before thee for our righteousnesses,” etc. For faith
saves, because it apprehends mercy or the promise of grace, even though our
works are unworthy; and, with this meaning, the antistrophe does not oppose us,
viz.: “When ye shall have done all things, say, We are unprofitable servants;”
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viz. because our works are unworthy: for with the entire Church we teach that
we are saved by mercy. But if they mean to infer in a similar way, just as when
you have done all things, do not trust in your works, so when you have believed
all things, do not trust in the divine promise; these do not agree. The inference is
wrong: “Works do not help; therefore, faith also does not help.” We must give
the uncultured men a homely illustration: “A half farthing does not help;
therefore a florin also does not help.” Just as the florin is of much higher
denomination and value than the half farthing, so also should it be understood
that faith is much higher and more efficacious than works. Not that faith helps,
because of its worth, but because it trusts in God’s promises. For they are very
dissimilar; as the causes and objects of confidence in the former proposition are
far dissimilar to those of the latter. In the former, confidence is confidence in our
own works. In the latter, confidence is confidence in the divine promise. Christ,
however, condemns confidence in our works; he does not condemn confidence
in his promise. He does not wish us to despair of God’s grace and mercy. He
accuses our works as unworthy, but does not accuse the promise which freely
offers mercy. And here Ambrose says well: “Grace is to be acknowledged; but
nature is not to be ignored.” We must trust in the promise of grace, and not in our
own nature. But the adversaries act in accordance with their custom, and distort,
against faith, the judgments which have been given on behalf of faith.4 We
leave, however, these difficult points to the schools. “The sophistry is plainly
puerile, when they interpret”unprofitable servant,”" as meaning that the works are
unprofitable to God, but are profitable to us. Yet Christ speaks concerning that
profit which makes God a debtor of grace to us, although it is out of place to
discuss here concerning that which is profitable or unprofitable. For
“unprofitable servants” means “insufficient,” because no one fears God as much,
and loves God as much, and believes God as much as he ought.4” But let us
dismiss these frigid cavils of the adversaries, concerning which, if at any time
they are brought to the light, prudent men will easily decide what they should
judge. They have found a flaw in words which are very plain and clear. But
every one sees that in this passage, confidence in our own works is condemned.
[146] Let us, therefore, hold fast to this which the Church confesses, viz. that
we are saved by mercy. And lest* any one may here think: “If we are to be saved
by mercy, hope will be uncertain, if, in those by whom salvation is attained,
nothing precedes, by which they may be distinguished from these by whom it is
not attained,” we must give him a satisfactory answer. For the scholastics,
influenced in this way, seem to have devised meritum condigni. For this
consideration can greatly exercise the human mind. We will therefore reply
briefly. For the very reason that hope may be sure, for the very reason that there
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may be an antecedent distinction between those by whom salvation is attained,
and those by whom it is not attained, it is necessary to firmly hold that we are
saved by mercy. When this is expressed thus unqualifiedly, it seems absurd. For
in civil courts and in human judgment, that which is of right or of debt, is
certain, and mercy is uncertain. But the matter is different with respect to God’s
judgment, for here mercy has a clear and certain command from God. For the
Gospel is properly that command [word], which enjoins us to believe that God is
propitious to us for Christ’s sake. “For God sent not his Son into the world to
condemn the world; but that the world through him might be saved.” (John 3:17,
18). As often, therefore, as mercy is spoken of, faith in the promise must be
added; and this faith produces sure hope, because it relies upon the Word and
command of God. If hope would rely upon works, then, indeed, it would be
uncertain, because works cannot pacify the conscience, as has been said above
frequently. And this kaith makes a distinction between those by whom??e
salvation is attained, and those by whom it is not attained. Faith makes the
distinction between the worthy and the unworthy, because eternal life has been
promised to the justified; and faith justifies.

But here again the adversaries will cry out that there is no need of good
works, if they do not merit eternal life. These calumnies we have refuted
above.® Of course, it is necessary to do good works. We say that eternal life has
been promised to the justified.>® But those who walk according to the flesh,
retain neither faith nor righteousness. We are for this very end justified, that
being righteous we may begin to do good works and to obey God’s Law. We are
regenerated and receive the Holy Ghost, for the very end that the new life may
produce new works, new dispositions, the fear and love of God. hatred to
concupiscence, etc. This faith of which we speak arises in repentance [is where
repentance is], and, ought to be established and grow, in the midst of good
works, temptations and dangers, so that we may continually be the more firmly
persuaded that God, for Christ’s sake, cares for us, forgives us, hearkens to us.
This is not learned without many and great struggles. How often conscience is
aroused, how often it excites, even to despair, when it brings to view sins, either
old or new, or the impurity of our nature? This handwriting is not blotted out
without a great struggle, in which experience testifies what a difficult matter
faith is. And while we are cheered in the midst of the terrors, and receive
consolation, other spiritual movements at the same time grow, the knowledge of
God, fear of God, hope, love of God; and we are Aregenerated," as Paul says
(Col. 3: and Cor. 3:18): “in the knowledge of God,” and “beholding the glory of
the Lord, are changed into the same image,” i. e. we receive the true knowledge
of God, so that we truly fear him, truly trust that we are cared for, and that we
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are hearkened to by him. This regeneration is as it were the beginning of eternal
life, 231 as Paul says (Rom. 8:10): “If Christ be in you, the body is dead because
of sin; but the Spirit is life because of righteousness.” And (2 Cor. 5:2, 3): “We
are clothed upon, if so be that being clothed we shall not be found naked.” From
these statements, the candid reader can judge that we especially require good
works, since we teach that this faith arises in repentance, and in repentance
ought continually to increase; and in these matters, we place Christian and
spiritual perfection, if, in repentance, repentance and faith grow together. This
can be better understood by the godly, than those things which are taught by the
adversaries concerning contemplation or perfection. Just as, however,
justification pertains to faith, so also life eternal pertains to faith. And Peter says
(1 Pet. 1:9): “Receiving the end or fruit of your faith, the salvation of your
souls.” For the adversaries confess that the sons of God have been justified, and
are co-heirs of Christ. Afterwards works, because on account of faith they please
God, merit other bodily and spiritual rewards. For there will be distinctions in
the glory of the saints.

But here the adversaries reply that eternal life is called a reward, and that,
therefore, it is merited de condigno by good works. We reply briefly and plainly:
Paul (Rom. 6:23) calls eternal life “a gift,” because by the righteousness
presented for Christ’s sake, we are made at the same time sons of God and co-
heirs of Christ, as John says (3:36): “He that believeth on the Son, hath
everlasting life.” And Augustine says, as also do very many others who follow
him: “God crowns his gifts in us.” Elsewhere indeed (Luke 6:23) it is written:
“Your reward is great in heaven.” If these passages seem to the adversaries to
conflict, they themselves may explain them. But they are not fair judges; for they
omit the word “gift.” They omit also the sources of the entire matter [the chief
part, how we are justified before God], and they select the word “reward,” and
most harshly interpret this not only against Scripture, but also against the usage
of the language. Hence they infer that inasmuch as it is called “a reward,” our
works, therefore, are such that they ought to be a price, for which eternal life is
due. They are, therefore, worthy of grace and life eternal, and do not stand in
need of mercy, or of Christ as Mediator, or of faith. This logic is altogether new;
we hear the term “reward,” and, therefore, are to infer that there is no need of
Christ as Mediator, or of faith having access to God for Christ’s sake, and not for
the sake of our works! Who does not see that these are anacolouthons? We do
not contend concerning the term “reward.” We dispute concerning this matter,
viz. whether good works are of themselves worthy of grace and of eternal life, or
whether they please only on account of faith, which apprehends Christ as
Mediator. Our adversaries not only ascribe this to works, viz. that they are
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worthy of grace and of eternal life, but they also state falsely that they have
superfluous merits, which they can grant to others, and by which they can justify
others, as when monks sell the merits of their orders to others. These
monstrosities they heap up in the manner of Chrysippus, where this one word
“reward” is heard, viz.: " It is called a reward, and therefore we have works
which are a price for which a reward is due; therefore, works please by
themselves, and not for the sake of Christ as Mediator. And since one has more
merits than another, therefore some have superfluous merits. And those who
merit them can bestow these merits upon others." Stop, reader; you have not the
whole of this sorites. For certain sacraments of this donation must be added; the
hood is placed upon the dead. [As the Barefooted monks and other orders have
shamelessly done, in placing the hoods of their orders upon dead bodies.] By
such accumulations, the blessings brought us in Christ, and the righteousness of
faith are obscured. [These are acute and strong arguments, all of which they can
spin from the single word “reward” whereby they obscure Christ and faith. ]
[148] We are not agitating an idle logomachy concerning the term “reward.”
If the adversaries will concede that we are accounted righteous by faith because
of Christ, and that good works please God because of faith, we will not
afterwards contend much concerning the term “reward.” We confess that eternal
life is a reward, because it is something due on account of the promise, not on
account of our merits. For the justification .has been promised, which we have
above shown to be properly a gift of God; and to this gift has been added the
promise of eternal life, according to Rom. 8:30: “Whom he justified, them he
also glorified.” Here belongs what Paul says (2 Tim. 4:8): “There is laid up for
me a crown of rightseousness, which the Lord, the righteous Judge, shall give
me.” For the crown is due the justified because of the promise.5* And this
promise saints should know, not that they may labor for their own profit, for they
ought to labor for the glory of God; but in order that they may not despair in
afflictions, they should know God’s will, that he desires to aid, to deliver, to save
them. Although the perfect hear the mention of penalties and rewards in one
way, and the weak hear it in another way; for the weak labor for the sake of their
own advantage. And yet the preaching of rewards and punishments is necessary.
In the preaching of punishments, the wrath of God is set forth, and, therefore,
this pertains to the preaching of repentance. In the preaching of rewards, grace is
set forth. And just as Scripture, in the mention of good works, often embraces
faith; for it wishes righteousness of the heart to be included with the fruits; so
sometimes it offers grace together with other rewards, as in Isa. 58: sq., and
frequently in other places in the prophets. We also confess what we have often
testified, that, although justification and eternal life pertain to faith, nevertheless

148



good works merit other bodily and spiritual rewards,>? and degrees of rewards,
according to 1 Cor. 3:8: “Every man shall receive his own reward according to
his own labor.” [For the blessed will have reward; one higher than the other. This
difference merit makes, according as it pleases God; and is merit, because they
who do these good works, God has adopted as children and heirs. For thus they
have merit which is their own and peculiar; as one child, with respect to
another. ]

For the righteousness of the Gospel, which has to do with the promise of
grace, freely receives justification and quickening. But the fulfilling of the Law,
which follows faith, has to do with the Law, in which a reward is offered and is
due, not freely, but according to our works. But those who merit this are justified
before they do the Law. Therefore (as Paul says, Col. 1:13; Rom. 8:17), they
have before been translated into the kingdom of God’s Son, and been made joint
heirs with Christ. But as often as mention is made of merit, the adversaries
immediately transfer the matter from other rewards to justification, although the
Gospel freely offers justification on account of Christ’s merits, and not of our
own; and the merits of Christ are communicated to us by faith. But works and
afflictions merit, not justification, but other remunerations, as the reward is
offered in these passages: “He which soweth sparingly, shall reap also sparingly;
and he which soweth bountifully, shall reap also bountifully” (2 Cor. 9:6). Here
clearly the measure of the reward is connected with the measure of the work.
“Honor thy father, and thy mother, that thy days may be long upon the land” (Ex.
20:1 2). And here certainly the Law offers a reward to work. Although,
therefore, the fulfilling of the Law merits a reward, for a reward properly
pertains to the Law; yet we ought to be mindful of the Gospel, which freely
offers justification for Christ’s sake. We neither observe the Law, nor can
observe it, before we have been reconciled to God, justified and regenerated.
Neither would this fulfilling of the Law please God, unless we would be
accepted on account of faith. And because men are accepted on account of faith,
for this very reason the inchoate fulfilling of the Law pleases, and has a reward
in this life, and after this life. Concerning the term “reward,” very many other
remarks might here be made, derived from the nature of the Law, which, as they
are too extensive, must be explained in another connection.>?

[149] But, the adversaries urge that it is the prerogative of good works to
merit eternal life, because Paul says, Rom. 2:6: “Who will render to every one
according to his works.” Likewise v. 10: “Glory, honor and peace to every man
that worketh good.”>* John 5:29: “They that have done good, unto the
resurrection of life.” Matt. 25:35: “I was an hungered and ye gave me meat,” etc.
In these and all similar passages in which works are praised in the Scriptures, it
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is necessary to understand not only outward works, but also the faith of the heart,
because Scripture does not speak of hypocrisy, but of the righteousness of the
heart with its fruits. Moreover, as often as mention is made of the Law and of
works, we must know that Christ as Mediator is not to be excluded. For he is the
end of the Law, and he himself says (John 15:5): “Without me, ye can do
nothing.” According to this rule, we have said above, that all passages
concerning works, can be judged. Wherefore when eternal life is granted to
works, it is granted to those who have been justified, because no men except
justified men, who are led by the Spirit of Christ, can do good works; and
without faith and Christ as Mediator, good works do not please, according to
Heb. 11:6 “Without faith, it is impossible to please God.” When Paul says: “He
will render to every one according to his works,” not only the outward work
ought to be understood, but all righteousness or unrighteousness. So: “Glory to
him that worketh good,” i. e. to the righteous. “Ye gave me meat,” is cited as the
fruit and witness of the righteousness of the heart and of faith, and, therefore,
eternal life is rendered to righteousness. [There it must certainly be
acknowledged that Christ means not only the works, but that he desires to have
the heart; which he wishes to esteem God aright, and to believe correctly
concerning him, viz. it is through mercy that it is pleasing to God. Therefore
Christ teaches that everlasting life will be given the righteous, as Christ says:
“The righteous shall go into everlasting life.”] In this way. Scripture, at the same
time with the fruits, embraces the righteousness of the heart. And it often names
the fruits, in order that it may be better understood by the inexperienced, and to
signify that a new life and regeneration, and not hypocrisy, are required. But
regeneration occurs, by faith, in repentance.

No sane man can judge otherwise; neither do we here affect any idle subtlety,
so as to separate the fruits from the righteousness of the heart; if the adversaries
would only have conceded that the fruits please because of faith, and of Christ as
Mediator, and that by themselves they are not worthy of grace and of eternal life.
For in the doctrine of the adversaries, we condemn this, that, in such passages of
Scripture, understood either in a philosophical or a Jewish manner, they abolish
the righteousness of faith, and exclude Christ as Mediator. From these passages,
they infer that works merit grace, sometimes de congruo, and at other times de
condigno, viz. when love is added; i. e. because they justify, and because they
are righteousness, they are worthy of eternal life. This error manifestly abolishes
the righteousness of faith, which believes that we have access to God, for
Christ’s sake, not for the sake of our works, and that through Christ as Priest and
Mediator, we are led to the Father, and have a reconciled Father, as has been
sufficiently said above. And this doctrine concerning 256 the righteousness of
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faith is not to be neglected in the Church of Christ; because without it the office
of Christ cannot be considered, and the doctrine of justification that is left, is
only a doctrine of the Law.>> But we should retain the Gospel, and the doctrine
concerning the promise, granted for Christ’s sake.

[150] We are not, therefore, on this topic contending with the adversaries
concerning a small matter. We are not seeking out idle subtleties, when we find
fault with them for teaching that we merit eternal life by works, while that faith
is omitted which apprehends Christ as Mediator. For of this faith, which believes
that for Christ’s sake the Father is propitious to us, there is not a syllable in the
scholastics. Everywhere they hold that we are accepted and righteous because of
our works, wrought either from reason, or certainly wrought by the inclination of
that love, concerning which they speak.

And>¢ yet they have certain sayings, maxims as it were of the old writers,>
which they distort in interpreting. In the schools, the boast is made, that good
works please on account of grace, and that confidence must be put in God’s
grace. Here they interpret grace as a habit, by which we love God, as though
indeed the ancients meant to say that we ought to trust in our love, of which we
certainly experience how small and how impure it is. Although it is strange how
they bid us trust in love, since they teach us that we are not able to know whether
it be present.’® Why do they not here set forth God’s love and mercy toward us?
And as often as mention is made of this they ought to add faith. For the promise
of God’s mercy, reconciliation and love towards us, is not apprehended unless by
faith. With this view, they would be right in saying that we ought to trust in
grace, that good works please because of grace, when faith apprehends grace. In
the schools, the boast is also made that our good works avail by virtue of Christ’s
passion.> Well said! But why add nothing concerning faith? For Christ is “a
propitiation,” as Paul (Rom. 3:25) says, “through faith.” When timid consciences
are comforted, and are convinced that our sins have been blotted out by the death
of Christ, and that God has been reconciled to us on account of Christ’s
suffering, then indeed the suffering of Christ profits us. If the doctrine
concerning faith be omitted, it is said in vain that works avail by virtue of
Christ’s passion.

[151] And very many other passages they corrupt in the schools, because they
do not teach the righteousness of faith, and because they understand by faith
merely a knowledge of history or of dogmas, and do not understand by it that
virtue which apprehends the promise of grace and of righteousness, and which
quickens hearts in the terrors of sin and of death. When Paul says (Rom. 10:10):
“With the heart, man believeth unto righteousness; and with the mouth
confession is made unto salvation,” we think that the adversaries acknowledge
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here that confession justifies or saves, not ex opere operato but only on account
of the faith of the heart. And Paul thus says that confession saves, in order to
show what sort of faith obtains eternal life; namely, that which is firm and active.
That faith, however, which does not manifest itself in confession, is not firm.
Thus other good works please on account of faith; as also the prayers of the
Church ask that all things may be accepted for Christ’s sake. They likewise ask
all things for Christ’s sake. For it is manifest that at the close of prayers, this
clause is always added: “Through Christ our Lord.”¢

Accordingly we conclude that we are justified before God, are reconciled to
God and regenerated by faith, which in repentance apprehends the promise of
grace, and truly quickens the terrified mind, and is convinced that for Christ’s
sake God is reconciled and propitious to us. And through this “faith,” says Peter
(1 Ep. 1:5), “we are kept unto salvation, ready to be revealed.” The knowledge
of this faith is necessary to Christians, and brings the most abundant consolation
in all afflictions, and displays to us the office of Christ, because those who deny
that men are justified by faith, and deny that Christ is Mediator and Propitiator,
deny the promise of grace, and the Gospel. They teach only the doctrine either of
reason or of the Law concerning justification.

We have shown®! the origin of this case, so far as can here be done, and have
explained those things to which the adversaries object. Good men indeed, will
easily judge these things, if they will think, as often as a passage concerning love
or works is cited, that the Law cannot be observed without Christ, and that we
cannot be justified from the Law, but from the Gospel; that is, from the promise
of the grace promised in Christ. And we hope that this discussion, although brief,
will be profitable to good men for strengthening faith, and teaching and
comforting conscience. For we know that those things which we have said are in
harmony with the prophetic and apostolic Scriptures, with the holy Fathers,
Ambrose, Augustine, and very many others, and with the whole Church of
Christ, which certainly confesses that Christ is Propitiator and Justifier.

Nor are we immediately to judge that the Roman Church agrees with
everything that the pope or cardinals or bishops or some of the theologians or
monks approve.®? For it is manifest that to most of the pontiffs their own
authority causes more care than does the Gospel of Christ. And it has been
ascertained that most of them are openly Epicureans. It is evident that
theologians have mingled with Christian doctrine more of philosophy than was
sufficient. Nor ought their influence to appear so great, that it will never be
lawful to dissent from their disputations, while at the same time many manifest
errors are found among them, such as that we are able from purely natural
powers to love God above all things.®® This dogma, although it is manifestly
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false, has produced many other errors. For the Scriptures, the holy Fathers and
the judgments of all the godly everywhere make reply. Therefore, even though
bishops or some theologians or monks have taught us to seek remission of sins,
grace and righteousness, through our own works, and new forms of worship,
which have obscured the office of Christ, and have made out of Christ not a
Propitiator and Justifier, but only a Legislator; nevertheless, the knowledge of
Christ has always remained with some godly persons. Scripture, moreover, has
predicted that the righteousness of faith would be obscured in this way by human
traditions and the doctrine of works. Just as Paul often complains (cf. Gal. 4:9;
5:7; Col. 2:8, sq.; Tim. 4: sq., etc.) that there were at that time those who, instead
of the righteousness of faith, taught that men were reconciled to God, and
justified, by their own works and own acts of worship, and not by faith for
Christ’s sake; because men judge by nature that God ought to be appeased by
works. Nor does reason see a righteousness other than the righteousness of the
Law, understood in a juridical sense. Accordingly there have always existed in
the world some who have taught this carnal righteousness alone to the exclusion
of the righteousness of faith; and such teachers will also always exist. The same
happened among the people of Israel. The greater part of the people thought that
they merited remission of sins by their works; they accumulated sacrifices and
acts of worship. On the contrary, the prophets, in condemnation of this opinion,
taught the righteousness of faith. And the occurrences among the people of Israel
are illustrations of those things which were to occur in the Church. Therefore, let
the multitude of the adversaries, who condemn our doctrine, not disturb godly
minds. For their spirit can easily be judged, because in some articles they have
condemned truth that is so clear and manifest, that their godlessness appears
openly. For the bull of Leo X.% condemned a very necessary article, which all
Christians should hold and believe, viz. that “We ought to trust that we have
been absolved not because of our contrition, but because of Christ’s Word (Matt.
16:19): “Whatsoever thou shalt bind,’” etc. And now in this assembly, the
authors of the Confutation have condemned in clear words®s this, viz. that we
have said that faith is a part of repentance, by which we obtain remission of sins,
and overcome the terrors of sin, and conscience is rendered pacified. Who,
however, does not see that this article, that by faith we obtain the remission of
sins, is most true, most certain and especially necessary to all Christians? Who to
all posterity, hearing that such a doctrine has been condemned, will judge that
the authors of this condemnation had any knowledge of Christ?

[152] And concerning their spirit, a conjecture can be made from the
unheard-of cruelty, which it is evident that they have hitherto exercised towards
most good men. And in this assembly we have heard that a reverend father, when
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opinions concerning our Confession were expressed, said in the senate of the
Empire, that no plan seemed to him better than to make a reply written in blood
to the Confession which we find presented written in ink. What more cruel
would Phalaris say? Therefore some princes also have judged this expression
unworthy to be treated of, in such an assembly. Wherefore although the
adversaries claim for themselves the name of the Church, nevertheless we know
that the Church of Christ is with those who teach the Gospel of Christ, not with
those who defend wicked opinions contrary to the Gospel, as the Lord says (John
10:27): “My sheep hear my voice.” And Augustine says, “The question is,
Where is the Church? What, therefore, are we to do? Are we to seek it in our
own words, or in the words of its Head, our Lord Jesus Christ? I think that we
ought to seek it in the words of him, who is truth, and who knows his own body
best.” Hence the judgments of our adversaries will not disturb us, since they
defend human opinions contrary to the Gospel, contrary to the authority of the
holy Fathers, who have written in the Church, and contrary to the testimonies of
godly minds.

1. The Var. adds: What can be expressed more simply than this our doctrine?
For it is necessary that the benefits of Christ be recognized in order to
distinguish the promises from the Law.<

2. Var. adds: For we never do sufficient works.<

3. The Var. continues: Not that by the Law we merit the remission of sins, or

that for the sake of the Law we are accounted righteous, and not for Christ’s

sake, but because God requires good works; for it is necessary wisely to
divide aright the Law and the promises.<

Var. adds: So as not to remove Christ.<

88§ 68-81 are treated much more briefly in the Var. and Ger.<

Var.: They might appease the wrath of God.<

Var. (and Germ.): In order that for the sake of these works, they might be

accounted righteous before God. The human mind thus errs concerning

works, because it does not understand the righteousness of faith. And this
error the Gospel reproves, which teaches that men are accounted righteous
not for the sake of the Law, but for the sake of Christ alone. Christ,
however, is apprehended by faith alone; wherefore, we are accounted
righteous by faith alone for Christ’s sake. But the adversaries present in
opposition a passage from Corinthians., etc. (§ 97).<

8. 88§ 92-95 omitted in German.<

Nk
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10.
11.
12.

13.

14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.

21.
22.
23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

§ 15sqq.<

Formula of Concord, Sol. Dec. iii.: § 43, p. 620.<

§8 99-102, much briefer in Germ.«<

Var.; Which teaches that we have access to God through Christ as
Propitiator, and that we are accepted not for the sake of our fulfilling of the
Law, but for Christ’s sake (71).<

Var. adds: For there is no law which accuses us more, and causes our
conscience to be more enraged with God’s judgment, than this supreme
Law: “Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with thy whole heart.” For who of
the saints, except Christ, dared to boast that he had satisfied this Law?
Therefore the virtue of the Law does not justify, but that virtue. etc.<
From here to § 109 the treatment in Germ, and Var. is briefer.<

See § 49.«

See Art. xv.:18, p. 208.«<

Var. (and Germ.): Moreover Paul teaches that we are accepted oa account of
Christ, and not on account of the fulfilling of the Law; for the fulfilling of
the Law is not perfect. Therefore since he elsewhere manifestly denies us
perfection, it is not to be thought that he speaks here of personal
perfection.<

Germ, omits from here to § 117.<

See Art. iv.: §8§71,72.«

In Germ, and Var. §§ 133-155 are treated at less length, and in different
order.<

Cf. Formula of Concord, S. D. v.: §§ 11. 12.<

Jerome translates it: “Perhaps God will remit thy sins.”«

The Var. continues: It is philosophical to seek in Daniel’s discourse for
nothing hut an exhortation concerning the proper administration of the
government; it is pharisaic to feign that the remission of sins occurs because
of this work. But it so happens; works naturally meet the sight, etc.<

Cf. Apology, Art. xi.: § 59, p. 165.<

Luther in a copy of the edition of 1531 made the following marginal note:
We cannot remit, unless it first be remitted to us, and the Holy Ghost be
sent us. Otherwise it is known as “Forgiving, but not forgetting.”<

Var. continues: Nor must we here reason that our act of pardoning merits ex
opere operato that sins be remitted to us. For Christ does not say this. But
just as Christ connects the promise of the remission of sins to other
sacraments, so also he connects it to good works, etc.<

Luther wrote on the margin of the copy sent him by Melanchthon in 1531:
Internal too; for when our heart does not convict us, we know that we are
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28.

29.
30.
31.

32.

33.

34.
35.
36.
37.
38.

39.
40.
41.

the children of God.<

In the Var. and Germ, the discussion from this point to § 158 is in a
different order and partly in other words.<

Var. omits § 159.«

Ascribed falsely to Alexander I. in Gratian’s Decretals.<

Var. continues: As if any one would infer: Andrew is present; therefore all
the apostles are present. Wherefore in the antecedent, both members ought
to be joined: Believe and give alms; thus all things will be pure. For
Scripture elsewhere says: “By faith,” etc. Wherefore if hearts, etc.<

Var.: There are some [meaning Erasmus] who interpret: Give alms, and all
things are clean, etc. as irony. For Christ seems to censure, by means of
irony, the vain persuasion of the Pharisees, who, although they had minds
subject to the worst covetousness, meanwhile trusted that by giving alms
they would be pure demigods. This interpretation is not absurd, and has
nothing in it that conflicts with Scripture.<

In treating §8§ 164-237, the Var. and Germ, are both briefer and follow
another order.«<

Apology, Art. iv.,, § 9, p. 88.«

Apology, Art. iv., § 17, sqq., p. 89.<

Apology, Art. ii., § 12. Art. iv., § 9.«

Cf. §164; §§ 198-200.<

Var. thus presents § 184-186: Secondly, justification signifies here to be
accounted righteous. But God does not account man righteous as in a civil
court or in philosophy man is accounted righteous, because of the
righteousness of his own work which is ascribed correctly to the will; but
he accounts man righteous through mercy for Christ’s sake, if any one only
apprehend this by faith. Wherefore faith can be called righteousness,
because it is that which, to speak with Paul, “is imputed for righteousness™
to whatever part of man it be referred; for this does not hinder divine
imputation. Although we indeed refer this faith to the will; for it is to will
and to receive the promise of Christ.<

Apology, Art. iv. § 49, p. 96.<

Cf: Apology, iv. § 19, p. 90.<

Var. (and Germ.): And see what follows from the opinion of the adversaries.
If we ought to believe that Christ has merited only the prima gratia, as they
call it, and that we afterwards are accepted and merit eternal life by our
fulfilling of the Law, when will consciences be pacified? [Germ.: Hearts or
consciences will be pacified neither at the hour of death, nor at any other
time, nor can they build any more upon certain ground.] When will they
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know for a certainty that they have a propitious God? For the Law always
accuses us [Germ.: For God’s Law is not a matter of pleasantry; it accuses
consciences outside of Christ], as Paul says (Rom. 4:15): “The Law
worketh wrath.” Thus it will happen that if consciences feel the judgment of
the Law, they will rush into despair. Paul says: “Whatsoever is not of faith
is sin” (Rom. 14:23). But these persons will do nothing from faith, if they
will know that God is gracious to them only when they have at length
fulfilled the Law. They will always doubt whether the Law have been
satisfied, yea, they will understand that it has not been satisfied.
Accordingly they will never be sure that they have a gracious God, and that
they are hearkened to. Therefore they will never love, they will never truly
worship God. What else are such hearts but hell itself, since they are full of
despair and hatred of God, and yet in this hatred they invoke and worship
God, just as Saul worshiped him. Here we appeal to all minds that are godly
and experienced in spiritual things; they will be able to testify that these
evils [Germ.: Such great uncertainty, such disquietude, such torture and
anxiety, such horrible fear and doubt] are derived from the godless
persuasion of the adversaries, which holds that we are accounted righteous
before God by our own fulfilling of the Law, and bids us trust not in the
promise of mercy [Germ.: And point us to the labyrinth of trusting not in
the rich, blessed promises of Grace] given us for Christ’s sake, but in our
own fulfilling of the Law. And let us ask the adversaries what advice they
give to the dying: whether they bid them believe that they are accounted
righteous, and expect eternal life because of their own works, or indeed
through mercy for Christ’s sake. Certainly neither Paul nor Laurentius will
say that he is accounted righteous because of his own purity, or that eternal
life is due him because of his own works or fulfilling of the Law but he will
believe, etc. Neither can pious minds [Germ.: A saint, great and high though
he be] be fortified against despair, unless they believe that through mercy
for Christ’s sake we certainly have both righteousness and life eternal, not
on account of the Law [Germ.: If he would not grasp the divine promises,
the Gospel, as a tree or branch in the great flood, in the strong, violent
stream, amidst the waves and billows of the anguish of death, etc.]. This
belief consoles, encourages and saves godly minds. Wherefore the
adversaries, when they speak of the meritum condigni, abolish the doctrine
concerning faith, and drive consciences to despair. In Ed. Var. and Germ,
the substance of §§ 223-233 follows § 168.<

42. Art. iv., § 20, p. 90.<

43. Var. (and Germ.) continue: And Bernard says correctly: “It is necessary to
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44.
45.

46.

47.
48.

49.
50.
51.

believe, first, that you cannot have remission of sins unless by the
indulgence of God; second, that unless also he grant this, you can have no
good work whatever; lastly, that you can merit eternal life by no good
works, unless this also be given freely.” And a little after: “Let no one
deceive himself, because if he will think aright, he will find without doubt
that, with ten thousand, he cannot meet one that cometh against him with
twenty thousand,” etc. Therefore, in order to hold firm consolation and
hope of conscience we recall men to the promise of Christ, and teach that it
is necessary to believe that God for Christ sake remits sins, justifies, and
grants eternal life, according to John 5:12: “He that hath the Son, hath life.”
But it is worth while to hoar how the adversaries elude the saying of Christ:
“When ye shall have done,” etc. in the Confutation they corrupt it thus:
First, they make an antistrophe: much more, etc., as in § 213. See
Confutation, Art. VL.«

In §§ 214-222 the Germ. is briefer.<

Var, adds: Or if we would say that faith saves on account of its own
worth.<

Var. adds: For this sophistry: “When ye shall have believed all things, say
that faith is useless,” abrogates the entire Gospel. Does not the Gospel
promise the remission of sins and salvation, even to those who have no
good works at all, if only they are converted and do not despair, but by faith
in Christ obtain the remission of sins? Do the adversaries bid those persons
despair whose consciences find no works that they can oppose to the
judgment of God? Will they say to these that faith is useless? May the
sophists be undone with such calumnies as these which overthrow the entire
Gospel, abrogate the gratuitous remission of sins, tear away from
consciences firm consolations, etc.? But this sophistry, etc.<

Var. adds: No one satisfies the Law.<

The discussion from this point to § 234 is given in Ed. Var. and Germ
previously, and is there somewhat differently arranged.<

Cf. § 68, sqq.«

Var. appeals to Rom, 8:30.<

Var. continues: For these gifts are arranged with reference to one another,
just as Augustine also says: “God crowns his own gifts in us.” But Scripture
calls eternal life reward, not because it is due on account of works, but
because, although it is bestowed for another reason, yet it makes up for
afflictions and works. Just as an inheritance falls to a son of a family not on
account of his performance of duty (sua officia); and yet it is a reward and
compensation for his performance of duty. Germ. illustrates this by an
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52.

53.
54.
55.

56.
57.
58.
59.
60.

additional example.<

Var. (and Germ.) adds: Which are rendered both in this life and after this
life. For God defers most rewards until he glorifies saints after this life,
because he wishes them in this life to be exercised in mortifying the old
man.<

Of. Apology, Of Confession and Satisfaction, § 36 sqq., p. 192.<

This passage is omitted in Germ, and Var.<

Var. (and Germ.) more fully: Wherefore we are compelled to rebuke the
pharisaic opinions of the adversaries, both in order that we may proclaim
the glory of Christ, and that we may present to consciences firm
consolations. For how will conscience receive sure hope of salvation, since
it knows that in judgment its works are unworthy, unless it know that men
are accounted righteous and are saved by mercy for Christ’s sake, and not
for the sake of their fulfilling of the Law? Did Laurentius when on the
gridiron believe that by this work he was satisfying God, that he was
without sin, that he did not need Christ as Mediator, and the mercy of God?
He did not indeed think differently from the prophet, who says: “Enter not
into judgment with thy servant; for in thy sight shall no man living be
justified” (Ps. 143:2). Bernard confesses that his works are not worthy of
eternal life, when he says: Perdite vixi. But he comforts himself and
receives the hope of salvation from this, viz. that he believes that the
remission of sins and life eternal are granted him for Christ’s sake through
mercy; just as the Psalm (32:1) teaches: “Blessed is he whose transgression
is forgiven, whose sin is covered.” And Paul says (Rom. 4:6): “David also
describeth the blessedness of the man to whom God imputeth righteousness
without works.” Paul says that he is blessed to whom righteousness is
imputed through faith in Christ, even though he have no good works. By
such consolations, consciences are to be encouraged and confirmed,
because for Christ’s sake through faith the remission of sins, the imputation
of righteousness and life eternal are attained. But if faith be in this manner
understood in passages concerning works, they are not opposed to our
doctrine. And indeed it is necessary always to add faith, so as not to exclude
Christ as Mediator. But good works ought to follow faith, because faith
without good works is hypocrisy.<

88§ 259-279 are omitted in Germ.<

Var. adds: Agreeing with our belief.<

Cf. Conc. Trident., Sess. vi., cap. 9.«

Cf. Confutation, Pt. I., Art. xx.<

Var.: Through our Lord Jesus Christ.«
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61.
62.

63.

64.
65.

In Ed. Var. 88§ 267-279 are very brief.<

Melanch. distinguished the Roman Church from the Papal See. Cf.
Aug. Conf., Introduction.«<

This Duns Scotus first taught in Libr. iv. sentent. 1. iii. dist. 27, qu. Cf.
Aug. Conf., Art. xviii. § viii., Apology, Art. ii. g sqq.<

The bull Exsurge Domini June 15th, 1520.<

See Confutation, Part I, Art. xii.<
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Chapter IV. Of the Church.

V. Of the Seventh Article.

VI. Of the Eighth Article.

Parallel Passages. — Chap. IV. Art. VII. Apostles’ Creed, 3; Nicene Creed, 8; Augsburg
Confession, Arts. vii. and xv.; Smalcald Articles, Art. xii.; Small Catechism, Art. iii. of Creed;
Large Catechism, do.; Formula of Concord Sol. Decl., x. 19; xii. § 5.

[153] The seventh article of our Confession, in which we said that “the Church is
the congregation of saints,” they have condemned; and have added a long
disquisition, that the wicked ought not to be separated from the Church, since
John has compared the Church to a threshing-floor, on which wheat and chaff
are heaped together (Matt. 3:12), and Christ has compared it to a net in which
there are both good and bad fishes (13:47). What they say is indeed true, viz. that
there is no remedy against the attacks of the slanderer. Nothing can be spoken
with such care that it can avoid detraction. For this reason, we have added the
eighth article, lest any one may think that we separate the wicked and hypocrites
from the outward fellowship of the Church, or that we deny efficacy to the
sacraments when they are administered by hypocrites or wicked men. Therefore
there is no need here of a long defense against this slander. The eighth article is
sufficient to exculpate us. For we grant that in this life hypocrites and wicked
men have been mingled with the Church, and that they are members of the
Church according to the outward fellowship of the signs of the Church, i. e. of
Word, profession and sacraments, especially if they have not been
excommunicated. Neither are the sacraments without efficacy for the reason that
they are administered by wicked men; yea we can even be right in using the
sacraments, which are administered by wicked men. For Paul also predicts (2
Thess. 2:4) that Antichrist will sit in the temple of God, i. e. he will rule and bear
office in the Church. But the Church is not only the fellowship of outward
objects and rites, as other governments, but it is in principle a fellowship of faith
and the Holy Ghost in hearts. [The Christian Church consists not alone in
fellowship of outward signs, but it consists especially in inward communion of
eternal blessings in the heart, as of the Holy Ghost, of faith, of the fear and love
of God]; which fellowship nevertheless has outward marks so that it can be
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recognized, viz. the pure doctrine of the Gospel, and the administration of the
sacraments in accordance with the Gospel of Christ. [Namely, where God’s
Word is pure, and the sacraments are administered in conformity with the same,
there certainly is the Church, and there are Christians.] And this Church alone is
called the body of Christ; because Christ renews, [Christ is its Head and]
sanctifies and governs it by his Spirit, as Paul testifies (Eph. 1; sq.), when he
says: “And gave him to be the head over all things to the Church, which is his
body, the fulness of him that filleth all in all.” Wherefore those in whom Christ
does not act [through his Spirit] are not the members of Christ. This too the
adversaries acknowledge, viz. that the wicked are dead members of the Church.
Therefore we wonder why they find fault with our description [our conclusion
concerning the Church] speaks of living members. Neither have we said
anything new. Paul has defined the Church precisely in the same way (Eph. 5:25
sq.), that it should be cleansed in order to be holy. And he adds the outward
marks, the Word and sacraments. For he thus says: “Christ also loved the
Church, and gave himself for it, that he might sanctify and cleanse it with the
washing of water by the Word, that he might present it to himself, a glorious
Church, not having spot or wrinkle or any such thing, but that it should be holy
and without blemish.” In the Confession we have presented this sentence almost
in the very words. Thus also the Church is defined by the article in the Creed,
which teaches us to believe that there is “a Holy Catholic Church.” The wicked
indeed are not a holy Church. And that which follows, viz. “the communion of
saints,” seems to be added, in order to explain what the Church signifies, viz. the
congregation of saints, who have with each other the fellowship of the same
Gospel or doctrine [who confess one Gospel, have the same knowledge of
Christ] and of the same Holy Ghost, who renews, sanctifies and governs their
hearts.

And this article has been presented for a necessary reason. [The article of the
Catholic or Universal Church, which is gathered together from every nation
under the sun, is very comforting and highly necessary.] We see the infinite
dangers which threaten the destruction of the Church. In the Church itself,
infinite is the multitude of the wicked who oppress it. Therefore, in order that we
may not despair, but may know that the Church will nevertheless remain [until
the end of the world], likewise that we may know that however great the
multitude of the wicked is, yet the Church [which is Christ’s bride] exists, and
that Christ affords those gifts which he has promised to the Church, to forgive
sins, to hear prayer, to give the Holy Ghost; this article in the Creed presents us
these consolations. And it says Catholic Church, in order that we may not
understand the Church to be an outward government of certain nations [that the
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Church is like any other external polity, bound to this or that land, kingdom or
nation, as the Pope of Rome will say], but rather men scattered throughout the
whole world [here and there in the world from the rising to the setting of the
sun], who agree concerning the Gospel, and have the same Christ, the same Holy
Ghost, and the same sacraments, or have human traditions that are the same or
dissimilar. And the gloss upon the Decrees! says that “The Church in its wide
sense embraces good and evil;” likewise that the wicked are in the Church only
in name, not in fact; but that the good are in the Church both in fact and in name.
And to this effect, there are many passages in the Fathers. For Jerome says, “The
sinner, therefore, who has been stained by any impurity, cannot be called a
member of the Church of Christ, neither can he be said to be subject to Christ.”
[154] Although, therefore, hypocrites and wicked men are members of the
true Church according to outward rites, yet when the Church is defined, it is
necessary to define that which is the living body of Christ, and likewise is in
name and in fact the Church [which is called the body of Christ, and has
fellowship not alone in outward signs, but has gifts in the heart, viz. the Holy
Ghost and faith]. And for this there are many reasons. For it is necessary to
understand what it is that principally makes us members and living members of
the Church. If we will define the Church only as an outward polity of the good
and wicked, men will not understand that the kingdom of Christ is righteousness
of heart and the gift of the Holy Ghost [that the kingdom of Christ is spiritual, as
nevertheless it is; that therein Christ inwardly rules, strengthens and comforts
hearts, and imparts the Holy Ghost and various spiritual gifts], but they will
judge that it is only the outward observance of certain forms of worship, and
rites. Likewise what difference will there be between the people of the Law, and
the Church, if the Church be an outward polity? But Paul? distinguishes the
Church from the people of the Law, thus, that the Church is a spiritual people, i.
e. that it has been distinguished from the heathen not by civil rites [not only in
the polity and civil affairs], but that it is the true people of God, regenerated by
the Holy Ghost. Among the people of the Law, the carnal seed [all those who by
nature were born Jews, and Abraham’s seed] had, in addition to the promise
concerning Christ, promises also of corporeal things, of government, etc. And
for these reasons even the wicked among them were said to be the people of
God, because God had separated this carnal seed from other nations by certain
outward ordinances and promises; and, yet, these wicked persons did not please
God. But the Gospel [which is preached in the Church] brings not merely the
shadow of eternal things, but the eternal things themselves,? the Holy Ghost and
righteousness, by which we are righteous before God. [But every true Christian
is even here upon earth, partaker of eternal blessings, even of eternal comfort, of
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eternal life, and of the Holy Ghost, and of righteousness which is from God,
until he will be completely saved in the world to come.]

[155] Therefore, only those are the people, according to the Gospel, who
receive this promise of the Spirit. Besides the Church is the kingdom of Christ,
distinguished from the kingdom of the devil. It is certain, however, that the
wicked are in the power of the devil, and members of the kingdom of the devil,
as Paul teaches, Eph. 2:2, when he says that the devil “now worketh in the
children of disobedience.” And Christ says to the Pharisees, who certainly had
outward fellowship with the Church, i. e. with the saints among the people of the
Law; for they held office, sacrificed and taught: “Ye are of your father, the devil”
(John 8:44). Therefore, the Church which is truly the kingdom of Christ is
properly the congregation of saints. For the wicked are ruled by the devil, and
are captives of the devil; they are not ruled by the Spirit of Christ.

But what need is there of words in a manifest matter? If the Church, which is
truly the kingdom of Christ, is distinguished from the kingdom of the devil, it is
necessary that the wicked, since they are in the kingdom of the devil, are not the
Church; although in this life, because the kingdom of Christ has not yet been
revealed, they are mingled with the Church, and hold offices in the Church.
Neither are the wicked the kingdom of Christ, for the reason, that the revelation
has not yet been made. That which he quickens by his Spirit is always the
kingdom of Christ, whether it be revealed or be covered by the cross. Just as he
who has now been glorified, is the same Christ who was before afflicted. And
with this the parables of Christ clearly agree, who says (Matt, 3:38) that “the
good seed are the children of the kingdom; but the tares are the children of the
wicked one.” “The field,” he says, “is the world,” not the Church. Thus John
speaks concerning the whole race of the Jews, and says that it will come to pass
that the true Church will be separated from that people. Therefore, this passage
is more against the adversaries than in favor of them, because it shows that the
true and spiritual people is to be separated from the carnal people. Christ also
speaks of the outward appearance of the Church, when he says (Matt. 13:47):
“The kingdom of heaven is like unto a net,” likewise “to ten virgins,” and he
teaches that the Church has been covered by a multitude of evils, in order that
this stumbling-block may not offend the pious; likewise, in order that we may
know that the Word and sacraments are efficacious even when administered by
the wicked. And meanwhile he teaches that these godless men, although they
have the fellowship of outward signs, are nevertheless not the true kingdom of
Christ, and members of Christ. They are members of the kingdom of the devil.
Neither indeed are we dreaming of a Platonic state, as some wickedly charge, but
we say that this Church exists, viz. the truly believing and righteous men
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scattered throughout the whole world, [We are speaking not of an imaginary
Church, which is to be found nowhere; but we say and know certainly that this
Church, wherein saints live, is and abides truly upon earth; namely, that some of
God’s children are here and there in all the world, in various kingdoms, islands,
lands and cities, from the rising of the sun to its setting, who have truly learned
to know Christ and his Gospel.] And we add the marks: “the pure doctrine of the
Gospel [the office of the ministry or Gospel], and the sacraments.”

[156] And this Church is properly the pillar of the truth (1 Tim. 3:15). For it
retains the pure Gospel, and, as Paul says (1 Cor. 3:12), “the foundation,” i. e.
the true knowledge of Christ and faith. Although among these [in the body
which is built upon the true foundation, i. e. upon Christ and faith], there are also
many weak persons, who upon the foundation build stubble that will perish, i. e.
certain unprofitable opinions [some human thoughts and opinions], which
nevertheless, because they do not overthrow the foundation, are both forgiven
them, and also corrected. And the writings of the holy Fathers testify that
sometimes even they built stubble upon the foundation, but that this did not
overthrow their faith. But most of those errors which our adversaries defend,
overthrow faith; as their condemnation of the article concerning the remission of
sins, in which we say that the remission of sins is received by faith. Likewise
manifest and pernicious is the error, in that the adversaries teach that men merit
the remission of sins by love to God, prior to grace. For this also is to remove
“the foundation,” i. e. Christ. Likewise what need will there be of faith, if the
sacraments justify ex opere operato, without a good disposition on the part of the
one using them? But just as the Church has the promise that it will always have
the Holy Ghost, so it has also the threatenings that there will be wicked teachers
and wolves. The Church properly so called is that which has the Holy Ghost.
Although wolves and wicked teachers go about in the Church, yet they are not
properly the kingdom of Christ. Just as Lyra also testifies, when he says: “The
Church does not consist of men, with respect to power, or ecclesiastical or
secular dignity, because many princes, and archbishops, and others of lower
rank, have apostatized from the faith. Therefore, the Church consists of those
persons in whom there is a true knowledge and confession of faith and truth.”
What else have we said in our Confession than what Lyra here says?

[157] But the adversaries perhaps require that the Church be thus defined,
viz. that it is the supreme outward monarchy of the whole world, in which the
Roman pontiff necessarily has the absolute power (which no one is permitted to
dispute or censure) to frame articles of faith, to abolish, according to his
pleasure, the Scriptures [to pervert and interpret them contrary to all divine law,
contrary to his own decretals, contrary to all imperial rights, as often, to as great
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an extent, and whenever it pleases him; to sell indulgences and dispensations for
money], to appoint rites of worship and sacrifices; likewise to frame such laws
as he may wish, and to dispense and exempt from whatever laws, divine,
canonical or civil, which he may wish; and that from him the Emperor and all
kings receive, according to the command of Christ, the power and right to hold
their kingdoms. For as the Father has subdued all things beneath him, this right
should be understood as transferred to the Pope; therefore the Pope must
necessarily be lord of the whole world, of all the kingdoms of the world, of all
things private and public, and must have absolute power in temporal and
spiritual things, and both swords, the spiritual and temporal. Besides this
definition, not of the Church of Christ, but of the papal kingdom, has as its
authors not only the canonists, but also Daniel 11:36 sqq. [Daniel, the prophet,
represents Antichrist in this way.]

[158] But if we would define the Church, in this way, we would perhaps have
fairer judges. For there are many things extant written extravagantly and
wickedly concerning the power of the Pope of Rome, on account of which no
one has ever been arraigned. We alone are blamed, because we proclaim the
beneficence of Christ, that by faith in Christ we obtain remission of sins, and not
by [hypocrisy or] rites of worship devised by the Pope. Moreover, Christ, the
prophets and apostles define the Church of Christ far otherwise than as the papal
kingdom. Neither must we transfer to the priests what belongs to the true
Church, viz. that they are pillars of the truth, that they do not err. For how many
of them care for the Gospel, or judge that it is worth being read? Many even
publicly ridicule all religions, or, if they approve any, they approve those which
are in harmony with human reason, and regard the rest fabulous and like the
tragedies of the poets. Wherefore we hold, according to the Scriptures, that the
Church properly so called, is the congregation of saints [of those here and there
in the world], who truly believe the Gospel of Christ, and have the Holy Ghost.
And yet we confess that, in this life, many hypocrites and wicked men, mingled
with these, have the fellowship of outward signs, who are members of the
Church according to this fellowship of outward signs, and accordingly bear
offices in the Church [preach, administer the sacraments, and bear the title and
name of Christians]. Neither does the fact that the sacraments are administered
by the unworthy, detract from their efficacy, because, on account of the call of
the Church, they represent the person of Christ, and do not represent their own
persons, as Christ testifies (Luke 10:16): “He that heareth you, heareth me”
[Thus even Judas was sent to preach]. When they offer the Word of God, when
they offer the sacraments, they offer them in the stead and place of Christ. The
Word of Christ teaches this, in order that we may not be offended by the
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unworthiness of the ministers.

But concerning this matter, we have spoken with sufficient clearness in the
Confession* that we condemn the Donatists and Wickliffites, who thought that
men sinned when they received the sacraments from the unworthy in the Church.
These things seem, for the present, to be sufficient for the defense of the
description of the Church which we have presented. Neither do we see how,
when the Church properly so called is named “the body of Christ,” it should be
described otherwise than we have described it. For it is evident that the wicked
belong to the kingdom and body of the devil, who impels and holds captive the
wicked. These things are clearer than the light of noonday, which, if the
adversaries still continue to pervert, we will not hesitate to reply at greater
length.

[159] The adversaries condemn also the part of the seventh article in which
we said that “to the unity of the Church, it is sufficient to agree concerning the
doctrine of the Gospel, and the administration of the sacraments; nor is it
necessary that human traditions, rites, or ceremonies instituted by men should be
alike everywhere.” Here they distinguish between “universal” and “particular”
rites, and approve our article, if it be understood concerning particular rites; they
do not receive it concerning universal rites. We do not sufficiently understand
what the adversaries mean. We are speaking of true, i. e. of spiritual unity [we
say that those are one harmonious Church, who believe in one Christ; who have
one Gospel, one Spirit, one faith, the same sacraments, and we are speaking,
therefore, of spiritual unity], without which faith in the heart, or righteousness of
heart before God, cannot exist. For this we say that similarity of human rites,
whether universal or particular, is not necessary, because the righteousness of
faith is not a righteousness bound to certain traditions [outward ceremonies of
human ordinances] as the righteousness of the Law was bound to the Mosaic
ceremonies, because this righteousness of the heart is a matter that quickens the
heart. To this quickening, human traditions, whether they be universal or
particular, contribute nothing; neither are they effects of of the Holy Ghost, as
are chastity, patience, the fear of God, love to one’s neighbor and the works of
love.

Neither were the reasons trifling why we presented this article. For it is
evident that many foolish opinions concerning traditions had crept into the
Church. Some thought that human traditions were necessary services for
meriting justification [that without such human ordinances, Christian holiness
and faith are of no avail before God; also that no one can be a Christian unless
he observe such traditions, although they are nothing but an outward regulation].
And afterwards they disputed how it came to pass that God was to be worshiped
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with such variety, as though indeed these observances were acts of worship, and
not rather outward and political ordinances, pertaining in no respect to
righteousness of heart or the worship of God, which vary, according to the
circumstances, for certain probable reasons, sometimes in one way, and at other
times in another [as in worldly governments one state has customs different from
another]. Likewise some Churches have excommunicated others because of such
traditions, as the observance of Easter, pictures and the like.> Hence the ignorant
have supposed that faith, or the righteousness of the heart before God, cannot
exist [and that no one can be a Christian] without these observances. For many
foolish writings of the Summists® and of others, concerning this matter are
extant.

[160] But just as dissimilar spaces of day and night do not injure the unity of
the Church, so we believe that the true unity of the Church is not injured by
dissimilar rites instituted by men. Although it is pleasing to us that, for the sake
of tranquility [unity and good order] universal rites be observed. Just as also in
the Churches, we willingly observe the order of the mass,” the Lord’s Day, and
other more eminent festival days. And with a very grateful mind, we embrace
the profitable and ancient ordinances, especially since they contain a discipline,
by which it is profitable to educate and instruct the people and those who are
ignorant. But now we are not discussing the question whether it be of advantage
to observe them on account of peace or bodily profit. Another matter is treated
of. For the question at issue is, whether the observances of human traditions be
acts of worship necessary for righteousness before God. This is the point to be
judged in this controversy, and when this is decided, it can afterwards be judged
whether to the true unity of the Church it is necessary that human traditions
should everywhere be alike. For if human traditions be not acts of worship
necessary for righteousness before God, it follows that even they can be
righteous and be the sons of God who have not the traditions which have been
received elsewhere. As if the style of German clothing is not worship of God,
necessary for righteousness before God, it follows that men can be righteous,
and sons of God, and the Church of Christ, even though they use a costume that
is not German, but French.

Paul clearly teaches this to the Colossians (2:16, 17): “Let no man, therefore,
judge you in meat, or in drink, or in respect of a holy day, or of the new moon, or
of the Sabbath days which are a shadow of things to come; but the body is of
Christ.” Likewise (v. sqq.): “If ye be dead with Christ from the rudiments of the
world, why, as though living in the world, are ye subject to ordinances (touch
not; taste not; handle not; which all are to perish with the using), after the
commandments and doctrines of men? Which things have indeed a show of
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wisdom in will-worship and humility.” For the meaning is: Since righteousness
of the heart is a spiritual matter, quickening hearts, and it is evident that human
traditions do not quicken hearts, and are not effects of the Holy Ghost, as are
love to one’s neighbor, chastity, etc., and are not instruments through which God
admonishes hearts to believe, as are the divinely-given Word and sacraments, but
are usages with regard to matters that pertain in no respect to the heart, which
perish with the using, we must not believe that they are necessary for
righteousness before God. And to the same effect, he says, Rom. 14:17: “The
kingdom of God is not meat and drink; but righteousness and peace and joy in
the Holy Ghost.” But there is no need to cite many testimonies; since they are
everywhere obvious in the Scriptures, and, in our Confession, we have brought
together very many of them, in the latter articles.® And the point to be decided in
this controversy must be repeated later, viz. whether human traditions be acts of
worship necessary for righteousness before God? There we will discuss this
matter more fully.

[161] The adversaries say that universal traditions are to be observed because
they are supposed to have been handed down by the apostles. What religious
men they are! They wish that the rites derived from the apostles be retained; they
do not wish the doctrine of the apostles to be retained. They must judge
concerning these rites, just as the apostles themselves judge in their writings. For
the apostles did not wish us to believe that through such rites we are justified,
that such rites are necessary for righteousness before God. The apostles did not
wish to impose such a burden upon consciences; they did not wish to place
righteousness and sin in the observance of days, food and the like. Yea Paul calls
such opinions doctrines of devils (1 Tim. 4:1). Therefore the will and advice of
the apostles ought to be derived from their writings; it is not enough to mention
their example. They observed certain days, not because this observance was
necessary for justification, but in order that the people might know at what time
they should assemble. They observed also certain other rites, and order of
lessons, whenever they assembled. The people retained also from the customs of
the fathers [from their Jewish festivals and ceremonies], as is commonly the
case, certain things which, being somewhat changed, the fathers adapted to the
history of the Gospel, as the Passover, Pentecost, so that not only by teaching,
but also through these examples, they might hand down to posterity the memory
of the most important subjects. But if these things were handed down as
necessary for justification, why afterwards did the bishops change many things
in these very matters? But if they were matters of divine right it was not lawful
to change them by human authority.

[162] Before the Synod of Nice, some observed Easter at one time, and others

169



at another time. Neither did this want of uniformity injure faith. Afterward the
plan was adopted, by which our passover [Easter] did not fall at the same time as
that of the Jewish passover. But the apostles had commanded the Churches to
observe the passover with the brethren who had been converted from Judaism.
Therefore after the Synod of Nice, certain nations tenaciously held to the custom
of observing the Jewish time. But the apostles, by this decree, did not wish to
impose necessity upon the Churches, as the words of the decree testify. For it
bids no one to be troubled, even though his brethren, in observing Easter, do not
compute the time aright. The words of the decree are extant in Epiphanius: “Do
not calculate, but celebrate it whenever your brethren of the circumcision do;
celebrate it at the same time with them, and even though they may have erred, let
not this be a care to you.” Epiphanius writes that these are the words of the
apostles presented in a decree concerning Easter, in which the discreet reader can
easily judge that the apostles wished to free the people from the foolish opinion
of a fixed time, when they prohibit them from being troubled, even though a
mistake should be made in the computation. Some,® moreover, in the East, who
were called, from the author of the dogma, Audians, contended, on account of
this decree of the apostles, that the passover should be observed with the Jews.
Epiphanius, in refuting them, praises the decree, and says that it contains nothing
which deviates from the faith or rule of the Church, and blames the Audians
because they do not understand aright the expression, and interprets it in the
sense in which we interpret it, because the apostles did not believe that it
referred to the time in which the passover shouM be observed, but because the
chief brethren had been converted from the Jews, who observed their custom,
and, for the sake of harmony, wished the rest to follow their example. And the
apostles wisely admonished the reader neither to remove the liberty of the
Gospel, nor to impose necessity upon consciences, because they add that they
should not be troubled even though there should be an error in making the
computation.

Many things of this class can be inferred from the histories, In which it
appears that a want of uniformity in human observances does not injure the unity
of faith [separate no one from the universal Christian Church]. Although what
need is there of discussion? The adversaries do not at all understand what the
righteousness of faith is, what the kingdom of Christ is, if they judge that
uniformity of observances in food, days, clothing and the like, which do not have
the command of God, be necessary. But look at the religious men, our
adversaries. For the unity of the Church, they require uniform human
observances, although they themselves have changed the ordinance of Christ in
the use of the Supper, which certainly was before a universal ordinance. But if
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universal ordinances are so necessary, why do they themselves change the
ordinance of Christ’s Supper, which is not human, but divine? But concerning
this entire controversy, we will have to speak at different times below.

VI. Of The Eighth Article.

Parallel Passages. — Augsburg Confession, Art. viii.; Large Catechism, Part v., § 15 sqq.;
Formula of Concord, Sol. Dec. xii., §§ 14, 34.

The entire eighth article has been approved, in which we confess that hypocrites
and wicked persons have been mingled with the Church, and that the sacraments
are efficacious even though distributed by wicked ministers, because the
ministers act in the place of Christ, and do not represent their own persons,
according to Luke 10:16: “He that heareth you, heareth me.” Impious teachers'?
are to be deserted, because these do not act any longer in the place of Christ, but
are antichrists. And Christ says (Matt. 7:15): “Beware of false prophets.” And
Paul (Gal. 1:9): “If any man preach any other gospel unto you, let him be
accursed.”

[163] But Christ has warned us in his parables concerning the Church, that,
when offended by the private vices, whether of priests or people, we should not
excite schisms, as the Donatists have wickedly done. We judge, as altogether
seditious,!! loose indeed who excited schisms for the reason that they maintained
that the priests should not be permitted to hold possessions or property. For to
hold that which is one’s own is a civil ordinance. It is lawful, however, for
Christians to use civil ordinances, as the air, the light, food, drink. For as nature
and the fixed movements of the heavenly bodies, are truly God’s ordinances and
we are preserved by God, so lawful governments are truly God’s ordinances, and
are retained and defended by God against the devil.

VII. Of the Ninth Article (Baptism).

Parallel Passages. — Nicene Creed, § 9; Augsburg Confession, Art. ix.: Smalcald Articles, P. iii.,
Art. v.; Small Catechism, P. iv.; Large Catechism, Proleg. § 21, Part iv.; Formula of Concord, Sol.
Dec, xii.: 10-13; Visitation Articles, iii.

The ninth article has been approved, in which we confess that “baptism is
necessary to salvation,” and that “children are to be baptized,” and that “the
baptism of children is not in vain, but is necessary and effectual to salvation.”
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And since the Gospel is taught among us purely and diligently, by God’s favor
we receive also from it this fruit, that in our Churches no Anabaptists have arisen
[have not gained ground in our Churches],'? because the people have been
fortified by God’s Word, against the wicked and seditious faction of these
robbers. And as we condemn most other errors of the Anabaptists, we condemn
this also, that they dispute that the baptism of little children is unprofitable. For it
is very certain that the promise of salvation pertains also to little children [that
the divine promises of grace and of the Holy Ghost belong not alone to the old,
but also to children]. Neither indeed does it pertain to those who are outside of
Christ’s Church, where there is neither Word nor sacraments, because the
kingdom of Christ exists only with the Word and sacraments. Therefore it is
necessary to baptize little children, that the promise of salvation may be applied
to them, according to Christ’s command (Matt. 28:19): “Baptize all nations.”
Just as there salvation is offered to all, so baptism is offered to all, to men,
women, children, infants. It clearly follows, therefore, that infants are to be
baptized, because with baptism salvation [the universal grace and treasure of the
Gospel] is offered.

Secondly, it is manifest that God approves of the baptism of little children.
Therefore the Anabaptists who condemn the baptism of little children, believe
wickedly. That God, however, approves of the baptism of little children, is
shown by this, viz. that God gives the Holy Ghost to those thus baptized [to
many who have been baptized in childhood]. For if this baptism would be in
vain, the Holy Ghost would be given to none, none would be saved, and finally
there would be no Church.!? [For there have been many holy men in the Church
who have not been baptized otherwise.] This reason, even taken alone, can
sufficiently establish good and godly minds against the godless and fanatical
opinions of the Anabaptists.

VIil. Of the Tenth Article (The Holy Supper).

Parallel Passages.— Aug. Conf., Art. x.; Smalcald Articles, P. iii., Art. vi.; Small Catechism, Part
v.; Large Catechism, Proleg. § 23 sqq.. Part v.; Formula of Concord, Epitome, and Sol. Dec. c.
Vil.

[164] The tenth article has been approved, in which we confess that we believe,
that, “in the Lord’s Supper, the body and blood of Christ are truly and
substantially present, and are truly tendered, with those things which are seen,
bread and wine, to those who receive the sacrament.” This belief we constantly
defend, as the subject has been carefully examined and considered. For since
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Paul says (1 Cor. 10:16) that the bread is the communion of the Lord’s body;, it
would follow, if the Lord’s body were not truly present, that bread is not a
communion of the body, but only of the Spirit of Christ. And we have
ascertained that not only the Roman Church affirms the bodily presence of
Christ, but the Greek Church also both now believes and formerly believed the
same. For the canon of the Mass among them testifies to this, in which the priest
clearly prays that the bread may be changed and become the very body of Christ.
And Vulgarius, who seems to us to be not a silly writer, says distinctly that
“bread is not a mere figure, but is truly changed into flesh.” And there is a long
exposition of Cyril on John 15, in which he teaches that Christ is corporeally
offered us in the Supper. For he says thus:

“Nevertheless, we do not deny that we are joined spiritually to Christ by true
faith and sincere love. But that we have no mode of connection with him,
according to the flesh, this indeed we entirely deny. And this we say is altogether
foreign to the divine Scriptures. For who has doubted that Christ is thus a vine,
and we indeed are branches, deriving thence life for ourselves? Hear Paul saying
(1 Cor. 10:17; Rom. 12:5; Gal. 3:28) that we are all one body in Christ, that,
although we are many, we are, nevertheless, one in him; for we are all partakers
of that one bread.’ Does he perhaps think that the virtue of the mystical
benediction is unknown to us? Since this is in us, does it not also by the
communication of Christ’s flesh, cause Christ to dwell in us bodily?”

And a little after:

“Whence we must consider that Christ is in us not only according to habit,
which is understood as love, but also by natural participation,” etc.

We have cited these testimonies, not to undertake a discussion here,
concerning this subject (for His Imperial Majesty does not disapprove of this
article), but in order that all who may read them, may the more clearly perceive
that we defend the doctrine received in the entire Church, that, in the Lord’s
Supper, the body and blood of Christ are truly and substantially present, and are
truly tendered with those things which are seen, bread and wine. And we speak
of the presence of the living Christ [living body]; knowing that “death hath no
more dominion over him” (Rom. 6:9).

IX. Of the Eleventh Article (Confession).

Parallel Passages. — Augsburg Confession, Art. xi.; xxv.; Apology, Art v.: II sqq., 169; Art. vi.,
185; Smalcald Articles, Art. viii., 321; Small Catechism, Part VI.
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[165] The eleventh article, “Of Retaining Absolution in the Church,” is
approved. But they add a correction, in reference to confession, viz. that the
regulation be observed, headed, Omnis utriusque'# and that annual confession be
made, and although all sins cannot be enumerated, yet that diligence be
employed in order that they be recollected, and those which can be recalled, be
recounted. Concerning this entire article, we will speak at greater length later,'>
when we will explain our entire opinion concerning repentance. It is well known
that we had so elucidated and honored [that we have preached, written and
taught in a manner so Christian, correct and pure] the benefit of absolution and
the power of the keys, that many distressed consciences have derived
consolation from our doctrine; since they have heard that it is the command of
God, nay rather the utterance peculiar to the Gospel, that we should believe the
absolution, and regard it certain that the remission of sins is freely granted us for
Christ’s sake; and that we should believe that, by this faith, we are truly
reconciled to God [as though we heard a voice from heaven]. This belief has
encouraged many godly minds, and, in the beginning, brought Luther the best
recommendation to all good men; since it shows consciences sure and firm
consolation; because previously the entire power [entire necessary doctrine of
repentance and] of absolution had been kept suppressed by doctrines concerning
works, since the sophists and monks teach nothing of faith and free remission
but pointed men to their own works, from which nothing but doubt proceeds in
alarmed consciences].

But with respect to the time, certainly the most in our churches use the
sacraments, absolution and the Lord’s Supper frequently in a year. And those
who teach of the worth and fruits of the sacraments, speak in such a manner as to
invite the people to use the sacraments frequently. For concerning this subject,
there are many things extant written by our theologians in such a manner, that
the adversaries, if they are good men, will undoubtedly approve and praise them.
Excommunication is also pronounced against the openly wicked and the
despisers of the sacraments. These things are thus done, both according to the
Gospel and according to the old canons. But a fixed time is not prescribed,
because all are not ready in like manner at the same time. Yea if all would hasten
together at the same time, the people could not be heard and instructed in order
[so diligently]. And the old canons and Fathers did not appoint a fixed time. The
canon speaks only thus:¢ “If any enter the Church and be found never to
commune, let them be admonished. If they do not commune, let them come to
repentance. If they commune [if they wish to be regarded Christians], let them
not for ever be excluded. If they have not done this, let them be excluded.”
Christ [Paul] says (1 Cor. 11:29), that those who eat unworthily, eat judgment to
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themselves. The pastors accordingly do not compel those who are not qualified
to use the sacraments,

[166] Concerning the enumeration of sins in confession, men are thus taught,
in order that snares be not cast upon consciences. Although it is of advantage to
accustom inexperienced men to enumerate some things, in order that they may
be the more readily taught, yet we are now discussing what is necessary
according to divine law. Therefore, the adversaries ought not to cite for us the
regulation Omnis utriusque, which is not unknown to us, but they ought to show
from the divine law that an enumeration of sins is necessary for obtaining their
remission. The entire Church, throughout all Europe, knows what sort of snares,
this point of the regulation, which commands that all sins be confessed, has cast
upon consciences. Neither has the text by itself as much disadvantage as the
Summists afterwards imagined, who collect the circumstances!’ of the sins.
What labyrinths were there! How great a torture for the best minds! For these
incitements of terror moved in no way licentious and profane men.

Afterwards what tragedies did the questions concerning one’s own priest,!8
excite among the pastors and brethren [monks of various orders], who then were
by no means brethren, when they were warring concerning jurisdiction of
confessions! We, therefore, believe that, according to divine law, the
enumeration of sins is not necessary. This also is pleasing to Panormitanus and
very many other learned jurisconsults.' Nor do we wish to impose necessity
upon the consciences of our people by the regulation, Omnis utriusque, of which
we judge, just as of other human traditions, that they are not acts of worship
necessary for justification. And this regulation commands an impossible matter,
that we should confess all sins. It is evident, however, that we neither remember
most sins, nor understand them [nor do we indeed even see the greatest sins],
according to Ps. 19:13: " Who can understand his errors?"

[167] If the pastors are good men, they will know how far it is of advantage
to examine [the young and otherwise] inexperienced persons; but we do not wish
to sanction the torture of the Summists, which notwithstanding would have been
less intolerable if they had added one word concerning faith, which comforts and
encourages consciences. Now, concerning this faith, which obtains the remission
of sins, there is not a syllable in so great a mass of constitutions, glosses,
summaries, books of confession. Christ is nowhere read there. Only the lists of
sins are read. And the greater part is occupied with sins against human traditions,
and this is most vain. This doctrine has forced to despair many godly minds,
which were not able to find rest, because they believed that by divine law an
enumeration was necessary: and yet they experienced that it was impossible. But
other faults of no less moment adhere in the doctrine of the adversaries
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concerning repentance, which we will now recount.

Uik

Decrees of Gratian, Part II,, Cons. 33, ques. 3, dist. 1, c. 70.<°

Rom. 2:28, sqq.; Gal. 6:15.<

Col. 2:17: Heb. 8:6.«

Aug. Conf. viii.: 3.«

According to Eusebius (Ecclesiastical History, v.: 23-25), Victor, Bishop of
Rome (about 196, A. D.) excommunicated the Churches of Asia Minor, on
account of differences concerning the celebration of Easter. In the eighth
and ninth centuries, anathemas were pronounced in the Greek, Roman and
Frank Churches concerning images.<

Those who wrote summaries either of canonical law, or ethics; especially
the scholastics of the thirteenth century.<

. The order of Lessons in the Mass, Augsburg Confession, xxvi. 40.<
. Augsburg Confession, xxvi. 22-29; xxviii. 44-48.<

. Germ, omits §§ 43, 44.«<

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

I. e. They who teach what is impious. See Apology, xiv.: 2i, p. 290.<
The followers of Wycliffe. Cf. Wycliffe’s Dialogues, L. iv.. Cap. 17.<
Reference is made especially to the Churches of Upper Saxony. F.<
These words are taken from Augustine, De pecc, merit, et remis, 1:19.<
Canon xxi., Fourth Lateran Council, A. D. 1215.«<

Apology, Art v.<

Council of Toledo, A. D. 400, Canon xiii.<®

Council of Trent also requires confession of these, g 14, cap. 6.«

The “Omnis utriusque” commands that to him all sins be confessed.<
Augsburg Confession, xxv.: 12.<°
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Chapter V. Of Repentance.

X. Of the Twelfth Article.

Parallel Passages.— Aug. Confess., Art. xii.; Smal. Art., Part iii., Art iii., vii.; Large Catechism,
Part iv., § 64 sqq.; Formula of Concord, Epitome and Sol. Dec, c. v. Cf Apology, Chap, ii., Art.
iv.,§ 61; Chap, iv.. Art xi, § 59 sqq.

In the twelfth article they approve of the first part, in which we set forth that, to
those who have fallen since baptism, the remission of sins can be imparted at
whatever time, and as often as they are converted. They condemn the second
part, in which we say that the parts of repentance are contrition and faith [a
penitent, contrite heart, and faith, that I believe that I receive the forgiveness of
sins through Christ]. They say that faith is not the second part of repentance.
What are we to do here, O Charles, thou most invincible Emperor? The utterance
peculiar to the Gospel is this, that by faith we obtain the remission of sins. [This
word is not our word, but the voice and word of Jesus Christ our Saviour.]| This
voice of the Gospel these writers of the confutation condemn. We, therefore, can
in no way assent to the confutation. We cannot condemn the utterance of the
Gospel so salutary and abounding in consolation. What else is the denial that by
faith we obtain remission of sins, but to treat the blood and death of Christ with
scorn? We, therefore, beseech thee, O Charles, most invincible Emperor, to
patiently and diligently hear and consider us concerning this very important
subject, which contains the chief topic of the Gospel, and the true knowledge of
Christ, and the true worship of God. For all good men will ascertain that on this
subject we have taught especially things that are true, godly, salutary and
necessary for the whole Church of Christ. They will ascertain from the writings
of our theologians that very much light has been added to the Gospel, and many
pernicious errors have been corrected, by which, through the opinions of the
scholastics and canonists, the doctrine of repentance was previously covered.
[168] Before we come to the defense of our position we must say this first;
All good men of all ranks, and also of the theological rank, undoubtedly confess
that before the writings of Luther appeared, the doctrine of repentance was very
much confused. The books of the Sententiaries are extant, in which there are
innumerable questions, which no theologians were ever able to explain
satisfactorily. The people were able neither to comprehend the sum of the matter,
nor to see what things especially were required in repentance, where peace of
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conscience was to be sought for. Let any one of the adversaries come forth and
tell us when remission of sins takes place. O good God, what darkness there is!
They doubt whether it be in attrition! or in contrition that remission of sins
occurs. And if it occur on account of contrition, what need is there of absolution,
what does the power of the keys effect, if sin have been already remitted? Here
indeed they also labor much more, and wickedly detract from the power of the
keys. Some dream that, by the power of the keys, guilt is not remitted, but that
eternal are changed into temporal punishments. Thus the most salutary power
would be the ministry not of life and the Spirit, but only of wrath and
punishments. Others, namely the more cautious, imagine that by the power of
the keys, sins are remitted before the Church, and not before God. This also is a
pernicious error. For if the power of the keys do not console us before God, what
then will pacify the conscience? Still more involved is what follows. They teach
that by contrition we merit grace. In reference to which if any one would ask
why Saul and Judas and similar persons who were dreadfully contrite did not
merit grace, reply must here be made, according to faith and according to the
Gospel, that Judas did not believe, that he did not support himself by the Gospel
and promise of Christ. For faith shows the distinction between the contrition of
Judas and of Peter. But the adversaries reply concerning the Law, that Judas did
not love God, but feared the punishments.

[169] When, however, will a terrified conscience, especially in those serious,
true and great terrors which are described in the psalms and the prophets, and
which those certainly taste who are truly converted, be able to decide whether it
fear God for his own sake [out of love it fear God, as its God], or be fleeing from
eternal punishments? These great emotions can be distinguished in letters and
terms; they are not thus separated in fact, as these sweet sophists dream. Here we
appeal to the judgments of all good and wise men [who also desire to know the
truth]. They undoubtedly will confess that these discussions in the writings of
the adversaries are very confused and intricate. And nevertheless the most
important subject is at jnq stake, the chief topic of the Gospel, the remission of
sins. This entire doctrine concerning these questions which we have reviewed, is
in the writings of the adversaries, full of errors and hypocrisy, and obscures the
benefit of Christ, the power of the keys and the righteousness of faith [to
inexpressible injury of conscience].

These things occur in the first act. What when they come to confession? What
a work there is in the endless enumeration of sins, which is nevertheless, in great
part, devoted to those against human traditions! And in order that good minds
may by this means be the more tortured, they imagine that this enumeration is of
divine right. And when they demand this u enumeration under the pretext of
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divine right, in the mean time they speak coldly concerning absolution, which is
truly of divine right. They falsely assert that the sacrament itself confers grace ex
opere operato without a good disposition on the part of the one using it; no
mention is made of faith apprehending the absolution and consoling the
conscience. This is truly what is generally called amevot po twv puotnpiwyv,
departing from the mysteries.

[170] The third act [of this play] remains, concerning satisfactions. But this
contains the most confused discussions. They imagine that eternal punishments
are commuted to the punishments of purgatory, and teach that a part of these is
remitted by the power of the keys, and that a part is to be redeemed by means of
satisfactions.2 They add further that satisfactions ought to m be works of
supererogation, and they make these consist of most foolish observances, such as
pilgrimages, rosaries or similar observances which do not have the command of
God. Then, just as they redeem purgatory by means of satisfactions, so an act of
redeeming satisfactions which was most abundant in revenue, was devised. For
they sell indulgences which they interpret as remissions of satisfactions. And this
revenue is not only from the living, but is much more ample from the dead. Nor
do they redeem the satisfactions of the dead only by indulgences, but also by the
sacrifice of the Mass.? In a word, the subject of satisfactions is infinite. Among
these scandals, for we cannot enumerate all things, the doctrine of the
righteousness of faith in Christ, and the benefit of Christ also lie covered by the
doctrine of devils. Wherefore, all good men understand that the doctrine of the
sophists and canonists concerning repentance is properly and justly censured.
For the folio wipg dogmas are clearly false, and foreign not only to Holy
Scripture, but also to the Church Fathers:

I That from the divine covenant, we merit grace by good works wrought
without grace.

II That by attrition, we merit grace.

IIT That for the blotting out of sin, the mere detestation of the crime is
sufficient.

IV That, on account of contrition, and not by faith in Christ, we obtain
remission of sins.

V That the power of the keys avails for the remission of sins, not before God,
but before the Church.

VI That by the power of the keys, sins are not remitted before God, but that
the power of the keys has been instituted to commute eternal to temporal
punishments, to impose upon consciences certain satisfactions, to institute new
acts of worship, and to oblige consciences to such satisfactions and acts of
worship.
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VII That according to divine right, the enumeration of offenses in confession,
concerning which the adversaries teach, is necessary.

VIII That canonical satisfactions are necessary for redeeming the punishment
of purgatory, or they profit as a compensation for the blotting out of guilt. For
thus uninformed persons understand it.

IX That the reception of the sacrament of repentance ex opere operato,
without a good disposition on the part of the one using it, i. e. without faith in
Christ, obtains grace.

X That by the power of the keys, our souls are freed from purgatory through
indulgences.

XI That, in the reservation of cases,* not only canonical punishment, but the
guilt also, ought to be reserved in reference to one who is truly converted.

[171] In order, therefore, to deliver pious consciences from these labyrinths of
the sophists, we have ascribed to repentance these two parts, viz. contrition and
faith. If any one desire to add a third, viz. fruits worthy of repentance, i. e. a
change of the entire life and character for the better [good works following
conversion], we will not make any opposition.> From contrition, we separate
those idle and infinite discussions, as to when we grieve from love of God, and
when from fear of punishment. But we say that contrition is the true terror of
conscience, which feels that God is angry with sin, and which grieves that it has
sinned. And this contrition thus occurs, when sins are censured from the Word of
God, because the sum of the preaching of the Gospel is this, viz. to convict of
sin, and to offer for Christ’s sake the remission of sins and righteousness, and the
Holy Ghost, and eternal life, and tl at as regenerate men we should do good
works. Thus Christ com3c prises the sum of the Gospel, when he says in the last
chapter of Luke (v. 47): “That repentance and remission of sins should be
preached in my name among all nations.” And of these terrors, Scripture speaks,
as Ps. 38:4, 8: “For mine iniquities are gone over mine head, as a heavy burden
they are too heavy for me I am feeble and sore broken; I have roared by reason
of the disquietness of my heart.” And Ps. 6:2, 3: “Have mercy upon me, O Lord;
for I am weak; O Lord, heal me; for my bones are vexed. My soul is also sore
vexed; but thou, O Lord, how long?” And Isa. 38:10, 13: “I said in the cutting
off of my days, I shall go to the gates of the grave: I am deprived of the residue
of my years. . ... I reckoned till morning, that, as a lion, so will he break all my
bones.” In these terrors, conscience feels the wrath of God against sin, which is
unknown to secure men walking according to the flesh [as the sophists and their
like]. It sees the turpitude of sin, and seriously grieves that it has sinned;
meanwhile it also flees from the dreadful wrath of God, because human nature,
unless sustained by the Word of God, cannot endure it. Thus Paul says (Gal. 2;
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19): “I through the Law, am dead to the Law.” For the Law only accuses and
terrifies consciences. In these terrors, our adversaries say nothing of faith; they
present only the Word which convicts of sin. When this is taught alone, it is the
doctrine of the Law, not of the Gospel. By these griefs and terrors, they say that
men merit grace, if they still love God. But how will men love God when they
feel the terrible and inexpressible wrath of God? What else than despair do those
teach who, in these terrors, display only the Law?

[172] We therefore add as the second part of repentance, Of Faith in Christ,
that in these terrors the Gospel concerning Christ ought to be set forth to
conscience, in which Gospel the remission of sins is freely promised concerning
Christ. Therefore, they ought to believe that for Christ’s sake sins are freely
remitted to them. This faith cheers, sustains, and quickens the contrite, according
to Rom. 5:1: “Being justified by faith, we have peace with God.” This faith
obtains the remission of sins. This faith justifies before God, as the same passage
testifies: “Being justified by faith.” This faith shows the distinction between the
contrition of Judas and Peter, of Saul and of David. The contrition of Judas or
Saul is of no avail, for the reason that to this there is not added this faith, which
apprehends the remission of sins, bestowed as a gift for Christ’s sake. The
contrition of David or Peter avails, because to it there is added faith, which
apprehends the remission of sing granted for Christ’s sake. Neither is love
present before reconciliation has been made by faith. For without Christ, the
Law [God’s Law or the First Commandment] is not performed, according to
Eph. 2:8; Rom. 5:2: “By Christ we have access to God.” And this faith grows
gradually and throughout the entire life, struggles with sin [is tested by various
temptations] in order to overcome sin and death. But love follows faith, as we
have above said. And thus filial fear can be clearly defined as such anxiety as
has been connected with faith, i. e. where faith consoles and sustains the anxious
heart. Servile fear is where faith does not sustain the anxious heart [is fear
without faith, where there is nothing but wrath and doubt].

[173] Moreover, the power of the keys administers and presents the Gospel
through absolution, which is the true voice of the Gospel. Thus we also comprise
absolution, when we speak of faith, because “faith cometh by hearing” (Rom.
10:17). For when the Gospel is heard, and the absolution [i. e. the promise of
divine grace] is heard, the conscience is encouraged, and receives consolation.
And because God truly quickens through 4c j«o the Word, the keys truly remit
sins before God, according to Luke 10:16: “He that heareth you heareth me.”
Wherefore the voice of the one absolving must be believed not otherwise than
we would believe a voice from heaven. And absolution properly can be called a
sacrament of repentance, as also the more learned scholastic theologians speak.
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Meanwhile this faith is nourished in a manifold way in temptations, through the
declarations of the Gospel [the hearing of sermons, reading] and the use of the
sacraments. For these are [seals and] signs of the New Testament, i. e. signs of
the remission of sins. They offer, therefore, the remission of sins, as the words of
the Lord’s Supper clearly testify (Matt. 26:26, 28): “This is my body which is
given for you. This is the cup of the New Testament,” etc. Thus faith is
conceived and strengthened through absolution, through the hearing of the
Gospel, through the use of the sacraments, so that it may not succumb while it
struggles with the terrors of sin and death. This theory of repentance is plain and
clear, and increases the worth of the power of the keys and of the sacraments,
and illumines the benefit of Christ, and teaches us to avail ourselves of Christ as
Mediator and Propitiator.

[174] But as the confutation condemns us for having assigned these two parts
to repentance, we must show that Scripture expresses these as the chief parts in
repentance or conversion. For Christ says (Matt. 11:28): “Come unto me, all ye
that labor and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest.” Here there are two
members. The “labor” and the “burden” signify the contrition, anxiety and
terrors of sin and of death. “To come to Christ” is to believe that sins are
remitted for Christ’s sake; when we believe our hearts are quickened by the Holy
Ghost through the Word of Christ. Here, therefore, there are these two chief
parts, contrition and faith. And in Mark 1:15, Christ says: “Repent ye and
believe the Gospel.” As in the first member, he convicts of sins, in the latter he
consoles us, and shows the remission of sins. For to believe the Gospel is not
that general faith which devils also have [is not only to believe the history of the
Gospel], but it is peculiarly to believe that the remission of sins has been granted
for Christ’s sake. For this is revealed in the Gospel. You see also here that the
two parts are joined, contrition when sins are reproved, and faith, when it is said:
“Believe the Gospel.” If any one should say here that Christ includes also the
fruits of repentance or the entire new life, we will not dissent. For this suffices
us, that contrition and faith are named as the chief parts.

Paul almost everywhere, when he describes conversion or renewal, designates
these two parts, mortification and quickening, as in Col. 2:11: “In whom also ye
are circumcised with the circumcision made without hands,” viz. by the “putting
off the body of the sins of the flesh.” And afterward (y. 12): “Wherein also ye
are risen with him, through the faith of the operation of God.” Here are two
parts. One is the putting off the body of sins; the other is the rising again through
faith. Neither ought these words, mortification, quickening, putting off the body
of sins, rising again, to be understood in a Platonic way, concerning a feigned
change; but mortification signifies true terrors, such as those of the dying, which
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nature cannot sustain unless it be supported by faith. So he names that as “the
putting off of the body of sins,” which we ordinarily call contrition, because in
these griefs the natural concupiscence is purged away. And quickening ought not
to be understood as a Platonic fancy, but as consolation which truly sustains life
that is escaping in contrition. Here, therefore, are two parts: contrition and faith.
For as conscience cannot be pacified except by faith, therefore faith alone
quickens, according to the declaration (Hab. 2:4; Rom. 1:17): “The just shall live
by faith.”

And then in Col. 2:14, it is said that Christ blots out the handwriting which
through the Law is against us. Here also there are two parts, the handwriting, and
the blotting out of the handwriting. The handwriting, however, is conscience,
convicting and condemning us. The Law moreover is the word which reproves
and condemns sins. Therefore, this utterance which says, “I have sinned against
the Lord,” as David says (2 Sam. 12:13), is the handwriting. And wicked and
secure men do not seriously give forth this utterance. For they do not see, they
do not read the sentence of the Law written in the heart. In true griefs and
terrors, this sentence is perceived. Therefore the handwriting which condemns us
is contrition itself. To blot out the handwTiting is to expunge this sentence, by
which we declare that we are condemned, and to engross the sentence, according
to which we know that we have been freed from this condemnation. But faith is
the new sentence which reverses the former sentence, and gives peace and life to
the heart.

[175] Although what need is there to cite many testimonies, since they are
everywhere obvious in the Scriptures? Ps. (118:18): “The Lord hath chastened
me sore; but he hath not given me over unto death.” Ps. 118 (119:28): " My soul
melteth for heaviness; strengthen thou me, according unto thy word." Here in the
first member, contrition is contained, and in the second the mode is clearly
described, how in contrition we are revived, viz. by the word of God, which
offers grace. This sustains and quickens hearts. And Kings (1 Sam. 2:6): “The
Lord killeth and maketh alive; he bringeth down to the grave and bringeth up.”
By one of these, contrition is signified; by the other, faith is signified. And Isa.
28:21: “The Lord shall be wroth, that he may do his work, his strange work; and
bring to pass his act, his strange act.” He calls it the strange work of the Lord,
when he terrifies, because to quicken and console is God’s own work. [Other
works, as to terrify and to Kkill, are not God’s own works, for God only quickens.]
But he terrifies, he says, for this reason, viz. that there may be a place for
consolation and quickening, because hearts that are secure and do not feel the
wrath of God loath consolation. In this manner. Scripture is accustomed to join
these two, the terrors and the consolation, in order to teach that in repentance
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there are these chief members, contrition and faith that consoles and justifies.
Neither do we see how the nature of repentance can be presented more clearly
and simply. [We know with certainty that God thus works in his Christians in the
Church].

For the two chief works of God in men are these, to terrify, and to justify and
quicken those who have been terrified. Into these two works all Scripture has
been distributed. The one part is the Law, which shows, reproves and condemns
sins. The other part is the Gospel, i. e. the promise of grace bestowed in Christ,
and this promise is constantly -repeated in the whole of Scripture, first having
been delivered to Adam [“I will put enmity,” etc. (Gen. 3:15)]: afterwards to the
patriarchs; then, still more clearly proclaimed by the prophets; lastly, preached
and set forth among the Jews by Christ, and disseminated over the entire world
by the apostles. For all the saints were justified by faith in this promise, and not
by their own attrition or contrition.

[176] And the examples of their lives show likewise these two parts. After his
sin, Adam is reproved, and becomes terrified; this was contrition. Afterward God
promises grace, and speaks of a future seed (the blessed seed, i. e. Christ), by
which the kingdom of the devil, death and sin will be destroyed; there he offers
the remission of sins. These are the chief things. For although the punishment is
afterwards added, yet this punishment does not merit the remission of sin. And
concerning this kind of punishment, we will speak after a while.

So David is reproved by Nathan, and, terrified, says (2 Sam. 12:13): “I have
sinned against the Lord.” This is contrition. Afterward he hears the absolution:
“The Lord also hath put away thy sin; thou shalt not die.” This voice encourages
David, and by faith sustains, justifies and quickens him. Here a punishment is
also added, but this punishment does not merit the remission of sins. Nor are
special punishments always added, but in repentance these two things ought
always to exist, viz. contrition and faith, as Luke 7:37, 38. The woman which
was a sinner came to Christ weeping. By these tears, the contrition is recognized.
Afterward she hears the absolution: “Thy sins are forgiven; thy faith hath saved
thee; go in peace.” This is the second part of repentance, viz. faith which
encourages and consoles her. From all these, it is apparent to godly readers that
we assign to repentance those parts which properly belong to it in conversion, or
regeneration and the remission of sin. Worthy fruits and punishment (likewise,
patience that we be willing to bear the cross, and punishments, which God lays
upon the old Adam), follow regeneration and the remission of sin. We have
mentioned these two parts in order that the faith which we require in repentance
(of which the sophists and canonists have all been silent) might be the better
seen. And what that faith is, which the Gospel proclaims, can be better
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understood when it is set over against contrition and mortification.®

But as the adversaries expressly condemn our statement that men obtain the
remission of sins by faith, we will add a few proofs, from which it will be
understood that the remission of sins occurs not ex opere operato because of
contrition, but by that special faith by which an individual believes that sins are
remitted to him. For this is the chief article, concerning which we are contending
with our adversaries, and whose knowledge we regard especially necessary to all
Christians. As, however, it appears that we have spoken sufficiently above
concerning the same subject, we will here be briefer. For very closely re. lated
are the topics of the doctrine of repentance and the doctrine of justification.

[177] When the adversaries speak of faith, and say that it precedes
repentance, they understand by faith, not that which justifies, but that which, in a
general way, believes that God exists, that punishments have been threatened to
the wicked [that there is a hell], etc. In addition to this faith we require that each
one believe that his sins are remitted him. Concerning this special faith we are
disputing, and we oppose it to the opinion which bids us trust not in the promise
of Christ, but in the opus operatum of contrition, confession, and satisfactions,
etc. This faith follows terrors in such a manner as to overcome them, and render
the conscience pacified. To this faith we ascribe justification and regeneration,
while it frees from terrors, and brings forth in the heart not only peace and joy,
but also a new life. We maintain that this faith is truly necessary for the
remission of sins, and accordingly place it among the parts of repentance. Nor
does the Church of Christ believe otherwise, although our adversaries contradict
us.

Moreover, in the beginning, we ask the adversaries whether to receive
absolution be a part of repentance, or not? But if they separate it from
confession, as they are subtle in making the distinction, we do not see of what
avail confession is without absolution. If, however, they do not separate the
receiving absolution from confession, it is necessary for them to hold that faith is
a part of repentance, because absolution is not received unless by faith. That
absolution, however, is not received unless by faith, can be proved from Paul,
who teaches (Rom. 4:16) that the promise cannot be received unless by faith.
But absolution is the promise of the remission of sins. Therefore, it necessarily
requires faith. Neither do we see how he who does not assent to it, may be said
to receive absolution. And what else is the refusal to assent to absolution, but the
charging God with falsehood? If the heart doubt, it regards those things which
God promises as uncertain and of no account. Accordingly, in John 5:10 it is
written: “He that believeth not God, hath made him a liar; because he believeth
not the record that God gave of his Son.”
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[178] Secondly, we think that the adversaries acknowledge that the remission
of sins is either a part, or the end, or, to speak in their manner, the terminus ad
quem of repentance [for what does repentance help, if the forgiveness of sins be
not obtained?]. Therefore that, by which the remission of sins is received, is
correctly added to the parts of repentance. It is very certain, however, that even
though all the gates of hell contradict us, yet the remission of sins cannot be
received unless by faith alone, which believes that sins are remitted for Christ’s
sake, according to Rom. 3:25: “Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation
through faith in his blood.” Likewise Rom. 5:2: “By whom also we have access
by faith unto grace,” etc. For a terrified conscience cannot set over against God’s
wrath our works or our love, but it is at length pacified, when it apprehends
Christ as Mediator, and believes the promises given for his sake. For those who
dream that, without faith in Christ, hearts become pacified, do not understand
what the remission of sins is, or how it came to us. Peter (1 Ep. 2:6) cites from
Isa. (49:23, and 28:16): “He that believeth on him, shall not be confounded,” It is
necessary therefore, that hypocrites be confounded, who are confident that they
receive the remission of sins because of their own works, and not because of
Christ. Peter also says in Acts 10:43: “To him give all the prophets witness, that
through his name, whosoever believeth in him, shall receive remission of sins,”
What he says, “through his name,” could not be expressed more clearly, and he
adds: “Whosoever believeth in him,” Thus therefore we receive the remission of
sins only through the name of Christ, i. e. for Christ’s sake, and not for the sake
of any merits and works of our own. And this occurs when we believe that sins
are remitted to us for Christ’s sake.

[179] Our adversaries cry out that they are the Church, that they are following
the consensus of the Church [what the Catholic, universal Church holds]. But
Peter also here cites in our behalf the consensus of the Church: “To him give all
the prophets witness, that through his name, whosoever believeth in him, shall
receive remission of sins,” etc. The consensus of the prophets is assuredly to be
judged as the consensus of the Church universal. [I verily think that if all the
holy prophets were to unanimously agree in a declaration (since God regards
even a single prophet as an inestimable treasure), it would also be a decree, a
declaration, and a unanimous strong conclusion of the universal. Catholic,
Christian, holy Church, and would be justly regarded such.] We concede neither
to the Pope, nor to the Church, the power to make decrees against this consensus
of the prophets. But the bull of Leo openly condemns this article, “Of the
Remission of Sins,” and the adversaries condemn it in the Confutation. From
which it is apparent what sort of a Church we must judge that of these men to be,
who not only by their decrees censure the doctrine that we obtain the remission
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of sins by faith, not on account of our works, but on account of Christ, but who
also give the command, by force and the sword to abolish it, and by every kind
of cruelty to put to death good men, who thus believe.

[180] But they have authors of a great name, Scotus, Gabriel, and the like,
and passages of the Fathers which are cited in a mutilated form in the decrees.
Certainly if the testimonies are to be counted, they surpass us. For there is a very
great crowd of most trifling writers upon the Sententiae, who, as though they had
conspired, defend these figments concerning the merit of attrition, and of works,
and other things, which we have above recounted. But lest any one may be
moved by the multitude of citations, there is no great weight in the testimonies
of the later writers, who did not originate their own writings, but only by
compiling from the writers before them, transferred these opinions from some
books into others. They have exercised no judgment, but just like pedarii
senators silently have approved tae errors of their superiors, which they have not
understood. Let us not, therefore, hesitate to oppose this utterance of Peter,
which cites the consensus of the prophets, to ever so many legions of the
Sententiaries. And to this utterance of Peter, the testimony of the Holy Ghost is
added. For the text speaks thus (Acts 10:44): “While Peter yet spake these
words, the Holy Ghost fell on all them which heard the Word.” Therefore, let
pious consciences know that the command of God is this, that they believe that
they are freely forgiven for Christ’s sake, and not for the sake of our works. And
by this command of God, let them sustain themselves against despair, and
against the terrors of sin and of death. And let them know that this belief has
existed among saints from the beginning of the world. [Of this the idle sophists
know little; and the blessed proclamation, the Gospel, which proclaims the
forgiveness of sins through the blessed seed, that is Christ, has from the
beginning of the world been the greatest consolation and treasure to all pious
kings, all prophets, all believers. For they have believed in the same Christ in
whom we believe; for from the beginning of the world no saint has been saved in
any other way than through the faith of the same Gospel. Therefore Peter says
also, etc.] For Peter clearly cites the consensus of the prophets, and the writings
of the apostles testify that they believe the same thing. Nor are testimonies of the
Fathers wanting. For Bernard says the same thing in words that are in no way
obscure: “For it is necessary first of all to believe that you cannot have remission
of sins, unless by the indulgence of God, but add yet that you believe this, viz.
that through him sins are forgiven thee. This is the testimony which the Holy
Ghost asserts in thy heart, saying: ‘Thy sins are forgiven thee.’ For thus the
apostle judges that man is justified freely through faith.” These words of Bernard
shed light upon our cause wonderfully, because he not only requires that we in a
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general way believe that sins are remitted through mercy, but he bids us add
special faith, by which we believe that sins are remitted even to us; and he
teaches how we may be rendered certain concerning the remission of sins, viz.
when our hearts are encouraged by faith, and become tranquil through the Holy
Ghost. What more do the adversaries require? [But how now, ye adversaries? Is
St. Bernard also a heretic?] Do they still dare to deny that by faith we obtain the
remission of sins, or that faith is a part of repentance?

Thirdly, the adversaries say that sin is remitted, because an attrite or contrite
person elicits an act of love to God [if we undertake from reason to love God],
and by this act merits to receive the remission of sins. This is nothing but to
teach the Law, the Gospel being blotted out, and the promise concerning Christ
being abolished. For they require only the Law am our works, because the Law
demands love. Besides, they teach us to be confident that we obtain remission of
sins because of contrition and love. What else is this than to put confidence in
our works, not in the promise of God’s Word and the promise concerning Christ?
But if the Law be sufficient for obtaining the remission of sins, what need is
there of the Gospel? what need is there of Christ, if we obtain remission of sins
because of our own work? We, on the other hand, call consciences away from
the Law to the Gospel; and from confidence in their own works, to confidence in
the promise and Christ; because the Gospel presents to us Christ, and promises
freely the remission of sins for Christ’s sake. In this promise it bids us trust, viz.
that, for Christ’s sake, we are reconciled to the Father, and not for the sake of our
own contrition or love. For there is no other Mediator or Propitiator than Christ.
Neither can we do the works of the Law, unless we have first been reconciled
through Christ. And if we would do anything, yet we must believe that not for
the sake of these works, but for the sake of Christ as Mediator and Propitiator,
we obtain the remission of sins.

[181] Yea, it is a reproach to Christ and a repeal of the Gospel, to believe that
we obtain the remission of sins, on account of the Law, or otherwise than by
faith in Christ. This theory also we have discussed above in the chapter Of
Justification,” where we declared why we confess that men are justified by faith,
not by love. Therefore, the doctrine of the adversaries, when they teach that by
their own contrition and love men obtain the remission of sins, and trust in this
contrition and love, is merely the doctrine of the Law, and of that too as not
understood [which they do not understand with reBi)ect to the kind of love
towards God which it promotes]; just as the Jews looked upon the veiled face of
Moses. For let us imagine that love is present, let us imagine that works are
present, yet neither love nor works can be a propitiation for sin [or be of as much
value as Christ]. And they cannot even be opposed to the wrath and judgment of
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God, according to Ps. 143:2: “Enter not into judgment with thy servant, for in
thy sight shall no man living be justified.” Neither ought the honor of Christ to
be transferred to our works.

For these reasons, Paul contends® that we are not justified by the Law, and he
opposes to the Law the promise of the remission of sins, which is granted for
Christ’s sake, and teaches that we freely receive the remission of sins for Christ’s
sake. Paul calls us away from the Law to this promise. Upon this promise he
bids us look [and regard the Lord Christ our treasure], which certainly will be
void,? if we be justified by the Law before we are justified through the promise,
or if we obtain the remission of sins on account of our own righteousness. But it
is evident that the promise was given us and Christ was tendered to us for the
very reason that we cannot do the works of the Law.!® Wherefore, it is necessary
that we be reconciled by the promise before we do the works of the Law. The
promise, however, is received only by faith. Therefore, it is necessary for
contrite persons to apprehend by faith the promise of the remission of sins
granted for Christ’s sake, and to be confident that freely for Christ’s sake, they
have a reconciled Father. This is the meaning of Paul, Rom. 4:16, where he says:
“Therefore it is of faith, that it might be by grace; to the end the promise might
be sure.” And Gal. 3:22: “The Scripture hath concluded all under sin, that the
promise by faith of Jesus Christ might be given them that believe,” i. e, all are
under sin, neither can they be freed otherwise than by apprehending by faith the
promise of the remission of sins. Therefore, we must by faith accept the
remission of sins before we do the works of the Law; although, as has been said
above, love follows faith, because the regenerate receive the Holy Ghost, and
accordingly begin [to become friendly to the Law and] to do the works of the
Law.

[182] We would cite more testimonies, if they were not obvious to every
godly reader in the Scriptures. And we do not wish to be prolix, in order that this
case may be the more readily seen through. Neither indeed is there any doubt
that the meaning of Paul is what we are defending, viz. that by faith we receive
the remission of sins for Christ’s sake, that by faith we ought to oppose to God’s
wrath Christ as Mediator, and not our works. Neither let godly minds be
disturbed, even though the adversaries find fault with the judgments of Paul.
Nothing is said so simply that it cannot be distorted by caviling. We know that
this which we have mentioned is the true and genuine meaning of Paul; we know
that this our belief brings to godly consciences [in agony of death and
temptation] sure comfort, without which no one can stand in God’s judgment.

Therefore let these pharisaic opinions of the adversaries be rejected, viz. that
we do not receive by faith the remission of sins, but that it ought to be merited
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by our love and works; that we ought to oppose our love and our works to the
wrath of God. Not of the Gospel, but of the Law is this doctrine, which feigns
that man is justified by the Law before he has been reconciled through Christ to
God, since Christ says (John 15:5): “Without me, ye can do nothing;” likewise:
“I am the true Vine; ye are the branches.” But the adversaries feign that we are
branches not of Christ, but of Moses. For they wish to be justified by the Law,
and to offer their love and works to God, before they are reconciled to God
through Christ, before they are branches of Christ. Paul, on the other hand [who
is certainly a much greater teacher than the adversaries], contends that the Law
cannot be observed without Christ. Accordingly, in order that we may be
reconciled to God for Christ’s sake, the promise must be received before we do
the works of the Law. We think that these things are sufficiently clear to godly
consciences. And hence they will understand why we have declared above that
men are justified by faith, not by love, because we must oppose to God’s wrath
not our love or works, or confidence in our love and works, but Christ as
Mediator [for all our ability, all our deeds and works are far too weak to remove
and appease God’s wrath]. And we must apprehend the promise of the remission
of sins, before we do the works of the Law. I«q Lastly, when will conscience be
pacified if we receive remission of sins on the ground that we love, or that we do
the works of the Law? For the Law will always accuse us, because we never
satisfy God’s Law. Just as Paul says (Rom. 4:15): “The Law worketh wrath.”
Chrysostom asks concerning repentance. Whence are we made sure that our sins
are remitted us? The adversaries even in their “Sentences,” ask concerning the
same subject. This cannot be explained, consciences cannot be made tranquil,
unless they know that it is God’s command and the very Gospel, that they should
be firmly confident that for Christ’s sake sins are remitted freely, and that they
should not doubt that these are remitted to them. If any one doubt, he charges, as
John says (1 Ep. 5:10), the divine promise with falsehood. We teach that this
certainty of faith is required in the Gospel. The adversaries leave consciences
uncertain and wavering. Consciences do nothing from faith, since they
perpetually doubt whether they have remission. [For it is not possible that there
should be rest, or a quiet and peaceful conscience, if they doubt whether God be
gracious. For if they doubt whether they have a gracious God, whether they be
doing right, whether they have forgiveness of sins, how can, etc.] How can they
in this doubt call upon God, how can they be confident that they are heard? Thus
the entire life is without God [faith], and without the true worship of God. This
is what Paul says (Rom. 14:23), that “Whatsoever is not of faith, is sin.” And
because they are constantly occupied with this doubt, they never experience
what faith [God or Christ] is. Thus it comes to pass, that they rush at last into
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despair [die in doubt, without God, without all knowledge of God]. Such is the
doctrine of the adversaries, the doctrine of the Law, the annulling of the Gospel,
the doctrine of despair. [Whereby Christ is suppressed, men are led into
overwhelming sorrow and torture of conscience, and finally, when temptation
comes, into despair.] Now we are glad to refer to all good men the judgment
concerning this topic of repentance, for it has no obscurity, in order that they
may decide whether we or the adversaries have taught those things which are
more godly and healthful to consciences. Indeed these dissensions in the
Church!! do not delight us; wherefore unless we would have great and necessary
reasons for dissenting from the adversaries, we would with the greatest pleasure
be silent. But now, since they condemn the manifest truth, it is not right for us to
desert a cause which is not our own, but is that of Christ and the Church. [We
cannot with fidelity to God and conscience, deny this blessed doctrine and divine
truth, from which we expect at last when this poor temporal life ceases, and all
help of creatures fails, the only eternal highest consolation; nor will we in
anything recede from this cause, which is not only ours, but that of all
Christendom, and concerns the highest treasure, Jesus Christ.]'?

[184] We have declared for what reasons we assigned to repentance these two
parts, contrition and faith. And we have done this the more freely, because many
expressions concerning repentance are published which are cited in a mutilated
form from the Fathers [Augustine and the other ancient Fathers], and which the
adversaries have distorted, in order to put faith out of sight. Such are:
“Repentance is to lament past evils, and not to commit again deeds that ought to
be lamented.” Again: “Repentance is a punishment of the one grieving,
punishing in himself what he is sorry that he has committed.” In these passages,
no mention is made of faith. And not even in the schools, when they interpret, is
anything added concerning faith. Wherefore, in order that the doctrine of faith
might be the more conspicuous, we have enumerated it among the parts of
repentance. For the subject itself shows that those passages which require
contrition or good works, and make no mention of justifying faith, are dangerous
[as experience proves]. And prudence can justly be desired in those who have
collected these centos of the Sentences and decrees. For since the Fathers speak
in some places concerning one part, and in other places concerning another part
of repentance, and not only concerning one part, but concerning both, i. e.
concerning contrition and faith, it would have been well to select and combine
their judgments.

[185] For Tertullian speaks excellently concerning faith, dwelling upon the
oath in the prophet (Ez. 33:11): “As I live, saith the Lord God, I have no pleasure
in the death of the wicked; but that the wicked turn from his way and live.” For
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as God swears that he does not wish the death of a sinner, he shows that faith is
required, in order that we may believe the one swearing, and be firmly confident
that he forgives us. The authority of the divine promises ought by itself to be
great in our estimation. But this promise has also been confirmed by an oath.
Wherefore, if any one be not confident that he is forgiven, he denies that God
has sworn what is true, than which a more horrible blasphemy cannot be
imagined. For Tertullian speaks thus: “He invites by reward to salvation, even
swearing. Saying, ‘I live,” he desires that he be believed. Oh blessed we, for
whose sake God swears! Oh most miserable, if we believe not the Lord when he
swears!” But here we must know that this faith ought to be confident that God
freely forgives us, for the sake of Christ, for the sake of his own promise, not for
the sake of our works, contrition, confession or satisfactions. For if faith rely
upon these works, it immediately becomes uncertain, because the terrified
conscience sees that these works are unworthy. Accordingly Ambrose speaks
admirably concerning repentance: " Therefore it is proper for us to believe both
that we are to repent and that we are to be pardoned; that, nevertheless we should
hope for pardon as from faith; and faith obtains it as from a handwriting." Again:
“It is faith which covers our sins.” Therefore, there are sentences extant in the
Fathers, not only concerning contrition and works, but also concerning faith. But
the adversaries, since they understand neither the nature of repentance, nor the
language of the Fathers, select passages concerning a part of repentance, viz.
concerning works; they pass over the declarations made elsewhere concerning
faith, since they do not understand them.

Cf. Smalcald Articles, Part iii., Art. iii., § 16, p. 314.<

Apology, c. vi., Art. xii., §3 26, 37, p. 189 sq.<

Apology, c. xii., Art. xxiv., 88§ 64, 91, pp. 264, 268.<

The more atrocious crimes which the Pope and his bishops reserve for their

own judgment.<

5. Var. adds: Neither are we ignorant that with the grammarians the term
paenitentia signifies to disapprove that which we before approved. This
agrees better with contrition than with faith. But for the purpose of
teaching, we here understand repentance to be the entire conversion, in
which there are two termini, mortification and quickening. According to the
usual names we call them contrition and faith.<

6. Var. adds: And in order that the whole world may see how great ii the want

of acquaintance with true godliness in our critics, who have written the
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Confutation, we will add also the judgment of Bernard, who joins the two
members in repentance, contrition and faith, precisely in the same manner
that we do. In his third sermon concerning the Annunciation, these words
occur: “‘Cause me to hear thy loving-kindness in the wording, for in thee
do I trust’ (Ps. 143:8). Hope alone doubtless obtains with thee the place of
compassion, neither dost thou place the oil of mercy except in the vessel of
trust. But it is a faithless trust, capable assuredly of cursing only, since we
evidently sin in hope. Although it ought not to be called trust, but an
insensibility and pernicious dissimulation. For what is trust to one who does
not attend to danger? Or what remedy is there for fear, where neither fear is
perceived, nor the matter itself of fear? Trust is a solace; but he does not
need solace who rejoices when he has done wrong, and exults rather in the
worst things. Therefore, let us ask, brethren, and desire that the answer be
given us as to how great are the iniquities and sins which we have, and that
our crimes and offenses be shown us. Let us search our ways, and with
earnest attention examine all our pursuits and dangers. Let every one say to
his fear: ‘I will go to the gates of hell,” so that now we may take courage in
no other way than in the mercy alone of God. This is the true confidence of
man forsaking self and relying on his Lord. This I say is true confidence, to
which mercy is not denied, according to the testimony of the prophet:
‘Behold, the eye of the Lord is upon them that fear him, upon them that
hope in his mercy’ (Ps. 33:18). Neither assuredly does a small trust suffice
us; in us indeed there is cause of fear: but in him cause of trust.” Thus far
Bernard, whose opinion we have gladly quoted in order that readers may
see how we here understand faith as referring to trust in mercy, which
cheers and consoles the terrified, which he is right in calling trust. And this
can be clearly seen when there is an opposition of terrors and of
consolation. Just as Bernard here wishes the knowledge of sins or contrition
or terrors to exist in men, and wishes trust to be added, which cheers in
contrition.<

§ 61 sqq., p. 98; Of Love and Fulfilling of the Law, § 26sqq., p. 11.<

Rom. 3:24, 28; 4:13 sq.; Gal. 3:22.<

Rom. 4:14.<

Rom. 4:16.<

. Apology, Preface, § 16.<
. Cf.§2.<
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Chapter VI. Of Confession and Satisfaction.

Parallel Passages. — Aug. Conf., Arts. xi. and xii., § 10; Apology, Art. xi. § 63 sqq.; xii., § 13
sqq.; Smalcald Articles, Part III., Art. iii., §§ 10, 19 sqq.; Art vii.; Small Catechism, Part V.;
Formula of Concord, Ep. and Sol. Decl., Art. iii

Good men can easily judge that it is of the greatest importance that the true
doctrine concerning the above-mentioned parts, viz. contrition and faith, be
preserved. [For the great fraud of indulgences, etc. and the preposterous
doctrines of the sophists have sufficiently taught us what great vexation and
danger arise therefrom, if a foul stroke be here made. How many a godly
conscience under the Papacy sought with great labor the true way, and in the
midst of such darkness did not find it!] Therefore, we have always been
occupied more with the elucidation of these topics, and have disputed nothing as
yet concerning confession and satisfaction. For we also retain confession,
especially on account of the absolution, which is the Word of God, that, by
divine authority, the power of the keys proclaims concerning individuals.
Wherefore it would be wicked to remove private absolution from the Church.
Neither do they understand what the remission of sins or the power of the keys
is, if they despise private absolution. But in reference to the enumeration of
offenses in confession, we have said above that we hold that it is not necessary
by divine right. For the objection, made by some, that a judge ought to know a
case before he pronounces upon it, pertains in no way to this subject; because!
the ministry of absolution is favor or grace, it is not a judgment or law. Therefore
ministers in the Church have the command to remit sin; they have not the
command to investigate secret sins. And indeed they absolve from those that we
do not remember; for which reason absolution, which is the voice of the Gospel
remitting sins and consoling consciences, does not require judicial examination.
[186] And it is ridiculous to transfer hither the saying of Solomon (Prov.
27:23): “Be thou diligent to know the state of thy flocks.” For Solomon says
nothing of confession, but gives to the father of a family a domestic precept, that
he should use what is his own, and abstain from what is another’s; and he
commands him to take care of his own property diligently, yet in such a way that
with his mind occupied with the increase of his resources, he should not cast
away the fear of God, or faith or care in God’s Word. But our adversaries by a
wonderful metamorphosis transform passages of Scripture to whatever moaning
they please. Here “to know” signifies with them to hear confessions, “the state,”
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not the outward life, but the secrets of conscience; and “the flocks” signify men.
[“Stable,” we think, means a school, within which there are such doctors and
orators. But it has happened aright to those who thus despise the Holy Scriptures
and all sound interpretation, that they make great mistakes in grammar.] The
interpretation is assuredly neat, and is worthy of these despisers of the pursuits
of eloquence. But if any one desire by a similitude to transfer a precept from a
father of a family to a pastor of a Church, he ought certainly to interpret “state”
[V. vultus, countenance] as applying to the outward life. This similitude will be
the most consistent.

But let us omit such matters as these. At different times in the Psalms
mention is made of confession, as (Ps. 32:5): “I said, I will confess my
transgressions unto the Lord; and thou forgavest the iniquity of my sin.” Such
confession of sin which is made to God, is contrition itself. For when confession
is made to God, it must be made with the heart, not alone with the voice, as is
made on the stage by actors. Therefore, such confession is contrition, in which,
feeling God’s wrath, we confess that God is justly angry, and that he cannot be
appeased, and, nevertheless, we seek for mercy because of God’s promise. Such
is the following confession (Ps. 51:4): “Against thee only have I sinned, that
thou mightest be justified, and be clear when thou judgest,” i. e. “I confess that I
am a sinner, and have merited eternal wrath, and that I cannot set my
righteousnesses, my merits, over against thy wrath; accordingly I declare that
thou art just when thou condemnest and punishest us; I declare that thou art clear
when hypocrites judge thee as being unjust in punishing them, or condemning
the well-deserving. Yea, our merits cannot be opposed to thy judgment; but we
will thus be justified, viz. if thou justifiest us, if, through thy mercy, thou
accountest us righteous.” Perhaps some one may also cite James (5:16):
“Confess your faults one to another.” But here the reference is not to confession
that is to be made to the priests, but in general concerning the reconciliation of
brethren to each other. For it commands that the confession be mutual.

[187] Again, our adversaries will condemn many most generally received
teachers, if they will contend that in confession an enumeration of offenses be
necessary according to divine law. For although we approve of confession, and
judge that an examination is of advantage, in order that men may be the better
instructed [young and inexperienced persons be questioned], yet the matter must
be so controlled that snares be not cast upon consciences, which never will be
tranquil, if they think that they cannot obtain the remission of sins, unless this
precise enumeration be made. That which the adversaries have expressed in the
Confutation? is certainly most false, viz. that a full confession is necessary for
salvation. For this is impossible. And what snares they here cast upon the
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conscience when they require a full confession! For when will conscience be
sure that the confession is full? In the Church writers mention is made of
confession, but they do not speak of this enumeration of secret offenses, but of
the rite of public repentance. For as the fallen or notorious [those guilty of public
crimes] were not received without fixed satisfactions [without a public ceremony
or reproof], they made confession on this account to the presbyters, in order that
satisfactions might be prescribed to them according to the measure of their
offenses. This entire matter contained nothing similar to the enumeration
concerning which we are disputing. This confession was made, not because
without it the remission of sins before God could not occur, but because
satisfactions could not be prescribed unless the kind of offense were first known.
For other offenses had other canons.

[188] And from this rite of public repentance, we have derived the name,
“satisfaction.” For the holy Fathers were unwilling to receive those who had
fallen, or who had become notorious, unless, as far as it was possible, their
repentance had been first examined into, and observed. And there seem to have
been many causes for this. For to chastise those who had fallen served as an
example, just as also the gloss upon the decrees admonishes, and it was improper
immediately to admit notorious men to the communion [without being tested].
These customs have long since grown obsolete. Neither is it necessary to restore
them, because they are not necessary for the remission of sins before God.
Neither did the Fathers hold this, viz. that men merit the remission of sins
through such customs or such works. Although these spectacles [such outward
ceremonies] are accustomed to lead astray the ignorant, to think that by these
works they merit the remission of sins before God. But if any one thus hold, he
holds to the faith of a Jew and heathen. For even the heathen had certain
expiations for offenses, through which they imagined that they were reconciled
to God. Now, however, since the custom has become obsolete, the name
“satisfaction” still remains, and a trace of the custom also remains in prescribing
in confession certain satisfactions, which they define as works that are not due.
We call them canonical satisfactions. Of these we hold, just as of the
enumeration, that canonical satisfactions [these public ceremonies] are not
necessary by divine law for the remission of sins; just as also the ancient
ceremonies of satisfactions in public repentance were not necessary by divine
law for the remission of sins. For the belief concerning faith muse be retained,
that by faith we obtain remission of sins for Christ’s sake, and not for the sake of
our works that precede or follow (when we are converted or born anew in
Christ). And for this reason, we have discussed especially the question of
satisfactions, that by supporting them the righteousness of faith be not obscured,
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or men think that, for the sake of these works, they obtain remission of sins. And
many sayings that are current in the schools aid the error, such as that which they
give in the definition of satisfaction, viz. that it is wrought for the purpose of
appeasing the divine displeasure.

[189] But, nevertheless, the adversaries acknowledge that satisfactions are of
no profit for the remission of guilt. Yet they imagine that satisfactions are of
profit in redeeming from the punishments, whether of purgatory, or other
punishments. For thus they teach that in the remission of sins, God [without
means, alone] remits the guilt, and yet, because it belongs to divine justice to
punish sin, that he commutes eternal into temporal punishment. They add farther
that a part of this temporal punishment is remitted by the power of the keys, but
that the rest is redeemed by means of satisfactions. Neither can it be understood
of what punishments a part is remitted by the power of the keys, unless they say
that a part of the punishments of purgatory are remitted, from which it would
follow that satisfactions are only punishments redeeming from purgatory. And
these satisfactions, they say, avail even though they are rendered by those who
have relapsed into mortal sin, as though indeed the divine displeasure could be
appeased by those who are in mortal sin.? This entire matter is fictitious, and
recently fabricated without the authority of Scripture and the old writers of the
Church. And not even Longobardus speaks in this way of satisfactions. The
scholastics saw that there were satisfactions in the Church; and they did not
notice that these ceremonies had been instituted both for the purpose of example,
and for testing those who desired to be received by the Church. In a word, they
did not see that it was a discipline, and entirely a matter pertaining to external
discipline. Accordingly they superstitiously imagined, that these avail not for
discipline before the Church, but for appeasing God. And just as in other places
they frequently, with great inaptness, have confounded spiritual and civil matters
[the kingdom of Christ which is spiritual and the kingdom of the world, and
external discipline], the same happens also with regard to satisfactions. But the
gloss on the canons at various places testifies that these observances were
instituted for the sake of church discipline [should serve alone for an example
before the Church].

Let us see, moreover, how in the Confutation which they had the presumption
to obtrude upon His Imperial Majesty, they prove these their figments. They cite
many passages from the Scriptures, in order to impose upon the inexperienced,
as though this subject, which was unknown even in the time of Longobard, had
authority from the Scriptures. They bring forward such passages as these: “Bring
forth, therefore, fruits meet for repentance” (Matt. 3:8; Mark 1:15). Again:
“Yield your members servants to righteousness” (Rom. 6:19). Again Christ
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preaches repentance (Matt. 4:17): “Repent.” Again Christ (Luke 24:47)
commands the apostles “to preach repentance,” and Peter preaches repentance
(Acts 2:38). Afterward they cite certain passages of the Fathers and the canons,
and conclude that satisfactions in the Church are not to be abolished contrary to
the plain Gospel and the decrees of the Councils and Fathers [against the
decision of the Holy Church], nay even that those who have been absolved by
the priest ought to bring to perfection the repentance that has been enjoined,
following the declaration of Paul (Tit. 2:14): “Who gave himself for us, that he
might redeem us from all iniquity, and purify unto himself a peculiar people,
zealous of good works.”

[190] May God put to confusion these godless sophists who so wickedly
distort God’s Word to their own most vain dreams! What good man is there who
is not moved by such dishonesty? “Christ says, ‘Repent,’ the apostles preach
repentance; therefore eternal punishments are compensated by the punishments
of purgatory, therefore the keys have the power to remit part of the punishments
of purgatory, therefore satisfactions redeem the punishments of purgatory!” Who
has taught these asses such logic? Yet this is neither logic nor sophistry, but
cunning trickery. Accordingly they appeal to the expression repent in such a way
that, when the inexperienced hear such a passage cited against us, they derive the
opinion that we deny all repentance. By these arts, they endeavor to alienate
minds and to enkindle hatred, so that the inexperienced may cry out against us,
that such pestilent heretics as disapprove of repentance should be removed from
their midst.

[191] But we hope that among good men these calumnies [and
misrepresentations of Holy Scripture] may make little headway. And God will
not long endure such impudence and wickedness. [They will certainly be
consumed by the first and second commandments.] Neither has the Pope of
Rome consulted well for his own dignity in employing such patrons, because he
has entrusted a matter of the greatest importance to the judgment of these
sophists. For since we include in the confession almost the sum of the entire
Christian doctrine, judges should have been appointed to make a declaration
concerning matters so important and so many and various, whose learning and
faith would have been more approved than that of the sophists who have written
this Confutation. It was particularly becoming for you, O Carapegius, in
accordance with your wisdom, to have taken care, that in regard to matters of
such importance they should write nothing which either at this time, or with
posterity might seem to be able to diminish regard for the Roman See. If the
Roman See judges it right that all nations should acknowledge her as mistress of
the faith, she ought to take pains that learned and uncorrupt men make
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investigation concerning matters of religion. For what will the world judge, if at
any time a writing of the adversaries be brought to light? what will posterity
judge concerning these reproachful judicial investigations? You see, O
Campegius, that these are the last times, in which Christ predicted that there
would be the greatest danger to religion. You, therefore, who ought as it were to
sit on the watchtower, and control religious matters, should in these times
employ unusual wisdom and diligence. There are many signs which, unless you
beware of them, threaten a change to the Roman state. And you make a mistake
if you think that Churches should be retained by force and arms. Men ask to be
taught concerning religion. How many do you suppose that there are, not only in
Germany, but also in England, in Spain, in France, in Italy, and finally even in
the city of Rome, who, since they see that controversies have arisen concerning
subjects of the greatest importance, are beginning somewhere to doubt, and to be
silently indignant that you refuse to investigate and judge aright subjects of such
weight as these; that you do not deliver consciences in suspense; that you only
bid us be overthrown and annihilated by arms? There are many good men, to
whom this doubt is more bitter than death. You do not consider sufficiently how
great a subject religion is, if you think that good men are in anguish for a slight
cause, whenever they begin to doubt concerning any dogma. And this doubt can
have no other effect than to produce the greatest bitterness of hatred against
those who, when they ought to heal consciences, plant themselves in the way of
the explanation of the subject. We do not here say that you ought to fear God’s
judgment. For the hierarchs think that they can easily provide against this, for
since they hold the keys, of course they can open heaven for themselves,
whenever they wish. We are speaking of the judgments of men, and the silent
desires of all nations, which indeed at this time require that these matters be
investigated and decided in such a manner that good minds may be healed and
freed from doubt. For, in accordance with your wisdom, you can easily decide
what will take place, if at any time this hatred against you should break forth.
But by this favor, you will be able to bind to yourself all nations, as all sane men
regard it the highest and most important matter, if you heal doubting
consciences. We have said these things not because we doubt concerning our
confession. For we know that it is true, godly and useful to godly consciences.
But it is likely that there are many in many places, who waver concerning
matters of no light importance, and yet do not hear such teachers as are able to
heal their consciences.

But let us return to the main point. The Scriptures cited by the adversaries
speak in no way of canonical satisfactions, and of the opinions of the scholastics,
since it is evident that the latter were only recently born. Therefore it is pure
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perversion, since they distort Scripture to their own opinions. We say that good
fruits, good works in every kind of life, ought to follow repentance, i. e.
conversion or regeneration [the renewal of the Holy Ghost in the heart]. Neither
can there be true conversion or true contrition, where mortifications of the flesh
and good fruits do not follow [if we do not externally render good works and
Christian patience]. True terrors, true griefs of soul, do not allow the body to
indulge in sensual pleasures, and true faith is not ungrateful to God, neither does
it despise God’s commandments. In a word, there is no inner repentance, unless
it also produce outwardly mortifications of the flesh. We say also that this is the
meaning of John, when he says (Matt. 3:8): “Bring forth, therefore, fruits meet
for repentance.” Likewise, of Paul when he says (Rom. 6:19): “Yield your
members servants to righteousness,” just as he likewise says elsewhere (Rom.
12:1): “Present your bodies a living sacrifice,” etc. And when Christ says (Matt.
4:17): “Repent,” he certainly speaks of the entire repentance, of the entire
newness of life and its fruits; he does not speak of those hypocritical
satisfactions which the scholastics imagine avail for compensating the
punishment of purgatory or other punishments, when they are made by those
who are in mortal sin.

[192] Many arguments, likewise, can be collected to show that these passages
of Scripture pertain in no way to scholastic satisfactions. These men imagine that
satisfactions are works that are not due; but Scripture, in these passages, requires
works that are due. For this word of Christ, “Repent,” is the word of a
commandment. Likewise the adversaries write that if any one should refuse to
undertake satisfactions, he does not sin, but will pay these penalties in purgatory.
Now the following passages are, without controversy, precepts pertaining to this
life: “Repent;” “Bring forth fruits meet for repentance;” “Yield your members
servants to righteousness.” Wherefore, they cannot be distorted to the
satisfactions which it is permitted to refuse. For to refuse God’s commandments
is not permitted. [For God’s commands are not thus left to our discretion.]
Thirdly, indulgences remit these satisfactions, as is taught by the chapter. De
Poenitentiis et Remissione, beginning Quum ex eo, etc. But indulgences do not
free us from the commandments: “Repent;” “Bring forth fruits meet for
repentance.” Therefore, it is manifest that these passages of Scripture have been
wickedly distorted to apply to canonical satisfactions. See further what follows.
If the punishments of purgatory are satisfactions, or sufferings sufficient, or if
satisfactions are a redemption of the punishments of purgatory, do these passages
also give commandment that souls be punished in purgatory? [The above-cited
passages of Christ and Paul must also show and prove that souls enter purgatory
and there suffer pain.] Since this must follow from the opinions of the
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adversaries, these passages should be interpreted in a new way: “Bring forth
fruits meet for repentance;” “Repent,” i. e. suffer the punishments of purgatory
after this life. But we do not care about refuting in more words these absurdities
of the adversaries. For it is evident that Scripture speaks of works that are due, of
the entire newness of life, and not of these observances of works that are not
due, of which the adversaries speak. And yet by these figments they defend
orders [of monks], the sale of Masses and infinite observances, namely as works
which, if they do not make satisfaction for guilt, yet make satisfaction for
punishment.

[193] Since, therefore, the passages of Scripture cited do not say, that eternal
punishments are to be compensated by works that are not due, the adversaries
are rash in affirming that these satisfactions are compensated by canonical
satisfactions.# Nor do the keys have the command to commute some
punishments, and likewise to remit a part of the punishments. For where are such
things read in the Scriptures? Christ speaks of the remission of sins when he says
(Matt. 18:18): “Whatsoever ye shall loose,” etc. [i. e.], sin being forgiven, death
eternal is taken away, and life eternal bestowed. Nor does, “Whatsoever ye shall
bind,” speak of the imposing of punishments, but of the retaining the sins of
those who are not converted. Moreover the declaration of Longobard concerning
j remitting a part of the punishments has been taken from the canonical
punishments; a part of these the pastors remitted. Although, therefore, we hold
that repentance ought to bring forth good fruits for the sake of God’s glory and
command; and good fruits, true fastings, true prayers, true alms, etc., have the
commands of God; yet in the Holy Scriptures, we nowhere find this, viz. that
eternal punishments are not remitted, unless on account of the punishment of
purgatory, or canonical satisfactions, i. e. on account of certain works not due, or
because the power of the keys has the command to commute their punishments,
or to remit a portion. These things should be proved by the adversaries. [This
they will not attempt.]

[194] Besides, the death of Christ is a satisfaction not only for guilt, but also
for eternal death, according to Hos. 13:14: “O death, I will be thy death.” How
monstrous, therefore, it is to say that the satisfaction of Christ redeemed from the
guilt, and our punishments redeem from eternal death; as the expression: “I will
be thy death,” ought then to be understood not concerning Christ, but concerning
our works, and indeed not concerning the works commanded by God, but
concerning the frigid observances devised by men! And these are said to abolish
death, even when they are wrought in mortal sin. It is incredible with what grief
we recite these absurdities of the adversaries, which cannot but cause one who
considers them to be enraged against such doctrines of demons, which the devil
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has spread in the Church, in order to suppress the knowledge of the Law and
Gospel, of repentance and quickening and the benefits of Christ. For of the Law,
they speak thus: “God condescending to our weakness has given to man a
measure of those things, to which of necessity he is bound; and this is the
observance of precepts, so that from what is left, i. e, from works of
supererogation, he can render satisfaction with reference to offenses that have
been committed.”> Here men imagine that they can observe the Law of God in
such a manner as to be able to do even more than the Law exacts. But Scripture
everywhere exclaims that we are far distant from the perfection which the Law
requires. Yet these men imagine that the Law of God has been comprised in
outward and civil righteousness; they do not see that it requires true love to God
“with the whole heart,” etc., and condemns the entire concupiscence in the
nature. Therefore no one does as much as the Law requires. Hence their
imagination that we can do more is ridiculous. For although we can perform
outward works not commanded by God’s Law [which Paul calls beggarly
ordinances], yet the confidence that satisfaction is rendered God’s Law [yea, that
more is done than God demands] is vain and wicked. And true prayers, true
alms, true fastings have God’s command; and where they have God’s command,
they cannot without sin be omitted. But these works, in so far as they have not
been commanded by God’s Law, but have a fixed form derived from human rule,
are works of human traditions of which Christ says (Matt. 15:9): “In vain they
do worship me with the commandments of men,” as are fixed fasts appointed not
for restraining the flesh, but that, by this work, honor may be given to God, as
Scotus says, and eternal death be made up for; likewise, a fixed number of
prayers, a fixed measure of alms when they are rendered in such a way that this
measure is a worship ex opere operato, giving honor to God, and making up for
eternal death. For they ascribe satisfaction to these ex opere operato, because
they teach that they avail even in those who are in mortal sin. There are works
which depart still farther from God’s commands, as [rosaries and] pilgrimages;
and of these there is a great variety: one makes a journey clad in mail, and
another with bare feet. Christ calls these “vain acts of worship,” and hence they
do not serve to appease God’s displeasure, as the adversaries say. And yet they
adorn these works with magnificent titles; they call them works of
supererogation; to them the honor is ascribed of being a price paid instead of
eternal death. Thus they are preferred to the works of God’s commandments [the
true works expressly mentioned in the Ten Commandments]. In this way, the
Law of God is obscured on two sides, both because satisfaction is thought to be
rendered God’s Law by means of outward and civil works, and because human
traditions are added, whose works are preferred to the works of the divine Law.
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[195] In the second place, repentance and grace are obscured. For eternal
death is not atoned for by this compensation of works, because it is inoperative,
and does not in the present life taste of death. Something else must be opposed to
death, when it tries us. For just as the wrath of God is overcome by faith in
Christ, so death is overcome by faith in Christ. Just as Paul says (1 Cor. 15:57):
“But thanks be to God which giveth us the victory through our Lord Jesus
Christ.” He does not say “Who giveth us the victory if we oppose our
satisfactions against death.” The adversaries treat of idle speculations concerning
the remission of guilt, an do not see how, in the remission of guilt, the heart is
freed by faith in Christ from God’s anger, and eternal death. Since, therefore, the
death of Christ is a satisfaction for eternal death, and since the adversaries
themselves confess that these works of satisfactions are works that are not due,
but are works of human traditions, of which Christ says (Matt. 15:9) that they are
“vain acts of worship,” we can safely affirm that canonical satisfactions are not
necessary by divine law for the remission of guilt, or eternal punishment, or the
punishment of purgatory.

But the adversaries object that vengeance or punishment is s necessary for
repentance, because Augustine says that “repentance is vengeance punishing,”
etc. We grantS that vengeance or punishment is necessary in repentance, yet not
as merit or price, as the adversaries imagine that satisfactions are. But
vengeance, is in repentance formally, i. e., because regeneration itself occurs by
a perpetual mortification of the oldness of life. The saying of Scotus may indeed
be very beautiful, that poenitentia is so called as though poence tenentia, holding
to punishment. But of what punishment, of what vengeance does Augustine
speak? Certainly of true punishment, of true vengeance, viz. of contrition, of true
terrors. Nor do we here exclude the outward mortifications of the body, which
follow true grief of mind. The adversaries make a great mistake, if they imagine
that canonical satisfactions are more truly punishments than are true terrors in
the heart. It is most foolish to distort the name of punishment to these frigid
satisfactions, and not to refer them to those horrible terrors of conscience of
which David says (Ps. 18:4; Sara. 22:5): “The sorrows of death compassed me.”
Who would not rather clad in mail and equipped seek the church of James, the
cathedral of Peter, etc. than bear that ineffable violence of grief, which exists
even in persons of ordinary lives, if there be true repentance.

[196] But they say that it belongs to God’s justice to punish sin. He certainly
punishes’ it in contrition, when in these terrors he shows his wrath. Just as David
indicates when he prays (Ps. 6:1): “O Lord, rebuke me not in thine anger.” And
Jeremiah (10:24): “O Lord, correct me, but with judgment, not in thine anger,
lest thou bring me to nothing.” Here indeed the most bitter punishments are
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spoken of. And the adversaries acknowledge that contrition can be so great that
satisfaction is not required. Contrition is therefore more truly a punishment than
is satisfaction. Besides, saints are subject to death, and all general afflictions, as
Peter says (1 Ep. 4:17): “For the time is come that judgment must begin at the
house of God; and if it first begin at us, what shall the end be of them that obey
not the Gospel of God?” And although these afflictions are for the most part the
punishments of sin, yet in the godly they have a better end,? viz. to exercise
them, that they may learn amidst trials to seek God’s aid, to acknowledge the
distrust of their own hearts, etc., as Paul says of himself (2 Cor. 1:9) “But we had
the sentence of death in ourselves, that we should not trust in ourselves, but in
God which raiseth the dead.” And Isaiah says (26:16): “They poured out prayer
when thy chastening was upon them,” i. e. afflictions are a discipline by which
God exercises the saints. Likewise afflictions are inflicted because of present sin,
since in the saints they mortify and extinguish concupiscence, so that they may
be renewed by the Spirit, as Paul says (Rom. 8:10): “The body is dead because
of sin,” i. e. it is mortified [more and more every day] because of present sin
which is still left in the flesh. And death itself serves this purpose, viz. to abolish
this flesh of sin, that we may rise absolutely new. Neither/ is there now in the
death of the believer, since by faith he has overcome the terrors of death, that
sting and sense of wrath of which Paul speaks (1 Cor. 15:56): “The sting of death
is sin; and the strength of sin is the Law.” This strength of sin, this sense of
wrath, is truly a punishment as long as it is present; without this sense of wrath,
death is not properly a punishment. Moreover canonical satisfactions do not
belong to these punishments; as the adversaries say that, by the power of the
keys, a part of the punishments is remitted. Likewise according to these very
men, the keys remit the satisfactions, and the punishments, on account of which
the satisfactions are made. But it is evident that the common afflictions are not
removed by the power of the keys. And if they wish to be understood concerning
these punishments, why do they add that satisfaction is to be rendered in
purgatory?

[197] They oppose the example of Adam, and also of David, who was
punished for his adultery. From these examples, they derive the universal rule
that peculiar temporal punishments in the remission of sins correspond to
individual sins. It has ig.A been said before that saints sufler punishments, which
are works of God; they suffer contrition or terrors, they also uffer other common
afflictions. Thus for example some suffer punishments of their own that have
been imposed by God. And these punishments pertain in no way to the keys,
because the keys neither can impose nor remit them, but God, without the
ministry of the keys, imposes and remits them [as he will].
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Neither does the universal rule follow: Upon David a peculiar punishment
was imposed; therefore in addition to common afflictions there is another
punishment of purgatory, in which each degree corresponds to each sin. Where
does Scripture teach, that we cannot be freed from eternal death, unless by the
compensation of certain punishments in addition to common afflictions? But, on
the other hand, it most frequently teaches that the remission of sins occurs freely
for Christ’s sake, that Christ is the victor of sin and death. Wherefore the merit
of satisfaction is not to be attached to this. And although afflictions still remain,
yet Scripture interprets these as the mortifications of present sin [to kill and
humble the old Adam], and not as the compensations of eternal death or as
prices for eternal death.

Job is excused because it was not on account of past evil deeds that he was
afflicted; therefore afflictions are not always punishments or signs of wrath. Yea,
terrified consciences are to be taught, that the other ends of afflictions are the
more important [that they should learn to regard troubles far differently, viz. as
signs of grace]; so that they are not to think that they are rejected by God, if in
afflictions they see nothing except God’s punishment and anger. The other more
important ends are to be considered, viz. that God is doing his strange work so
that he may be able to do his own work, etc., as Isaiah teaches in a long
discourse, ch. 28. And when the disciples asked concerning the blind man who
sinned, John 9:2, 3, Christ replies that the cause of his blindness is not sin, but
“that the works of God should be made manifest in him.” And in Jeremiah
(49:12) it is said: “They whose judgment was not to drink of the cup, have
assuredly drunken.” Thus the prophets and John the Baptist and other saints
were killed. Wherefore afflictions are not always punishments for certain past
deeds, but they are he works of God, intended for our profit, and that the power
of God might be made more manifest in our weakness [how he can help in the
midst of death].

[198] Thus Paul says (2 Cor. 12:5, 9): “The strength of God is made perfect in
my weakness.” Therefore, because of God’s will, our bodies ought to be
sacrifices, to declare our obedience [and patience], and not to compensate for
eternal death, for which God has another price, viz. the death of his own Son.
And in this sense, Gregory interprets also even the punishment of David when he
says: “If God on account of that sin had threatened that he would thus be
humbled by his Son, why. when the sin was forgiven, did he fulfill that which he
had threatened against him? The reply is that this remission was made that man
might not be hindered from receiving eternal life, but that the example of the
threatening followed, in order that the piety of the man might be exercised and
tested even in this humility. Thus God both inflicted upon man death of body on
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account of sin, and, after the remission of sins, for the sake of exercising justice,
viz. in order that the righteousness of those who are sanctified, might be
exercised and tested, he did not remove the death thus inflicted.”

[199] Nor indeed are common calamities [as war, famine, and such
calamities] removed properly by these works of canonical satisfactions, i. e. by
these works of human traditions, which, they say, avail ex opere operato, in such
a way that even though they are wrought in mortal sin, yet they redeem from the
punishments. And when the passage of Paul (1 Cor. 11:31) is cited on the other
hand: “If we would judge ourselves, we should not be judged by the Lord” [they
conclude therefrom that if we impose punishment upon ourselves, God will
judge us the more graciously], the word “to judge” ought to be understood of the
entire repentance, and the fruits that are due, and not of those works which are
not due. Our adversaries pay the penalty for despising grammar, when they
understand “to judge” to be the same as to make a pilgrimage clad in mail to the
church of St. James, or similar works. “To judge” signifies the entire repentance,
signifies to condemn sins. This condemnation truly occurs in contrition and
change of life. The entire repentance, contrition, faith, the good fruits obtain the
mitigation of public and private punishments and calamities, as Isaiah teaches,
ch. 1:17-19: “Cease to do evil: learn to do well,” etc. “Though your sins be as
scarlet, they shall be white as snow.” “If ye be willing and obedient, ye shall eat
the good of the land.” Neither should a most important and salutary doctrine be
transferred from the entire repentance, and works, due or commanded by God, to
the satisfactions and works of human traditions. And it is profitable to teach, that
common evils are mitigated by our repentance, and by the true fruits of
repentance, by good works wrought from faith, not, as these men imagine,
wrought in mortal sin. And here belongs the example of the Ninevites (Jon.
3:10), who by their repentance (we speak of the entire repentance) were
reconciled to God and obtained the favor that their city was not destroyed.

Moreover the making mention, by the Fathers, of satisfaction, and the
framing of canons by the councils, we have said above was a matter of Church
discipline instituted on account of the example. Nor did they hold that this
discipline is necessary, for the remission either of the guilt, or of the punishment.
For if in these they made mention of purgatory, they interpret it not as
compensation for eternal punishment [which only Christ makes], not as
satisfaction, but as purification of imperfect souls. Just as Augustine says that
venial [daily] offenses are consumed, i. e. distrust towards God and other similar
dispositions are mortified. Now and then, the writers transfer the term
satisfaction from the rite itself or spectacle, to signify true mortification. Thus
Augustine says: “True satisfaction is to cut off the causes of sin,” i. e. to mortify
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the flesh, likewise to restrain the flesh, not in order that eternal punishments may
be compensated for, but so that the flesh may not allure to sin.

Thus concerning restitution, Gregory says that repentance is false, “if it do
not satisfy those whose property we have taken.” For he who still steals does not
truly grieve that he has stolen or robbed. For he is a thief or robber, so long as he
is the unjust possessor of the property of another. This civil satisfaction is
necessary, because it is written (Eph. 4:28): “Let him that stole, steal no more.”
Likewise Chrysostom says: “In the heart, contrition; in the mouth, confession; in
the work, entire humility.” This amounts to nothing against us. Good works
ought to follow repentance; repentance ought to be not a dissembling, but a
change, for the better, of the entire life.

[200] Likewise, the Fathers wrote that it is sufficient, if once in life this
public or ceremonial penitence occur, concerning which canonical satisfactions
have been made. Wherefore, it can be understood that they held that these
canons are not necessary for the remission of sins. For in addition to this
penitence according to religious rites, they frequently wish that penitence be
rendered otherwise, where canons of satisfactions were not required.

The composers of the Confutation write that the abolition of satisfactions
contrary to the plain Gospel, is not to be endured. We, therefore, have thus far
shown that these canonical satisfactions, i. e. works not due, and that are to be
performed in order to compensate for punishment, have not the command of the
Gospel. The subject itself shows this. If works of satisfaction are works which
are not due, why do they cite the plain Gospel? For if the Gospel would
command that punishments be compensated for by such works, the works would
already be due. But they thus speak, in order to impose upon the inexperienced,
and they cite testimonies, which speak of works that are due, although they
themselves in their own satisfactions prescribe works that are not due. Yea in
their schools, they themselves concede that satisfactions can be refused without
[mortal] sin. Therefore, they here write falsely that we are compelled by the
plain Gospel to undertake these canonical satisfactions.

[201] But we have already frequently testified that repentance;; ought to
produce good fruits, and what the good fruits are the [ten] commandments teach
[truly and from the heart, to most highly esteem, fear and love God, joyfully to
call upon him in need], viz. prayer, thanksgiving, the confession of the Gospel
[hearing this word], to teach the Gospel, to obey parents and magistrates, to be
faithful to one’s calling, not to kill, not to retain hatred, but to be forgiving [to be
agreeable and kind to one’s neighbor], to give to the needy, so far as we can
according to our means, not to commit adultery or fornication, but to restrain and
bridle and chastise the flesh, not for a compensation of eternal punishment, but
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so as not to obey the devil, or offend the Holy Ghost; likewise to speak the truth.
These fruits have God’s injunction, and ought to be brought forth for the sake of
God’s glory and command; and they have also rewards. But that eternal
punishments are not remitted, except on account of the compensation rendered
by certain traditions or by purgatory. Scripture does not teach. Indulgences were
formerly remission of these public observances, so that men should not be
excessively burdened. But if, by human authority, satisfactions and punishments
can be remitted, this compensation, therefore, is not necessary by divine law; for
a divine law is nAi not annulled by human authority. Furthermore, since the
custom has now of itself become obsolete and the bishops have passed it by in
silence, there is no necessity for these remissions. And yet the name
“indulgences” remained. And just as satisfactions were understood not with
reference to external discipline, but with reference to the compensation of
punishment; so indulgences were incorrectly understood to free souls from
purgatory. But the keys have not the power of binding and loosing, unless upon
earth, according to Matt. 16:19: “Whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth, shall be
bound in heaven; and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth, shall be loosed in
heaven.” Although, as we have said above, the keys have not the power to
impose penalties, or to institute rites of worship, but only the command to remit
sins to those who are converted, and to convict and excommunicate those who
are unwilling to be converted. For just as “to loose” signifies to remit sins, so “to
bind” signifies not to remit sins. For Christ speaks of a spiritual kingdom. And
the command of God, is that the ministers of the Gospel, should absolve those
who are converted, according to Cor. 10:8: “The authority which the Lord hath
given us for edification.” Wherefore, the reservation of cases is a matter of
external government. For there is a reservation of canonical punishment, there is
not a reservation of guilt before God in those who are truly converted.
Wherefore the adversaries judge aright when they confess that in the article of
death, the reservation of cases ought not to hinder absolution.®

We have set forth the sum of our doctrine concerning repentance, which we
certainly know is godly and salutary to good minds [and highly necessary]. And
if good men will compare our doctrine with the very confused discussions of our
adversaries, they will perceive that the adversaries have omitted the doctrine
concerning faith justifying and consoling godly hearts. They will also see that
the adversaries invent many things concerning the merits of attrition, concerning
the endless enumeration of offences, concerning satisfactions; they say things
agreeing neither with human nor divine law and which not even the adversaries
themselves can satisfactorily explain.
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1.

w

Var. continues thus: Absolution is the execution of the benefit of another,
and not a judgment. For Christ gave the command to remit sins; this
command ministers execute. They have not a command concerning taking
cognizance of secret things. This can be understood from the fact that they
remit infinite sins, which not even we ourselves, to whom they are remitted,
remember. And if the remission would depend upon knowledge, the entire
matter would be uncertain. But it does not pertain to the present disputation
to determine what sort of jurisdiction the Church has in offenses which are
publicly known. For inasmuch as these are known, they are accused by
name, and afterwards they are remitted by name, if their author wish to be
received by the Church.<

Confutation, Art. xi.<®

Rom. 2:28 sqq.; Gal. 6:15.<

Var. continues: Besides, since it is very certain that the remission of sins is
gratuitous, or gratuitously granted for Christ’s sake, it follows that
satisfactions are not required. And the Gospel has the command to
gratuitously remit sins, not to impose punishments and new laws, or to
impose a part of the punishments, a part being remitted. For where, etc., §
63.<

These words are from Gabriel Biel, Senten., Lib. iv. dist. 16, qu. 2 notab.
8.«

Var: Just as elsewhere, as often as works are enjoined, the adversaries
interpret them to be satisfactions and propitiations, so here, because
mention is made of punishment, they pervert it to satisfaction. Augustine
did not hold this, viz. that sorrow in repentance is a price, on account of
which the remission of sins is due. For he knew that sins are remitted freely
for Christ’s sake; he knew that the death of Christ is the sacrifice for our
sins. Whatever, therefore, is cited concerning vengeance and concerning
punishments ought always to be received, so as not to overturn the free
remission of sins, nor to obscure the merit of Christ nor to withdraw men
from trust in Christ to trust in works. But we grant that in repentance there
is vengeance not as a price, but as vengeance upon our old nature. There are
terrors and there are other movements which are aroused against sin, but
remission is not due these. Yea if faith would not be added, these sorrows
would bring eternal death. It may indeed be very well to say paence
tenentia, provided it be understood as a punishment, and not as a price for
which remission is due. And Augustine does not speak of punishments
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which the keys remit; and hence it is not right to pervert this expression to
satisfactions. He is speaking concerning true punishments, i. e. concerning
the terrors and true sorrows of mind which exist in repentance. Nevertheless
we do not exclude the outward vexation of the flesh; for this of its own
accord follows true Borrows of mind. And far, etc. In the Germ, much
briefer.<

7. Var. adds: First, in disputing that it is becoming that sin be punished they
sufficiently show that they despise Christ’s benefit. God has appointed as
the price for our sins, not our punishments, not our satisfactions, but the
death of his Son. What madness then it is to prefer our satisfactions to the
satisfaction of Christ! Secondly, when God punishes with the greatest
severity, we must not think that because of such punishment the remission
of sins is due; both in order that no injury be done to the benefit of Christ,
and because conscience cannot be pacified if the remission of sins is not
freely granted. Lastly, when God punishes with the greatest severity, these
punishments nevertheless pertain nothing to the keys. They have a
command neither concerning imposing, nor remitting such punishments as
are works of God. But we grant that God punishes sins, first in contrition,
when, sqq.<

8. Var. thus expresses what follows: For they are inflicted to mortify the
present sin; because in saints they extinguish and mortify concupiscence.
For in saints death still remains in order to abolish this impure nature.
Accordingly Paul says: “The body is dead because of sin,” i. e. it is
mortified because of present sin still left in the flesh. The cross, therefore, is
not a punishment, but an exercise and preparation for renewal. For when the
present sin is mortified, and when in the midst of temptations we learn to
seek the aid of God, and experience God’s presence, we acknowledge more
and more distrust in [our own] hearts, and comfort ourselves by faith. Thus
newness of spirit increases, as Paul says: “Though our outward man perish,
yet the inward man is renewed day by day (2 Cor. 4:16). Isaiah likewise
says [26:16 as above]. Besides death is truly punishment, when the terrified
heart feels the wrath of God, according to the passage:”The sting of death is
sin." But when in saints the terrors of sin are overcome by faith, death
without this sense of wrath is not properly punishment. Moreover the keys
neither impose nor remit these punishments. Wherefore satisfactions do not
pertain to these punishments. For the keys do not remit either death or a
part of the common afflictions. Now if by satisfactions they compensate for
these punishments, why do they bid us make satisfaction in purgatory?<°

9. L.iv. Decretal, 1. v,, tit. 9, cap. 5. Clementin, 1. v, tit. 8, cap. 3.«
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Chapter VII. Of The Number And Use Of The
Sacraments.

Xl. Of the Thirteenth Article.

Parallel Passages. — Augsburg Confession, Art. xiii.; Apology, Art. xxiv, § 16 sqq.; 68 sq.;
Smalcald Articles, Art. v.; Small Catechism, Of Baptism; Large Catechism, Part iv., § 28 sqq.;
Partv., § 8 sqq.; Formula of Concord. Epitome vii., § 21 sqq.; Sol. Dec. vii., § 109 sqq.

[202] In the thirteenth article, the adversaries approve our statement that the
sacraments are not only marks of profession among men, as some imagine, but
that they are rather signs and testimonies of God’s will toward us, through which
God moves hearts to believe [are not mere signs, whereby men may recognize
each other, as the watchword in war, livery, etc., but are efficacious signs and
sure testimonies, etc.]. But here they bid us also count seven sacraments. We
hold that it should be maintained that the matters and ceremonies instituted in
the Scriptures, whatever the number, be not neglected. Neither do we think that it
makes much difference, even though, for the purpose of teaching, others reckon
otherwise, provided they still preserve aright the matters handed down in
Scripture. Neither have the ancients reckoned in the same manner. [But
concerning this number of seven sacraments, the fact is that the Fathers have not
been uniform in their enumeration; thus also the seven ceremonies are not
equally necessary.]

If we call the sacraments, “rites which have the command of God and to
which the promise of grace has been added,” it is easy to decide what are
properly sacraments. For rites instituted by men will not in this way be
sacraments properly so called. For it does not belong to human authority to
promise grace. Wherefore signs instituted without God’s command, are not sure
signs of grace, even though they perhaps instruct the rude [children or the
uncultivated], or admonish as to something [as a painted cross]. Therefore
Baptism, the Lord’s Supper and Absolution,* which is the sacrament of
repentance, are truly sacraments. For these rites have God’s command and the
promise of grace, which is peculiar to the New Testament. For when we are
baptized, when we eat the Lord’s body, when we are absolved, they ought
certainly to assure us that God truly forgives us for Christ’s sake. And God, at
the same time, by the Word and by rites, moves hearts to believe and conceive
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faith, just as Paul says (Rom. 10:17): “Faith cometh by hearing.” But just as the
Word enters the ears in order to strike hearts; so the rite itself meets the eyes, in
order to move hearts. The effect of the Word and of the rite is the same, as it has
been well said by Augustine that a sacrament is “a visible word,”? because the
rite is received by the eyes, and is, as it were, a picture of the Word, signifying
the same thing as the Word. Wherefore the effect of both is the same.

[203] Confirmation and Extreme Unction are rites received from the Fathers,
which not even the Church requires as necessary to salvation, because they do
not have God’s command. Besides it is not useless to distinguish these rites from
the former, which have God’s express command and a clear promise of grace.

The adversaries understand priesthood not of the ministry; cf the Word, and
administering the sacraments to others, but they understand it as referring to
sacrifice; as though in the New Testament there ought to be a priesthood like the
Levitical, to sacrifice for the people, and merit the remission of sins for others.
We teach that the sacrifice of Christ dying on the cross has been sufficient for the
sins of the whole world, and that there is no need besides of other sacrifices, as
though this were not sufficient for our sins. Men3 accordingly are justified not
because of any other sacrifices, but because of this one sacrifice of Christ, if they
believe that they have been redeemed by this sacrifice. They are accordingly
called priests, not in order to make any sacrifices for the people as in the Law, so
that by these they may merit remission of sins for the people; but they are called
to teach the Gospel and administer the sacraments to the people. Nor do we have
another priesthood like the Levitical, as the Epistle to the Hebrews# sufficiently
teaches. But if ordination be understood as applying to the ministry of the Word,
we are not unwilling to call ordination a sacrament. For the ministry of the Word
has God’s command and glorious promises (Rom. 1:16): “The Gospel is the
power of God unto salvation to every one that believeth.” Likewise, (Isa. 55:11):
“So shall my word be that goeth forth out of my mouth; it shall not return unto
me void, but it shall accomplish that which I please.” If ordination be understood
in this way, neither will we refuse to call the imposition of hands a sacrament.
For the Church has the command to appoint ministers, which should be most
pleasing to us, because we know that God approves this ministry, and is present
in the ministry [that God will preach and work through men and those who have
been chosen by men]. And it is of advantage, so far as can be done, to adorn the
ministry of the Word with every kind of praise against fanatical men, who dream
that the Holy Ghost is given not through the Word, but because of certain
preparations of their own, if they sit unoccupied and silent in obscure places,
waiting for illumination, as the enthusiasts formerly taught, and the Anabaptists
now teach.
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[204] Matrimony was not first instituted in the New Testament, but in the
beginning, immediately on the creation of the human race. It has moreover
God’s command; it has also promises, not indeed properly pertaining to the New
Testament, but pertaining rather to the bodily life. Wherefore, if any one should
wish to call it a sacrament, he however ought to distinguish it from those
preceding ones [the two former ones], which are properly signs of the New
Testament, and testimonies of grace and the remission of sins. But if marriage
will have the name of sacrament for the reason that it has God’s command, other
states or offices also, which have God’s command, may be called sacraments, as
for example the magistracy.

Lastly, if among the sacraments, all things ought to be numbered which have
God’s command, and to which promises have been added, why do we not add
prayer, which most truly can be called a sacrament? For it has both God’s
command and very many promises; and if placed among the sacraments, as
though in a more eminent place, it would invite men to pray. Alms could also be
reckoned here, and likewise afflictions, which are even themselves signs, to
which God has added promises. But let us omit these things. For no prudent man
will strive greatly concerning a number or term, if the objects still be retained
which have God’s command and promises.

[205] It is still more needful to understand how the sacraments are to be used.
Here we condemn the whole crowd of scholastic® doctors, who teach that the
sacraments confer grace ex opere operato without a good disposition on the part
of the one using them, provided he do not place a hindrance in the way. This is
absolutely a Jewish opinion, to hold that we are justified by a ceremony, without
a good disposition of heart, i. e. without faith. And yet this impious and
pernicious opinion is taught with great authority throughout the entire realm of
the Pope. Paul contradicts this, and denies (Rom. 4:9) that Abraham was
justified by circumcision, but asserts that circumcision was a sign presented for
exercising faith. Thus we teach that in the use of the sacraments faith ought to be
added, which should believe these promises, and receive the promised things
which are there offered in the sacraments. And the reason is plain and
thoroughly grounded. The promise is useless, unless it be received by faith. But
the sacraments are the signs [and seals] of the promises. Therefore in the use of
the sacraments faith ought to be added, so that if any one use the Lord’s Supper,
he use it thus. Because this is a sacrament of the New Testament, as Christ
clearly says,¢ he ought for this very reason to be confident that what is promised
in the New Testament, viz. the free remission of sins, is offered him. And let him
receive this by faith, let him comfort his alarmed conscience, and know that
these testimonies are not fallacious, but as sure as though [and still surer than if]
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God by a new miracle would declare from heaven that it was his will to grant
forgiveness. But of what advantage would these miracles and promises be to an
unbeliever? And here we speak of special faith which believes the present
promise, not only that which in general believes that God exists, but which
believes that the remission of sins is offered. This use of the sacrament consoles
godly and alarmed minds.

Moreover no one can express in words what abuses in the Church this
fanatical opinion concerning the opus operatum without a good disposition on
the part of the one using the sacraments, has produced. Hence, the profanation of
the Masses is infinite; but of this we will speak below. Neither can a single letter
be produced from the old writers which in this matter favors the scholastics. Yea
Augustine says the contrary, that the faith of the sacrament, and not the
sacrament justifies. And the declaration of Paul is well known (Rom. 10:10):
“With the heart man believeth unto righteousness.”

XIl. Of the Fourteenth Article (Ecclesiastical Orders).

Parallel Passages. — Augsburg Confession, Art. xiv.; Smalcald Articles Part iii., Art. x.; of the
Power of Pope, § 60 sqq., p. 340.

[206] The fourteenth article, in which we say that the administration of the
sacraments and Word, in the Church, ought to be allowed no one unless he be
rightly called, they receive in such a way as though we nevertheless employ
canonical ordination. Concerning this subject, we have frequently testified in this
assembly” that it is our greatest wish to maintain Church polity and the grades in
the Church, even though they have been made by human authority [provided the
bishops allow our doctrine and receive our priests]. For we know that Church
discipline was instituted by the Fathers, in the manner laid down in the ancient
canons, with a good and useful intention. But the bishops either compel our
priests to reject and condemn the kinds of doctrine which we have confessed, or,
by a new and unheard-of cruelty, they put to death the poor innocent men. These
causes hinder our priests from acknowledging such bishops. Thus the cruelty of
the bishops is the reason why that canonical government, which we greatly
desired to maintain, is in some places dissolved. Let them see to it how they will
give an account to God for dispersing the Church. In this matter, our consciences
are not in danger, because since we know that our confession is true, godly and
catholic, we ought not to approve the cruelty of those who persecute this
doctrine. And we know that the Church is with those who teach the Word of God

214



aright, and administer the sacraments aright, and not with those who not only by
their edicts endeavor to efface God’s Word, but also put to death those who teach
what is right and true; towards whom, even though they do something contrary
to the canons, yet the very canons are milder. Furthermore, we wish here again
to testify that we will gladly maintain ecclesiastical and canonical order,
provided the bishops only cease to rage against our Churches. This our desire
will clear us both before God and among all nations to all posterity from the
imputation against us, that the authority of the bishops is being undermined,
when men read and hear, that, although protesting against the unrighteous
cruelty of the bishops, we could not obtain justice.

1. Cf. Apology, Art. xi.; Art. xii., § 39 sqq.; and, on the other hand Large
Catechism, Part iv.: § 1, p. 485.<

2. Augustine on John, Tract 80: § 3: “The Word comes to the sacrament, ev«n

though it is itself a visible Word.”<

Germ. omits until § 16.<

See Chapters VII.-X.<

Cf. Smalcald Articles, Part iii., Art. viii., p. 321; Formula of Concord

pp. 588, 608.<

6. Luke 22:20.<

7. Especially in conferences from Aug. 16.<

ok W
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Chapter VIIl. Of Human Traditions in the Church.

XIll. Of the Fifteenth Article.

Parallel Passages. — Augsburg Confession, Art. xv., vii.: 3; xxvi.; xxviii § 30 sqq.; Apology,
Chap, iv., Art. vii., § 30 sqq.; Smalcald Articles, Art. xv. Formula of Concord, Epitome, Art. x.;
Sol. Dec. do.

In the fifteenth article, they receive the first part, in which we say that such
ecclesiastical rites are to be observed as can be observed without sin, and are of
profit in the Church for tranquility and good order. They altogether condemn the
second part, in which we say that human traditions instituted to appease God, to
merit grace, and make satisfactions for sins are contrary to the Gospel. Although
in the Confession itself, when treating of the distinction of meats,! we have
spoken at sufficient length concerning traditions, yet certain things should be
briefly recounted here.

[207] Although we supposed that the adversaries would defend human
traditions on other grounds, yet we did not think that this would come to pass,
viz. that they would condemn this article: that we do not merit the remission of
sins or grace by the observance of human traditions. Since, therefore, this article
has been condemned, we have an easy and plain case. The adversaries are now
openly Judaizing, are openly suppressing the Gospel by the doctrines of demons.
For Scripture calls traditions doctrines of demons,? when it is taught that
religious rites are serviceable to merit the remission of sins and grace. For they
are then obscuring the Gospel, the benefit of Christ, and the righteousness of
faith. [For they are just as directly contrary to Christ, and to the Gospel, as are
fire and water to one another.] The Gospel teaches that by faith we receive freely
for Christ’s sake the remission of sins, and are reconciled to God. The
adversaries, on the other hand, appoint another mediator, viz. these traditions. On
account of these, they wish to acquire remission of sins; on account of these,
they wish to appease God’s wrath. But Christ clearly says (Matt. 15:9): “In vain
do they worship me, teaching for doctrines the commandments of men.”

We have above discussed at length that men are justified by faith, when they
believe that they have God reconciled, not because of our works, but gratuitously
for Christ’s sake. It is certain that this is the doctrine of the Gospel, because Paul
clearly teaches (Eph. 2:8, 9): “By grace are ye saved through faith; and that not
of yourselves: it is the gift of God; not of works.” Now these men say, that men
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merit the remission of sins by these human observances. What else is this but to
appoint another justifier, another mediator in addition to Christ? Paul says to the
Galatians (5:4): “Christ has become of no effect unto you, whosoever of you are
justified by the Law;” i. e, if you hold that by the observance of the Law you
merit to be accounted righteous before God, Christ will profit you nothing,
because what need of Christ have those who hold that they are righteous by their
own observance of the Law? God has set forth Christ with the promise that on
account of this Mediator, and not on account of our righteousness, he wishes to
be propitious to us. But these men hold that God is reconciled and propitious,
because of the traditions, and not because of Christ. Therefore, they take away
from Christ the honor of Mediator. Neither, so far as this matter is concerned, is
there ic any difference between our -traditions and the ceremonies of Moses.
Paul condemns the ceremonies of Moses, just as he condemns traditions, for the
reason that they were regarded works which merit righteousness before God.
Thus the office of Christ and the righteousness of faith were obscured.
Wherefore the Law being removed, and traditions being removed, he contends
that the remission of sins has been promised not because of our works, but freely
because of Christ, provided that by faith we receive it. For the promise is not
received unless by faith. Since, therefore, by faith we receive the remission of 1
sins, since by faith we have God propitious to us for Christ’s sake, it is an error
and impiety to think that, because of these observances, we merit the remission
of sins. If any one should say here that we do not merit the remission of sins, but
that those who have already been justified by these traditions merit grace; Paul
here again replies (Gal. 2:17) that Christ would be the minister of sin, if after
justification we must hold that we are not even then accounted righteous for
Christ’s sake, but we ought first, by other observances, to merit that we be
accounted righteous. Likewise (Gal. 3:15): “Though it be but a man’s covenant,
no man addeth thereto.” Therefore, neither to God’s covenant who promises that
for Christ’s sake he will be propitious to us, ought we to add that we must first
through these observances attain such merit as to be accounted accepted and
righteous.

[208] Although what need is there of a long discussion? No tradition was
instituted by the holy Fathers with the design that it should merit the remission
of sins or righteousness, but they have been instituted for the sake of good order
in the Church and for the sake of tranquility. And when any one wishes to
institute certain works to merit the remission of sins or righteousness, how will
he know that these works please God, since he has not the testimony of God’s
Word? How without God’s Word and command will he render men certain of
God’s will? Does he not everywhere in the prophets prohibit men from
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instituting without his commandment peculiar rites of worship? In Ez. 20:18, 19,
it is written: “Walk ye not in the statutes of your fathers, neither observe their
judgments, nor defile yourselves with their idols: I am the Lord our God; walk in
my statutes, and keep my judgments, and do them.” If men are allowed to
institute religious rites, and through these rites merit grace, the religious rites of
all the heathen will have to be approved, and the rites instituted by Jeroboam (1
Kings 12:26 sq.), and by others, in addition to the Law, will have to be approved.
For what difference does it make? If we have been allowed to institute religious
rites that are profitable for meriting grace, or righteousness, why was the same
not allowed the heathen and the Israelites? But the religious rites of the heathen
and the Israelites were rejected for the very reason that they held that by these
they merited remission of sins and righteousness, and yet did not know [the
highest service of God] the righteousness of faith. Lastly, whence are we
rendered certain, that rites, instituted by men without God’s command, justify,
inasmuch as nothing can be affirmed of God’s will without God’s Word? What if
God does not approve these services? How, therefore, do the adversaries affirm
that they justify? Without God’s Word and testimony, this cannot be affirmed.
And Paul says (Rom. 14:23): “Whatsoever is not of faith, is sin.” But as these
services have no testimony of God’s Word, conscience must doubt as to whether
they please God.

[209] And what need is there of words on a subject so manifest? If the
adversaries defend these human services as meriting justification, grace and the
remission of sins, they absolutely establish the kingdom of Antichrist. For the
kingdom of Antichrist is a new service of God, devised by human authority
rejecting Christ, just as the kingdom of Mohammed has services, and works
through which it wishes to be justified before God, nor does it hold that men are
gratuitously justified before God for Christ’s sake. Thus the Papacy also will be
a part of the kingdom of Antichrist, if it thus defends human services as
justifying. For honor is taken away from Christ when they teach that we are not
justified gratuitously by faith for Christ’s sake, but by such services; especially
when they teach that such services are not only useful for justification, but are
also necessary, as they hold above in Art. vii. where they condemn us for saying,
that, to the true unity of the Church, it is not necessary that rites instituted by
man should be everywhere alike. Daniel (11:38) indicates that new human
services will be the very form and constitution of the kingdom of Antichrist. For
he says thus: “But in his estate shall he honor the god of forces; and a god whom
his fathers knew not shall he honor with gold and silver and precious stones.”
Here he describes new services, because he says that such a god shall be
worshiped as the fathers were ignorant of. For although the holy Fathers
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themselves had both rites and traditions, yet they did not hold that these matters
are useful or necessary for justification; they did not obscure the glory and office
of Christ, but taught that we are justified by faith for Christ’s sake, and not for
the sake of these human services. But they observed human rites for the sake of
bodily advantage, so that the people might know at what time they should
assemble; so that, for the sake of example, all things in the churches might be
done in order and becomingly. For the distinctions of times and the variety of
rites are of service in admonishing the common people. The Fathers had these
reasons for maintaining the rites,? and for these reasons we also judge that it is
right that traditions [good customs] be maintained. And we are greatly surprised
that the adversaries [against the entire Scriptures of the Apostles, against the Old
and New Testaments] contend for another design of traditions, viz. that they may
merit the remission of sins, grace or justification. What else is this than to honor
God “with gold and silver and precious stones?” [as Daniel says], i. e. to hold
that God becomes reconciled by a variety in clothing, ornaiments and by similar
rites [many kinds of church decorations, banners, tapers], as are infinite in
human traditions.

[210] Paul writes to the Colossians (2:23) that traditions have “a show of
wisdom.” And they indeed have. For this good order is very becoming in the
Church, and for this reason is necessary. But human reason, because it does not
understand the righteousness of faith, naturally imagines that such works justify
men because they reconcile God, etc. Thus the common people among the
Israelites thought, and by this opinion increased such ceremonies, just as among
us they have grown in the monasteries [as in our time, one altar after another and
one church after another is founded]. Thus human reason judges also of bodily
exercises, of fasts; although the end of these is to restrain the flesh, reason
imagines the end to be, that they may be services which justify. As Thomas
writes: “Fasting avails for the extinguishing and the prevention of guilt.” These
are the words of Thomas. Thus the semblance of wisdom and righteousness in
such works deceives men. And the examples of the saints are added [when they
say: St. Francis wore a cap, etc.]; while they desire to imitate these men, they
imitate for the most part the outward exercises; their faith they do not imitate.

After this semblance of wisdom and righteousness has deceived men, then
infinite evils follow;