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EDITOR’S PREFACE

This volume completes Johann Gerhard’s theological anthropology, begun in On Creation and Predestination (especially Commonplaces VIII and XI). Here Gerhard handles original sin, actual sins, and free choice.

These commonplaces first appeared in print in 1611,1 sometime after May 30, though the beginnings of these commonplaces can be traced to Gerhard’s participation in formal disputations.2 Beginning on February 5, 1607, Gerhard held monthly disputations in Coburg on theological topics, and the lists of theses for disputation were printed in advance. The disputations on original sin and free choice—two of the topics covered in the present volume—were held on May 21 and August 8, 1607. It appears that these disputations were printed in a collection: Gerhard’s Succinct and Select Aphorisms.3 Thus the Aphorisms on original sin and free choice are certainly a stage in the development of Gerhard’s Theological Commonplaces.

Following the example of the first article of the Formula of Concord, Gerhard attempts to navigate between saying that original sin is the substance of fallen man and saying that, as an accident of fallen man, original sin is not a deep or thorough corruption of human nature. While Gerhard’s emphasis is on the thorough, pervasive corruption of human nature by original sin, he also taught that some good had survived the fall into sin. These good things—such as the conscience, a natural sense of justice, the recognition that there is a Creator, and a certain degree of free choice—are what Gerhard calls “remnants of the image of God” or “remnants of freedom.”4 Gerhard was not the first to use this idea that some rubble or remnants of the image of God remained after the fall. Recent criticism has been aimed at Gerhard for his anthropology on this point. Yet in his 1633 Catholic Confession, his last major work of dogmatics, Gerhard is said to have abandoned the teaching that the remnants of the image of God had survived the fall and instead followed the lead of Balthasar Meisner, whose Sacred Anthropology had been published in 1619, not long after these sections of Gerhard’s Theological Commonplaces. In his later work, Gerhard also is reported to have adopted Meisner’s terminology, speaking of original righteousness neither as supernatural nor natural, but as “connatural,” and speaking of original sin not as an “accident” of the human substance but as “inherence” in the human substance.5

When discussing original sin, Robert Bellarmine argued that Adam’s sin was only imputed by God to the rest of the human race, but the inherent corruption of original sin was not propagated.6 Gerhard rejects this view of the transmission of original sin. Our sinful condition, even in infants, is real, not just imputed. Original sin comes down to us by carnal propagation, not by God’s imputation.7 Nevertheless, later Lutherans adopted the idea of the imputation of Adam’s sin to his descendants, possibly borrowing arguments from Reformed federal theology and appealing to Rom. 5:18–19 as a scriptural basis of the doctrine. In the later Lutheran view, God’s imputation of Adam’s sin is the basis for the corrupt, sinful state of each of Adam’s descendants. The reasoning is that just as the manner of justification from Christ is imputation, so the manner of condemnation from Adam must also be imputation.8 Heinrich Schmid thought Gerhard supported the imputation of Adam’s sin,9 but this is clearly not the case. In his Theological Commonplaces, his Catholic Confession, and his commentary on Romans, Gerhard repeatedly states that Adam’s sin was propagated to all his descendants by carnal generation (that is, by the physical processes of human reproduction). His consistent position is that Rom. 5:18–19 does not say that Adam’s sin was imputed to his descendants, and that guilt is a part of the definition of original sin “because of the evil propagated in us.”10 At the same time, Gerhard can use his opponent’s concepts in order to argue against them. Thus he occasionally uses the idea of the imputation of Adam’s sin and explains it as not being absurd in order to undermine Roman Catholic arguments meant to attack imputed justification.11

Gerhard again uses his opponents’ assumptions when discussing whether original sin affects infants in the womb. Imputation of sin from Adam is unnecessary when, with Gerhard, one holds that the souls of children are generated from their parents.12 A corrupt tree generates corrupt fruit; corrupt parents beget corrupt children in both body and soul. But imputation of sin from Adam becomes more necessary if one holds that the souls of children are created anew for each individual. Imputation then leads to inherent sinfulness, explaining why children are born with the corruption of original sin in body and soul. Gerhard does not hold to the individual creation of souls separate from one’s generation from his parents, but this is how many of the medieval Scholastics and Gerhard’s chief opponent, Bellarmine, thought about the soul’s beginning. As a result, the Scholastics also had to discuss when the soul was joined with the fetus in the mother’s womb. This is the question of when “ensoulment” occurs.13 Delayed ensoulment was not Gerhard’s position, since he made clear that the soul is generated from parents. Yet he uses Bellarmine’s terms to argue against him. Keeping the greater scope of Gerhard’s teaching in mind can help identify where he is using his opponents’ premises to argue against them, thus preventing misconstruals of Gerhard’s teaching.

The publication of Gerhard’s Commonplaces could not happen without the cooperation of a skilled and dedicated team. The Rev. Heath R. Curtis served as assistant editor for this volume. The Rev. Dr. Richard Dinda, the original translator, is to be thanked for helping to make this project come about in the first place. Dawn Mirly Weinstock has served as production editor for the series from the beginning. Many other colleagues, both within and outside of Concordia Publishing House, have given their advice and support. Without their help, this series, the first large-scale translation of Gerhard’s great work, would be impossible. To God alone be the glory.

Benjamin T. G. Mayes
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EDITIONS OF THE THEOLOGICAL COMMONPLACES

There are four main editions of Gerhard’s Theological Commonplaces: the Jena edition of 1610 (the edition printed during Gerhard’s lifetime), the Frankfurt/Hamburg edition of 1657 (edited by Johann Ernst Gerhard, the author’s son), the Tübingen edition of 1762 (edited by Johann Friedrich Cotta), and the Berlin/Leipzig edition of 1863 (edited by Edward Preuss). Dr. Richard Dinda made his translation from the Preuss edition, and I have edited the text with an eye not only on Preuss but also on the Cotta edition, which was employed to correct the many typographical errors of Preuss’s edition (some of which were carried forward from the Frankfurt/Hamburg edition). On the top of each page of the Concordia edition, references are given to both the Cotta and Preuss editions. Thus “C3:44” means “Cotta edition, volume 3, page 44,” and “P1:143” means “Preuss edition, volume 1, page 143.”

In the preface to his edition, Preuss noted that he was reprinting the Jena edition of 1610. However, instead of including the original Commonplaces I–VII of the Jena edition, Preuss substituted the four commonplaces he found at the beginning of the Frankfurt/Hamburg edition. These were published in 1625, after Gerhard had finished his Theological Commonplaces, with the title “Exegesis, or a more copious explanation of certain articles of the Christian religion.” They were not meant to be a substitute for the 1610 Commonplaces I–VII but were intended as a supplement. It is these “Exegesis” Commonplaces that Preuss included, and it is the same that we have previously presented to our readers in the volumes covering Exegesis I–IV. These “Exegesis” Commonplaces have been included with printings of Gerhard’s Theological Commonplaces since the Frankfurt/Hamburg edition; therefore they do belong in this series.

The enumeration of the commonplaces has also presented difficulties. Both Preuss and Cotta presented different numbering systems than the seventeenth-century editions of the Theological Commonplaces. We have decided to follow the original enumeration as found in the Jena and Frankfurt/Hamburg editions. A comparison chart is included on p. xv.

In the Concordia edition, we refer to the commonplaces included both in the original Jena edition and in Preuss’s edition as, for example, “Commonplace XI.” We refer to the “Exegesis” Commonplaces included in Preuss’s edition as “1625 Exegesis, Commonplace II.” And we refer to the original Commonplaces I–VII, which were not included in Preuss’s edition, as “1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5.” In the indices, reference is given first to the commonplace number, then to the section number. For example: “E3.34” means “1625 Exegesis, Commonplace III, § 34.” And “8.55” means “1610 Commonplace VIII, § 55.” This manner of indexing will allow the reader to refer to any edition of the Theological Commonplaces from the seventeenth century to the present.

Preuss’s edition and this Concordia edition occasionally surround sections of text with double asterisks (**). These sections are Gerhard’s marginal notes on his Theological Commonplaces that his son included in the Frankfurt/Hamburg edition.





COMPARISON OF EDITIONS OF GERHARD’S LOCI



	Title

	Frankfurt/Hamburg (1657)*

	Cotta (1762)

	Preuss (1863)




	On the Nature of Theology (Exegesis)
	E preface

	E preface

	Preface




	On Holy Scripture (Exegesis)
	E1

	E1

	1




	On the Nature of God (Exegesis)
	E2

	E2

	2




	On the Most Holy Mystery of the Trinity (Exegesis)
	E3

	E3

	3




	On the Person and Office of Christ (Exegesis)
	E4

	E4

	4




	 



	On Holy Scripture
	1

	1

	 




	On the Interpretation of Scripture
	2

	2

	 




	On the Nature of God
	3

	3

	 




	On the Three Elohim
	4

	4

	 




	On God the Father and His Eternal Son
	5

	4, part 2

	 




	On the Holy Spirit
	6

	5, part 3 [!]

	 




	On the Person and Office of Christ
	7

	5

	 




	On Creation and Angels
	8

	6

	5




	On Providence
	9

	7

	6




	On Election and Reprobation
	10

	8

	7




	On the Image of God in Man before the Fall
	11

	9

	8




	On Original Sin
	12

	10

	9




	On Actual Sins
	13

	11

	10




	On Free Choice
	14

	12

	11




	On the Law of God
	15

	13

	12




	On Ceremonial and Forensic Laws
	16

	14

	13




	On the Gospel
	17

	15

	14




	On Repentance
	18

	16

	15




	On Justification through Faith
	19

	17

	16




	On Good Works
	20

	18

	17




	On the Sacraments
	21

	19

	18




	On Circumcision and the Paschal Lamb
	22

	20

	19




	On Holy Baptism
	23

	21

	20




	On the Holy Supper
	24

	22

	21




	On the Church
	25

	23

	22




	On the Ecclesiastical Ministry
	26

	24

	23




	On Political Magistracy
	27

	25

	24




	On Marriage, Celibacy, and Similar Topics
	28

	26

	25




	On Death
	29

	27

	26




	On the Resurrection of the Dead
	30

	28

	27




	On the Last Judgment
	31

	29

	28




	On the End of the World
	32

	30

	29




	On Hell, or Eternal Death
	33

	31

	30




	On Eternal Life
	34

	32

	31





* The Jena ed. (1610) has the same enumeration, except that it lacks the Exegesis. Our edition follows this enumeration as well.





COMMONPLACE XII

ON ORIGINAL SIN,
THAT IS, ON THE FALL
OF THE FIRST PARENTS
AND THE CORRUPTION OF THEIR NATURE
WHICH FOLLOWED AND WHICH WAS
PROPAGATED INTO THEIR DESCENDANTS





INTRODUCTION

The connection with the preceding commonplaces.

§ 1. Thus far we have been contemplating the primeval happiness of mankind in Paradise and their most blessed condition, and with admiration we have seen with what great gifts and goodness they were amply filled by God the Creator. But Holy Scripture testifies that this happiness was not permanent and that those gifts did not reach their descendants by right of inheritance; experience also agrees, experience which proves that we have been subject to death and to the various ills and diseases which accompany death.

The original happiness of man.

§ 2. The conclusion to the six days [of creation] is most beautiful: “God saw all the things which He had made, and, behold, they were all very good” (Gen. 1:31). Job 38:7: “All the sons of God shouted for joy, and the morning stars praised Him.” All creatures were standing in their own order and were declaring the goodness, wisdom, and power of their Maker as if with mouths wide open. From an inspection of these things and of himself, man knew God the Creator. The clear light of divine knowledge shone in his mind. Equipped by the love of God, his will was perfect. There was no inclination to vice, no aberration from the Law in the powers of his soul or in the members of his body. Man would speak with God in familiar fashion. He rejoiced in Him. He lived in the utmost peace of mind and in a most abundant affluence of all things.

How it turned out miserably.

§ 3. Therefore someone looking upon the cursed earth and man sold under sin and subject to miseries of every type might with good reason cry out with the servants of the householder, Matt. 13:27: “Lord, did you not sow good seed in your field? How, then, does it have weeds?” But the father of the household responds to the servants in the same chapter, v. 28: “An enemy has done this.” The same response is given by Moses, the one who wrote about the primeval condition, in Genesis 3, the sum of which is that the seducing devil and man, falling away from God, introduced sin and every evil into the world.





CHAPTER I: ON THE CAUSE OF ADAM’S FALL

The occasion of the fall.

§ 4. Among the rest of the trees in Paradise, God had planted the tree of the knowledge of good and evil and had given man the command that he not eat the fruit of that tree, with a warning added that, if man would ignore that command and eat the forbidden fruit, in death he should die [cf. Gen 2:16–17]. That is, temporal and eternal death would certainly be prepared for him.

Why the original law was given to man.

§ 5. Doubtless, with this legislation God intended to declare that: (1) He is the Creator and Lord of man, whom man is bound to serve and obey as servant and creature. (2) Man had been equipped with perfect powers of reason and with a wholeness of his entire nature and, moreover, the faculty of free choice so that he could serve God. (3) In fact, He proposed to man in this precept a sort of schoolhouse of obedience which would have been very pleasing to God and very useful to man. For if man had persisted in holy obedience to this commandment, at the appointed time he would have been transferred from his earthly Paradise into heaven without the intervention of death or pain and would have been confirmed in goodness.

§ 6. This is the response they give to those who ask why God gave man such a command when He foresaw that he would deviate from it. On the contrary, He commanded it so that he might observe it. He equipped him with perfect powers so that he might be able to observe it. Lest he refuse to observe it, He had added the threat of death. Isa. 5:4: “What more should God have done for His vineyard which He did not do?”

The devil was the impulsive cause1 of the fall.

§ 7. Moreover, after Satan had turned away from God his Creator, he was aroused by his hatred for God and jealousy of man and planned to encourage man to transgress this commandment, and in this way to move him out of his very blessed state of incorruption. Consequently, [Satan] entered the serpent—an animal astute and clever beyond the rest and, moreover, familiar to man—“by the permission of God and filled him with his own impulse” (these are the words of Augustine, De Gen. ad lit., bk. 11, ch. 2) “so that with this specious costume he might conduct his plan of seducing mankind.” Theodoret (Q. 32 on Genesis): “The serpent was the instrument of the enemy of the truth.” Epiphanius (Haeres. 37, vol. 3, bk. 1): “The sole cause, then, was not the visible serpent, but the serpent who spoke in the serpent, that is, the devil,” etc.

What sort of a serpent is meant.

§ 8. Josephus (Antiquit. Jud., bk. 1, ch. 3) clings too much to the letter and writes that he thinks that here this is nothing else but a natural serpent, and that its voice has been replaced by venom as a punishment. Philo (in his book Περì κoσμoπoιίας and also in his book Ἀλληγoρ.) leaves history completely and turns this entire passage into an allegory. He says: “These are figurative specimens which invite an investigation of the allegory by veiled inferences. If someone should follow these as is fitting, the passage will be interpreted, by no means absurdly, such that the serpent stands for pleasure.” Origen follows Philo and understands “man as reason and woman as the sensitive appetite”2 (on Exodus, homily 3). Julian (according to Cyril, In Julian., bk. 3) “argued that the narrative of Moses was a fable, because a human voice is attributed to the serpent.”

We claim that the serpent here described is neither a mere serpent nor a purely allegorical serpent, but one possessed and filled by the devil, for the sort of things which do not at all fit a mere serpent deprived of reason are attributed to it:

(1) The serpent here is using articulated speech; but now, “the uttered word is indicative of inner reason,”3 and who would ascribe reason and its result—speech—to beasts? What the Parva Genesis and Josephus opine—that animals once had been endowed with the power to speak—is ridiculous.

(2) The natural serpent was a good creation of God, to which the maxim of Gen. 1:31 also pertained. Yet here the serpent speaks, perverts the command of God, and leads man away from Him.

(3) The punishment inflicted justly upon this serpent indeed befits a natural serpent, but not completely, since the woman’s Seed bruised the head not of a natural serpent but of an infernal one, and that enmity between the serpent and the woman’s Seed must be attributed not to a natural but to an infernal serpent [cf. Gen. 3:15].

(Bellarmine, De grat. primi hominis, bk. 3, ch. 3, and Calvin, commentary on Genesis 3, as well as the Photinian Johannes Sommer, Contra Carolium, bk. 2, ch. 3, follow the rabbinic scholars and ignorantly claim: “The enmity must be understood to mean the natural discord between the sons of Eve and the serpent.”)

But God says that He wants to establish or create this hatred. Indeed, He proclaimed this natural hatred in this public proscription of the natural serpent [cf. Gen. 3:15]. Furthermore, the woman’s Seed is Christ alone, according to the witness of the Holy Spirit in other passages of Scripture, and this should not be extended to the children of Eve except insofar as they fight and conquer the infernal serpent and his instruments by the power of Christ. Indeed, as long as that Jewish corruption of the text stands, will there be any place for the evangelical promise given to our first parents after the fall? Finally, the quality of this conflict is explained fully in Ps. 91:13; Matt. 4:3ff.; 1 John 3:8; and Rev. 12:17.

§ 9. In fact, the Holy Spirit elsewhere has explained His intent clearly as to what serpent and what kind of serpent is meant here. For as often as the apostles and prophets, “carried along by the Holy Spirit,” speak about the origin of sin and death, they ascribe it not to a mere serpent but to Satan. Wisdom 2:24: “Through the devil’s envy, death entered into the world.” John 8:44: “The devil is a murderer from the beginning. When he speaks a lie, he speaks from his own resources, because he is a liar and the father of lies.” He, then, is that serpent who with his own lying promises deceived man and made him subject to death. 2 Cor. 11:3: “I am afraid that, as the serpent deceived Eve by his cunning, your thoughts will be led astray from the simplicity which is in Christ” (namely, through false apostles who are the ministers of Satan). It is for this reason that the devil, who once abused the ministry of a natural serpent to mislead man, is called “the ancient serpent,” “the crooked serpent,” “the great dragon,” etc., in Isa. 27:1; Luke 10:19; Rev 12:7 and 9; 20:2; and in Ps. 140:[3] sin is called “the poison of the serpent.” In Matt. 3:7 and 23:33, people who deliver themselves up to Satan by their sins are said to be “serpents” and “the brood of vipers.”

Therefore Satan is that serpent who once misled Eve, not by speaking with her without means and by himself, but clad and disguised in the attractive guise of a natural serpent. He is the same one who misled some heretics into that terrible madness of claiming that the snake was Christ, and of giving the eucharistic bread first to a live snake to be licked, because of which they have received the name “Ophites.” In regard to these, see Irenaeus (Adv. haeres., bk. 1, ch. 34), Tertullian (De praescript. adv. haer., ch. 47), Epiphanius (Haeres. 27, vol. 3, bk. 1), Jerome (Dial. advers. Lucifer.), and Augustine (De haeresibus, ch. 17). All these points prove clearly that it was not a mere serpent who once spoke with Eve. But the letter of the text proves clearly that these things must not be imagined to be mere allegories. Thus it remains that the devil, as the infernal serpent, deceived the first humans through the natural serpent.

§ 10. Alas! The disguised serpent achieved his goal of seducing mankind, with its desired results. First, he attacked Eve, who was not in every way equal to the man in her gifts of wisdom and knowledge. Through his deceiving interrogation he encouraged her mind to doubt the word of God, Gen. 3:1: “Did God say that you should not eat of every tree of the garden?” Lombard (Sent., bk. 2, dist. 21, letter C): “While the devil asks Eve outwardly in this manner through the visible serpent and with a pretended voice about the meaning and certainty of God’s command, he wounds her mind within with his poisoned fangs and fills her mind with doubt as to the rigor of the added threat.”

The order and manner of the seduction.

§ 11. A great many insidious ideas are contained in these words of Satan. For he asks this that he may snatch the Word away from Eve. He usurps the very will of God and wants to persuade Eve, with the Word set aside, to begin to think otherwise about the will of God. For he knew that once the Word was lost, all trust in God was also lost at the same time. He did not immediately and openly deny the Word of God, lest he be discovered to be a liar at the very outset, but through his questions he encourages her to doubt, for the meaning of his words is this: “Because God is good, He is surely ready to share a good thing. But now, the fruit of this tree is good. Hence it cannot be the Word of God, or it cannot be the true meaning of the command, that the fruit of this tree must not be handled.” Furthermore, there are traps hiding in the general clause, for he intends to say: “With all the rest of the trees permitted for eating, is this one forbidden? With dominion over all the beasts given to you by the kindness of God, are not all the trees also given over to you along with them?”

§ 12. The woman, tempted in this way by Satan, appears to show herself as quite faithful in the first conflict, but in the end she fails. She says: “We may eat of the fruit of the trees of the garden, but of the fruit of the tree which is in the middle of Paradise, God said, ‘You shall not eat of it, nor shall you go near it, lest perchance you die’” [Gen. 3:2–3 Vg]. On her own she added “perchance,” as if it were uncertain that they would die if they had eaten of it, though God nevertheless had expressed His will openly and clearly [Gen. 2:17]. She also adds on her own that the tree was indeed not even to be touched. Lyra thinks that by doing this she wished to indicate the unfairness of God’s command.

§ 13. Thus the devil became more bold and turned the doubt of Eve into denial, and in [Gen. 3:]4 he completely denies God’s Word and encourages the woman toward pride. [Verses 4–5]: “You surely will not die, but God knows that on the day that you eat of that tree, your eyes will be opened and you will be like gods, knowing good and evil.” So, then, in one action he accuses God’s Law of wickedness, prosecutes God for malevolence, falsely denies God’s Word, pretends to wish human beings well, and invites them to sin with a false promise of divine eminence and wisdom. On account of this, a depraved desire takes Eve, whose dictate she follows. She eats of the fruit of the tree and even draws Adam into the fellowship of her sin (v. 6).

God did not force man to fall, nor did He want him to fall.

§ 14. Here human curiosity is in great confusion and tries in whatever ways it can to draw God, who is good and the author of nothing except good, into fellowship with this fall. Thus the honor of God must be vindicated from the tongues of detractors.

(1) God created man after His own image in true righteousness and holiness and for immortality; moreover, He wanted man always to be the sort of man He created. Therefore He did not force him to fall by an effectual decree and hidden will, for these are directly contrary to Him.

(2) Anything that God forbids (3) and punishes (4) and for which He provides a remedy, such a thing He cannot be said to will. He forbade the fall, punished it with a grave penalty, and provided a remedy for it through the precious death of His own Son. Far be it from us, then, to say that Adam fell by of the will of God!

Fulgentius (Ad Mon., bk. 1): “God is the avenger of that of which He is not the author; thus He did not create the iniquity which He punishes.” Augustine (De corrept. et grat., ch. 12): “Adam, both without being threatened by anyone and, furthermore, contrary to the command of a threatening God, employed his free choice and did not stand in such felicity, in such readiness, that he did not sin.”

Opposing objections: First, [that] God did not hinder the fall of Adam.

§ 15. (I) They say, “But if Adam fell not because of a decree of God, why did God not hinder the fall itself, since He could have yet done so?”

We respond. Before they fell, and that they might be able to desire not to fall, God had given mankind a sound will; and lest they fall, He had added a most severe threat of death. The clear knowledge of God shining in their mind, the perfect conformity of their will with the Law, the sound obedience of all their powers were like an internal bridle by which God pulled them back from sin. In place of an external rein, He had added the very serious threat of death. It was unnecessary to use some violent hindrance to hold back the hand of Eve from touching the tree because God is obliged to no one. Nor was that proper, because sin would not yet have been restrained if, with her hand restrained, her will nonetheless burned with sinful desires. What does it profit if the hand is sound and the mind corrupted?

Therefore Ursinus himself is correct (Oper. theol., vol. 1, fol. 222): “Not hindering is not [the same thing as] willing, but is permitting and also at the same time not willing, insofar as those things which He does not hinder displease Him. God does not hinder the fall of man because He knows how to draw something good from it. Nevertheless it does not happen because He wanted the fall itself, but rather He wanted the good which He knew how to draw from the fall. However, the fall itself He hates and detests very much.”

Second, [that] God did not create the sort of human being who was unable to sin.

§ 16. (II) They go on: “Why did God not create man in such a way that he could not sin?”

We respond. God wanted to create man, and thus equipped him with a free will. Man was not created in such a way that he wished to sin; but nevertheless, because he had been endowed with reason, he was constituted in such freedom that he was able to will and was illumined with so great a light that he was able to not will. Basil (in his homily Quod Deus non sit auctor malorum):

You do not consider your servants faithful and fruitful if, bound by chains and fetters, they do what you command, but rather [only] if they do what is their duty spontaneously and freely. In the same way, anything that has been forced and squeezed out by some violence is in no way acceptable to God, but rather anything that proceeds from genuine virtue. Moreover, virtue stems from choosing, not from necessity, and choosing and decision require a freedom of choice.

Augustine (De Gen. ad lit., bk. 11, ch. 7) responds:

We concede that the nature which does not wish to sin at all is better. Let them admit in turn, then, that the nature which is made in such a way that it is able not to sin, if it so wishes, is not evil, and that the nature which sins by will and not by necessity is justly punished. Thus, since both are good, why should God make the one and not the other in order to be praised the more richly for both?

Athanasius (Sermon de incarnat. verb., Commelin. edition, vol. 1, p. 39): “God shaped man after His own image and gave him the gift of his own reason that he might be able to persevere in blessedness, living the true life, the very life of saints in Paradise. Again, when He noticed that the delight and will of man were turning in two directions, He strengthened this grace which He had given them with the protection of the Law and the place [Paradise].”

Bonaventure (Sent., 2, dist. 23, q. 1) lists four reasons why God made man in such a way that he could be assailed by an enemy:

The first is the manifestation of divine power, for God wanted to show man that just as he had not been created without Him, so also he could not endure without Him. Second, the manifestation of divine wisdom, for it is a display of a greater wisdom to know how to arrange good things with evil and to select good things from evil than to arrange only good things with good. Third, the manifestation of divine mercy, which is revealed especially when God gave up His own Son to free the slave. Fourth, the manifestation of divine righteousness, which is revealed especially in the fact that God gives to each according to his works, particularly in respect to the eternal punishment of evil.

Biel (Sent., 2, dist. 23, q. 1) responds briefly: “God did not produce an impeccable nature4 because that did not please Him.”

Third, [that] God did not confirm man in goodness.

§ 17. (III) They object: “God could have confirmed man in goodness, which confirmation in goodness would have destroyed neither the intelligence of reason nor the freedom of choice.”

We respond. By nature man could not be immutable in good because only God is Himself such goodness, essentially and thus immutably good, for every created thing is mutable. He ought not be immutable in goodness by grace, because the reward is not given before the battle, and no crown is given except to the victor. Thus God wanted free obedience first to be given to Him by man before He would confirm him in good. Augustine responds (De Gen. ad lit., bk. 11, ch. 10): “He could have done so because He was omnipotent. Why did He not do it? Because He did not want to. Why did He not want to? God Himself did not want to. We should not know more than is necessary. Furthermore, I think that the rational creature which avoids evil in contention with evil things is of great goodness.”

Fourth, [that] God permitted him to be tempted who He knew would succumb.

§ 18. (IV) They still do not rest. They ask: “Why did God allow man to be tempted by the devil when He knew that he would be overcome?”

We respond. Augustine claims (De Gen. ad lit., bk. 11, ch. 5): “In the mind of man there was a certain self-exaltation which needed to be suppressed, because of which they deserved to be conquered by the tempter.” And yet the temptation of the devil preceded the inner pride itself, because the poison of pride did not spring up inwardly in the mind of the first parents except by the promise given outwardly: “You will be like gods” [Gen. 3:5 Vg].

Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. peccat., ch. 2) gathers these three conclusions from Augustine: “First, that God did no injury to man by allowing him to be tempted by the devil, because He equipped him with sufficient powers to resist and overcome (Augustine, De corr. et grat., ch. 12; De civ. Dei, bk. 14, ch. 27). Second, that the primary cause for this permission is known to God alone (Augustine, De Gen. ad lit., bk. 11, ch. 4). Third, that we can offer some probable reasons, namely, that the omnipotence of God first required exactly this, since bringing good out of evil is more proper to His altogether omnipotent goodness than not allowing evils to exist (Augustine, De corr. et grat., ch. 10).” The second [probable reason] is that “the providence of God required it, since God administers matters in such a way that He permits [rational creatures] to carry out their own proper impulses” (Augustine, De civit. Dei, bk. 7, ch. 30). The third [probable reason] is that “the justice and mercy of God require it, since He seems able to use the fall of man to declare mercy on the elect and justice upon the wicked” (Augustine, De corr. et grat., ch. 10). The fourth [probable reason]: “The beauty of the universe required it, since if there were no soul which could become wretched by sinning, then some adornment would be lacking in the world” (Augustine, De liber. arbitr., bk. 3, ch. 9). The fifth [probable reason]: “The very glory and usefulness of man required it, because it does not seem that man was going to be worthy of great praise if he could live well only because no one persuaded him to live badly” (Augustine, De Gen. ad lit., bk. 11, ch. 4). “Because the case of the first man is profitable for the instruction of the saints” (Augustine, same book, ch. 6). “Because by man’s seed, aided by the grace of God, the devil himself was to be overcome, to the greater glory of the saints” (Augustine, De civit. Dei, bk. 14, ch. 27). Finally: “Since by the occasion of this transgression Christ was given to us, through whom we have received more than was lost in Adam.”

Those are the words of Bellarmine, which statements are not all of the same strength. But this especially must be explained rightly: that the omnipotence, providence, mercy, etc., of God required that He allow man to be tempted. For God did not permit man to be tempted and to fall so that He would have the opportunity to elicit a good thing from evil things and to declare His mercy upon the elect and His righteousness upon the wicked; but rather, because He wanted free obedience to be shown to Him by man, He allowed man to be tempted. Since He knew how to elicit good from the fall of man, He did not hinder the voluntary fall of man.

§ 19. Thus it may be stated in reply very simply that God used the wickedness of the devil (who already beforehand had turned away from God voluntarily) as an exercise for the obedience of man. Virtue unknown will languish, and it is more glorious not to give in to the tempter than to be unable to be tempted.

Dr. Luther says it beautifully in his commentary on Genesis 3: “There should be this one response to all arguments of that type: that it thus pleased the Lord that Adam be endangered and exercise his powers. So also today, when we are baptized and transferred into the kingdom of Christ, God does not want us to be lazy, but He desires that His Word and gifts be exercised. Thus He permits us weak people to be sifted by Satan.”5

In addition, Augustine points out (De Gen. ad literam, bk. 11, ch. 3): “The devil did not select for himself the serpent through which he would tempt man and persuade him to sin. But since there existed in him, on account of his perverse and jealous will, the desire to deceive, he was not permitted by God to tempt man except through that animal.” From this Lombard (Sent., 2, dist. 21, letter B) draws the following conclusion:

Lest the deceit of the devil, which could not be guarded against, be so hidden that man would, at the same time, appear to suffer an injustice—if God had permitted him to be so encompassed in such a way that he could not beware of it—the devil was permitted to come in a form not his own, and yet in the sort of form in which his wickedness could be detected easily. Therefore that the devil did not come in his own form happened by God’s own proper will, but that he came in the form congruent with his own wickedness happened by divine providence. Therefore he came to man in a serpent. If he by chance had been allowed, he would have preferred to come in the form of a dove.

Fifth, [that] God foreknew the fall of man.

§ 20. (V) They go on: “However it may be, nevertheless it cannot be denied that from eternity God foresaw this fall of man. But the foreknowledge of God is immutable; therefore the things foreknown happen immutably, and thus also by necessity.”

We respond. We have dealt with this matter in the commonplace On Providence [Commonplace IX, §§ 32–46], and we showed that a distinction must be made in the objects of divine foreknowledge, namely, between good and evil actions. The former are not only known by God but also helped, promoted, and approved through His good-pleasure, which cannot be said about evil actions. God foresees not only the thing itself but also the causes for the thing, or, rather, He sees not only its existence but also its agency and manner. Thus He has foreseen not only the fall of Adam but also has foreseen him being willing [to fall] and free of any necessity [to fall]. Anselm argues this matter throughout an entire book.

Sixth, [that] God wanted man to fall in order to have the opportunity to exercise mercy and justice.

§ 21. (VI) They take another tack: “Had Adam not sinned, God would not have had the opportunity to exercise His mercy and righteousness. Surely, then, He willed that fall.”

We respond. God is self-sufficient and is not in need of our good works, much less of our sins. God does not need the righteousness of the upright; therefore He does not need the iniquity of the depraved either. There is an argument in Augustine (De Gen. ad lit., bk. 11, ch. 7): “Scripture teaches clearly” (in Ecclus. 15:12) “that wicked people are unnecessary to God. God is not perfected by external works, which are merely traces and evidences of divine perfection and blessedness.” Furthermore, had God not displayed a clear enough token of His mercy in the creation of man, and of His justice in punishing Satan? If man had remained in integrity, he still would have represented and declared the mercy and righteousness of God. To this we can also apply what the apostle says in similar fashion in Rom. 11:12. If the sin of Adam gave God the opportunity to exercise His mercy and righteousness, all the more so did Adam’s integrity.

In brief, the good end which God drew out of the fall should not be ascribed to the fall itself but to divine goodness, and accordingly it cannot be proved from that good end, by way of accident,6 that man was driven to the fall by a decree of God.

Seventh, [that] God decreed the fall so that a more abundant grace might come to people through the incarnation of Christ.

§ 22. (VII) With the Word set aside, those who follow the dictates of reason argue another way: “God decreed the fall of man in such a way that a more abundant grace might come to people through the incarnation of Christ.”

We respond. The Scholastics disputed even over this question which was stirred in an earlier time: If man had not sinned, would Christ still have had to become incarnate? Here we consider the words of Scripture which assign this unique purpose to the incarnation of Christ: the redemption and liberation of the human race. Remove illnesses, remove the wounds, and there will be no need for medicine. The Savior Himself says, Matt. 9:12: “Those who are well do not need a physician.” Thus we praise the words of Bonaventure (found [commenting] on Sent., 3, q. 1, art. 3): “The opinion of those who deny that Christ would have had to be incarnate if man had persevered in his integrity is quite in harmony with Scripture. The opinion of those who affirm it is more in harmony with reason. We must say nothing beyond those things that are clear from Holy Writ.”

We approve of this saying of Bonaventure and are surprised that Bucanus (Loci, p. 88) wanted to affirm that “even if man had persisted in his original righteousness, he still would have had need for Christ as his Mediator.” Thus, as far as this argument is concerned, we respond that it must not be concluded that God Himself is the cause of the sickness merely because God wanted to prepare a most precious medicine for this ailment, but rather the contrary, namely, that He does not want and hates that illness. Augustine expresses it beautifully (Confess., bk. 3, ch. 2): “If someone should wish that man would be wretched in order to have compassion on him, benevolence would become malevolence.”

Eighth, [that] God is not an idle spectator of the fall.

§ 23. (VIII) Finally, they exclaim: “If God merely foreknew the fall, He would be established as an idle spectator of it.”

We respond. But who asserts that God is concurring only by foreknowledge? Before the fall, God gave [Adam and Eve] complete powers that they might have the power not to fall, and He added the threat of death that they might be unwilling to fall. In the fall itself, He restrained the lust stirred up by the devil, lest it advance even farther and put its hand even on the tree of life, and thus preserve that ailment in us eternally. Finally, He punished that fall very seriously and knew how to elicit this good from it: that He used it to declare His mercy upon the elect and His justice against the reprobate. These things are not characteristic of an idle spectator.

Ninth, [that] it would have been quite sufficient for man not to be created.

§ 24. (IX) But not even thus are they satisfied: “Would it not have been more satisfactory for people not to have been created at all than to be created in such a way that they could fall? Was it not better to not be than to be so wretched?”

We respond. This conclusion would have a place if God had created people to the end that they fall and if God had impelled them to the fall. But, to the contrary, God created them after His own image and prohibited them from the fall with the very serious threat of death. What the Lord says about Judas the betrayer in Matt. 26:24, that “it would have been better had he not been born,” Damascenus explains correctly (Orthod. fid., bk. 4, ch. 22): “This is said by the Lord not because He disapproved of His own creature, but that He might all the more censure the wickedness which came to the creation of God, which was good in and of itself, by its own will, and that He might express the seriousness of the punishment which was to follow.” If anyone endowed with dominion by a king were to rise up against the king and try to oppress him with that very power which he had received, then surely the king would most justly say that it would have been better if he had not been equipped with such power—namely, by comparison. In explaining this argument, it must not be thought that God left this ailment in him without medication, for He prepared a fitting remedy for him in Christ before the foundations of the world were laid [cf. Eph. 1:3–4].

§ 25. Therefore let it remain firmly fixed that God neither decreed nor willed the fall of the first-made people, nor did He drive them to sin, nor was He pleased with it. The devil seduced man, and man agreed to the persuasion of the devil, and in this way sin was introduced into the world and death passed over onto all men. 2 Cor. 11:3: “It is the devil who seduced Eve with his cunning”; Luke 10:30: “who inflicted wounds on man”; Wisdom 2:24: “by whose envy death entered into the world.” In John 8:44, sins are said to be his “desires” and, in 1 John 3:8, his “works.” In John 8:41 those who sin are called “the children [of the devil.]” For this reason Christ says about him, John 8:44, that “he is a murderer from the beginning and the father of lies.” It is man who consented to the devil and freely turned away from God. Rom. 5:12: “Through that one man, sin entered into the world.” God must in no way be drawn into part of the blame and into fellowship with the fall.

Whether the first people sinned.

§ 26. Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. peccat., bk. 3, ch. 1) reports: “Some claim that the first parents did not sin and could not sin, and they confirm this with an argument drawn quite aptly from Lutheran principles, namely, that ‘the Law was not posited for the just person, but for the sinner’ (1 Tim. 1[:9]). The first people in Paradise were just.”

We respond. We confess with a loud voice that the Word of God is the principle7 for our doctrine, but it is a calumny of Bellarmine [to say] that this argument was drawn rightly from this principle. For there are three uses of the Law: to accuse sin adhering to the nature, to apply external discipline, and to prescribe for the reborn a norm of good works. The apostle, then, with regard to the second use, is denying that the Law was posited for the just. The expression of the apostle must also be noted, for he does not say, “The Law is not set down [τίθεται],” but “is not laid down [κεῖται].” The former speaks about publication and an obligation to obedience, and the latter, about accusation and condemnation.

What Bellarmine adds is a greater calumny, that those heretics denied the sin of the first people at the instigation of Luther. On the contrary, both throughout his other works and in his commentary on Genesis 2, Luther clearly and lucidly refutes them very vehemently, nor, as Bellarmine shamelessly writes, does he “in vain discuss nothing at all in many words.” (Perhaps he has not looked carefully at the actual commentary of Luther, since he asserts that the things which Luther wrote in his explanation of the first chapter are those which actually occur in the explanation of the second chapter.) Instead, Luther shows from the very innards of Paul’s text that the topic here is not the Law given to the first man before the fall for the exercise of his obedience, but the accidental8 use of the Law which it obtained in accusing and condemning after the fall, as the antithesis teaches.9 With what color, then, will the bold Bellarmine be able to paint his pronouncement that we cannot deal with the arguments of the Libertines unless we wish to attack ourselves?


 

1 That which impels a principal efficient cause to act. This impulsion comes either from inside or outside of the principal cause.

2 The “sensitive appetite” is the desire that arises from the physical senses. It is also called “animal appetite” or “sensual appetite.” See below, pp. 90–91 nn. 2–3.

3 λόγoς πρoφoρικὸς τoῦ ἐνδιθέτoυ λόγoυ index. The Greek here plays on the double meaning of λόγoς, which means both “word” and “reason.”

4 naturam impeccabilem. That is, “a nature unable to sin,” from peccare (“to sin”).

5 Cf. Lectures on Genesis (1535–45/1544–54), AE 1:145 (WA 42:109).

6 An “accident” is an incidental property of a thing, that which affects something and is outside its essence. Here, the expression “by way of accident” means that the good end of the fall (redemption through God’s incarnate Son) was God’s intention due to the additional occurrence [accidentia] of the fall. God did not cause the fall for the purpose of providing redemption.

7 principium. A source or origin from which something proceeds or emanates.

8 Here Gerhard is saying that the Law’s essence is not that it condemns and accuses. The Law—after it had been written in the hearts of Adam and Eve and had been proclaimed in the positive law about not eating from the tree (Gen. 2:16–17)—condemns and accuses only as a result of sin, which came later.

9 See Lectures on Genesis (1535–45/1544–54), AE 1:106–15 (WA 42:81–83).







CHAPTER II: WHICH EXPLAINS SOME QUESTIONS
ABOUT THE FIRST FALL OF THE FIRST PEOPLE

What was the first sin of the first human beings?

§ 27. There are several questions about this sin of our first parents which must be answered. In the first place it is asked: (I) What was the first and principal sin of the firstcreated people? Dr. Luther (commentary on Genesis 3, p. 33) concludes from Moses’ description that unbelief or defection from the Word was the first sin of man,1 for at first the devil encourages man to doubt the Word of God. Gen. 3:1: “Did God command that you not eat from every tree of Paradise?” Afterward, on the basis of the answer of Eve, who did not correctly recount God’s prohibition, the devil becomes more bold and completely denies the Word of God, v. 4: “By no means will you die.” And then, at last, he encourages her to pride, v. 5: “You will be like gods, knowing good and evil.” From this a corrupt desire seized the will of Eve and turned it from the Word, and that desire finally burst forth into an external act.

On the basis of this order of the temptation, it appears quite clear that Eve had already sinned with her unbelief when she was snatched up into the whirlpool of pride. Clear reasoning is added. As long as a person retains the Word and confidence toward God, he cannot become prideful against Him, for obedience to the Word and stubborn pride conflict with each other diametrically. Finally, as the root and beginning of conversion after the fall is faith (Heb. 11:6: “Anyone who comes to God must believe”), so the root and beginning of all unrighteousness is unbelief, according to the witness of Christ, John 3:18: “Whoever does not believe is already judged.” Verse 36: “Whoever does not believe in the Son will not see life.” John 16:8–9: “The Holy Spirit will convict the world of sin, because they do not believe in the Son.”

To this opinion the ancient fathers offer their assent every time they acknowledge unbelief and disobedience in the first fall of man. For Moses’ narrative shows clearly that this was earlier than pride. Ambrose (De parad., ch. 12): “The woman adding something to the command of God is what commences the beginning of the fall. From this source the first transgression of the command began to exist.”

Prosper (Resp. ad c. Gen., dub. 3): “If Adam had not first lost his faith, he would not have lacked all the other works; for by believing the devil, he did not believe in God.”

Lyra (on Genesis 3): “As long as the state of innocence continued, there could be no disorder in the lesser powers unless this should first exist in the reason. For this reason he did not first tempt concerning the eating of the sign, but about the restriction of the command: ‘Why did He command,’ etc.?” That is to say, the command was unsuitable because you are in a free condition and are superior to all trees. The woman, moved by this, became inclined, through an inclination, to a displeasure at the command, and even more to a doubt of the threatened penalty of death.

Was pride the first sin of man?

§ 28. Bellarmine follows some of the Scholastics and claims (De amiss. grat. et statu peccat., bk. 3, ch. 4): “The first sin of Eve was pride,” which he tries to confirm with statements of Scripture, the authority of the fathers, and the influence of reason. Before we investigate these, we point out that the Scholastics themselves do not agree in every detail in this question. Lombard (Sent., 2, dist. 22, letter D):

Adam was not deceived in the same way as the woman, for he did not think that what the devil was suggesting was true. Nevertheless it can be believed that he was deceived in this: that he thought what he had committed was venial, though it was final. But he was not deceived prior to, nor in the same way as, the woman, so as to believe that God had forbidden them to touch that tree because, if they would touch it, “they would be like gods” [Gen. 3:5 Vg].

Scotus also claims: “The first sin of Adam was an inordinate love for his wife, a love not of carnal lust but of human friendship.”

On the contrary, Thomas ([ST,] 2.2., q. 163) says that the sin of both parents was pride. Bonaventure (Sent., 2, dist. 22, q. 1) concedes: “The principal sin of man through which he fell was disobedience.” But he adds: “Pride was the first step of that disobedience.” Since the doubt of Eve which precedes the temptation to pride is opposed to this opinion, Bonaventure responds to it quite coldly: “The word ‘perhaps’ [Gen. 3:3 Vg] was a mark of the result, not of doubt.” But since the Master [of the Sentences]2 expressly says that it was a mark of doubt, he adds another response: “The woman did not doubt the truth of the precept but was ignorant of its true meaning.” Thomas ([ST,] part 3, q. 8, art. 7): “From the beginning the devil tried to remove man from obedience to the divine command; yet the turning away from God has the character of an end inasmuch as it is desired under the guise of freedom.”

Ecclesiasticus 10[:12]: “The beginning of man’s pride is to depart from God.”

§ 29. Let us examine the arguments of Bellarmine by which he tries to prove that pride was the first sin of man. (I) Ecclus. 10:12–13: “The beginning of man’s pride is to depart from God, because his heart has forsaken Him who made him. For the beginning of every sin is pride.”

We respond. (1) This is an extracanonical book, and some strength must be added to this saying from the canonical books.

(2) The passage here works in favor of the opinion of Dr. Luther. For if the beginning of pride is apostasy or unbelief, which departs from the Word of God, surely the apostasy itself came before pride. Thus it is added: “because his heart has forsaken Him who made him.” In his paraphrase of these words, Bellarmine concedes: “The first act of pride occurred in that defection of man from God.” Yet that defection is nothing other than unbelief, for whoever departs from the Word of God through unbelief, by that very act also departs from God.

(3) The words which follow in the Vulgate version—“the beginning of every sin is pride”—read as follows in some Greek codices: “for the beginning of sin is pride”; but in others [they read] in this way: “for the beginning of pride is sin.” This latter reading is opposed to the opinion of Bellarmine, and yet the first reading does not confirm it. For though it is rightly said that the beginning of sin is pride or, as the ancients say, that pride has a universal influence upon all wickedness, from this, however, it is not yet proved that Adam sinned first with pride, and then afterward with unbelief.

Tobit 4[:13]: “All perdition takes its beginning in pride.”

§ 30. (II) Tobit 4[:13]: “All perdition takes its beginning in pride.”

We respond. (1) This book is also extracanonical.

(2) The Greek reads as follows: “ἐν τῇ ὑπερηφανίᾳ ἀπὡλεια καὶ ἀκαταστασία πoλλὴ,” which Pagninus translates in this way: “Pride is connected with ruin and great confusion.” Tremellius: “Much ruin and no stability are related to pride.” Obviously, the elder Tobit is warning his son away from pride on the basis that pride generally hurls man headlong into all calamities.

(3) But what does this have to do with the question about the first sin of man? We admit that pride did occur in the fall of Adam, but we add that man was led away from God’s Word, and then finally was thrown into pride and destruction.

Romans 5[:19]: “By one man’s disobedience many were made sinners.”

§ 31. (III) Rom. 5:19: “By one man’s disobedience many were made sinners.”

We respond. (1) Certainly, the sin of the first man was disobedience, because he showed himself obedient neither to God nor to God’s Word, something which confirms our opinion.

(2) Bellarmine says: “The first act of pride is to be unwilling to be subjected to the control and command of another, which is properly called disobedience, just as, on the contrary, the first act of humility is to be subject to the control and commands of others, which is properly called obedience.” We respond. As the apostle commends the obedience of faith (Rom. 1:5; 16:26), so also the entire transgression of the first-made people can be indicated by the words “disobedience” and “pride” taken in a general sense. But if that pride and disobedience is broken up into its parts, it will become clear that our first parents were first encouraged to defect from the Word and afterward finally [turned] toward pride. We do not object if someone should wish to establish this act of sin as a part of pride taken in a general sense.

(3) What Bellarmine adds—“if the sin of the first man had been faithlessness, the apostle would neither truthfully nor literally have called it ‘disobedience’”—is patently absurd. For what is more truly and literally “disobedience” than to depart from God’s Word, to turn the heart away from God’s commands, and to believe the persuasions of Satan rather than the prohibition and added threats of God?

The statements of the ancients, that the first sin of the first humans was pride.

§ 32. The statements of the fathers which Bellarmine produces are not contrary to our opinion. “They say that man was encouraged by the devil to ambitious pride and that our first parents sinned with pride”—something not one of our people denies. Moreover, the progression of the temptation as described by Moses shows that the devil first of all tried to seduce man away from the Word of God and breathed into his heart the first secret poison of doubt before he added that empty promise of divinity. Of all the statements of the ancients, that of Augustine (De Gen. ad lit., bk. 11, ch. 30) seems the most pressing: “When” (How) “did the woman believe these words—[namely,] that they were prohibited by God from a good and useful thing—unless there had already been in her mind that love of her own power and an arrogant presumption about herself which had to be reproached and humbled through that temptation?” However, Bellarmine should read the scholia of Franciscus Maro on that passage: “The first thing that is remarkable is that theologians today do not hold this, because they say that in the state of innocence there could be no sin without their falling out of that state.”

The rational arguments that try to prove that pride was the first sin.

§ 33. Let us hear the arguments which Bellarmine forms.

(I) “Among evil acts, inner acts occur earlier than external acts, both concerning the intelligible object as well as concerning the sensible object.3 Among those internal acts, and concerning the intelligible good, the act concerning the end is earlier than the act concerning the means, because means are sought because of the end. Moreover, the end of man in evil acts is his own excellence, which is the object of pride and thus not of faithlessness.”

We respond. The fall of Adam can be considered in two ways: in intent and in execution. Here we are not investigating thoroughly the intent of the first man, but we are following the simplicity and perspicuity of Moses’ text and are claiming that the first act of commission or of execution was faithlessness or departure from God’s Word.

(II) “The mind of our first parents, illumined by divine light, could not have been induced into error unless it had first been deprived of that light by turning away from God. Therefore a turning away from God and sin preceded the faithlessness of our first parents.”

We respond. That turning away from God is nothing else but a turning away from God’s Word. For if the first people had not allowed themselves to be led away from the light of the Word by the clouds of satanic delusion, they surely would not have turned away from God nor rushed headlong into the pit of pride.

(III) “‘The mother of faithlessness is pride,’ according to Augustine (De pastorib., ch. 8). Therefore pride preceded faithlessness.”

We respond. “Pride” is taken in general for any kind of disobedience, and in this sense Augustine establishes it as the mother of faithlessness. It is also in this sense that the Scholastics say that in any sin pride and contempt for God come together virtually but not formally. Moreover, properly speaking, pride denotes a certain specific sin, and in this question the term is used with that meaning.

(IV) “In sins, is the turning toward a created good not prior to turning away from an uncreated good, given that the turning away is neither good nor desirable? But now, faithlessness is a turning away from the greatest good, and pride is turning toward one’s own good. Therefore the latter is prior to the former.”

We respond. Again, the intention and the execution of the first sin are being confused. To be sure, on the basis of the hypothesis, pride came first in Adam as he sinned with regard to his intent. Meanwhile, the actual fault and the external transgression are described by Moses in such a way that Eve first removed the Word of God from her eye. Furthermore, man could not have turned to his own excellence through inordinate love before he had been deceived by the devil and removed God’s Word from his eyes. For God had commanded him not to turn to his own excellence through an inordinate love but to exercise himself in obedience to the command about not eating of the fruit of the forbidden tree.

The counterarguments of Bellarmine.

§ 34. The counterarguments by which Bellarmine (in De amiss. grat. et stat. peccat., bk. 3, ch. 5) tries to crush the force of our arguments do not hit the target.

(I) “Satan was trying to seduce Eve not only into faithlessness and disobedience but also into pride. Thus the woman was first seduced into pride, and afterward, in the end, she believed the devil and did not believe God.”

We respond. Moses’ text clearly says the opposite, for at their first meeting Satan addresses Eve in this way: “Did God command you …?” etc. Only later does he add: “You will be like gods” [Gen. 3:1, 5]. When the lying serpent brought that promise of his out into the open, Eve already had departed from the Word of God, something which that word of doubt, “perhaps” [Gen. 3:3 Vg], clearly shows in her words.

(II) “Because faith is the origin of righteousness, faithlessness is not the origin but the end of unrighteousness; for what is first in generation is last in resolution. For this reason it is never said in the Scriptures that the beginning of all sin is faithlessness but that the beginning of all sin is desire, that is, a love of self or pride.”

We respond. We establish the following analogy between the state of sin and the renewal of man: as the first people, having abandoned the light of the Word, first fell into the darkness of unbelief and were later hurled by the devil into pride, disobedience, and various sins, and as in this way the very beautiful structure of the divine image was destroyed in them, in this way also God will renew this temple, placing before man His Word through which the Holy Spirit kindles faith, which is the foundation for every good work.

Contrary affections and contrary effects belong to contraries. Faith and unbelief are contraries. Therefore faith and unbelief have contrary affections and effects. As good works of all kinds proceed from faith, so from unbelief come sins of all kinds. As often as Scripture asserts this, so often does it declare that unbelief is the principal and chief sin. As long as it remains, the other sins remain; when it is removed, the other sins are also taken away. (See John 3:18, 36; 16:8–9; Rom. 14:23.) Augustine (on John, tractate 95): “He places this sin ahead of the rest, as if it were the only one, because while this one remains, the rest are kept, and when this one goes away, the rest are dismissed.” (See also John Huss, Sermon de elucid. fid.)

I will pass over the fact that the apostle’s words in 1 Tim. 6:10 are being twisted into a foreign sense by Bellarmine, as if in them pride is being established as the root of every sin, because the meaning of the words and the circumstances of the text clearly prove that they are speaking about the love of money.

(III) “Adam would not have been disbelieving the Word of God if he had not turned away from God through self-exaltation, if he had not, deprived of the divine light, begun to grow dark.”

We respond. On the contrary, in fact, the mind of Adam, illumined by divine light, would not have turned away from God through self-exaltation had it not first departed from the Word. It is impossible to make a judgment concerning the first sin more correctly than on the basis of the progression of the temptation described by Moses. The serpent first attacks God’s Word and at the same time breathes the poison of doubt within the heart of Eve. Afterward, when the light of the Word is at last removed, he hurls her into the darkness of pride.

(IV) “The beginning of pride in man could have existed without a preceding error of the mind, solely through a lack of thinking or considering.”

We respond. On the contrary, Eve would never have given an occasion to the persuasions of Satan as he encouraged her to pride and disobedience if she did not believe his deceiving and lying promise. The will never sins in deed before an error in the mind occurs first. The very lack of thinking was the beginning of the departure from the Word, which man ought to have embraced tightly and faithfully.

§ 35. Bonaventure (Sent., 2, dist. 22, q. 1) cites another argument. Salvation corresponds to the transgression by antithesis. Yet salvation began with the faith of Mary. Luke 1:[45]: “Blessed are you who believed.” Therefore transgression also began with the faithlessness of Eve.

Bonaventure responds: “Although faith held a not inconsiderable place in the conception of the Son of God, yet humility had the preeminent use by which the Virgin is said to have pleased God, just as she herself said, ‘God has looked upon the low estate of His handmaiden’ [Luke 1:48].” Yet abasement is one thing; humility, another. The former indicates a status of condition; the latter, a disposition of the mind. Mary is not boasting about the merit of humility but is declaring the virtue of God, who considers humble things. Thus the force of the argument remains unweakened. As Mary had faith in the words of the angel and conceived in her virginal womb the Son of God, through whom we are redeemed from our sins, so Eve had faith in the words of Satan and later brought Adam into fellowship with her sin, through whom sin entered into the world. The Glossa on Luke 1: “The woman, seduced by the angel, brought on death; the woman, instructed by the angel, produced salvation.”

Tertullian (De carn. Christi, ch. 14): “The word that built death had crept into the virgin Eve, and the Word of God which would construct life was equally going to be introduced into a virgin.”

Irenaeus (bk. 3, ch. 33): “What the virgin Eve bound through her unbelief, the virgin Mary loosed through faith.” Book 5, p. 587: “As Eve was misled by the talk of the angel to flee from God when she had transgressed His Word, so also Mary was evangelized by the talk of the angel to bear God as she was obedient to His Word.”

Bonaventure (Sent., 3, dist. 2, n. 4): “Just as the devil tempted the woman in order to draw her to doubt, and through doubt to draw her to consent and to fall, so the angel announced to the Virgin in order to excite her toward faith, and through faith to consent, and through consent to conceive the Son of God through the Holy Spirit.”

Was Adam deceived in the proper sense [of the word]?

§ 36. The second question is: (II) Was Adam deceived in the proper sense [of the word]? Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. peccat., bk. 3, ch. 7) denies this and seeks his reason in the words of the apostle in 1 Tim. 2:14: “And Adam was not deceived.”

We respond. This must not be understood absolutely and simply, as if Adam were by no means deceived, but in reference to the order of the deception. Clearly, Adam was not deceived first, since Eve, deceived by the serpent, was the cause of transgression for Adam; the words following confirm this explanation: “Eve was deceived in transgression.” That is, she was the cause of Adam’s transgression. (See Theodoret and Oecumenius, commentaries on this passage.)

Yet the argument of the apostle [cf. 1 Tim. 2:12] is not weakened by this explanation. A woman should not teach nor dominate the man because the beginning of sin came from the woman. But the manner of teaching in which the woman taught the man turns out badly here, for she did not so much teach or lead him as she deceived him. In punishment for this deception she was subjected to the man [Gen. 3:16], and the genuine dominion of woman over man is incompatible with this divine judgment.

Arguments for the affirmative position.

§ 37. Furthermore, it is clear from the following reasons that one must not simply and absolutely deny that Adam was deceived: (1) If he was not deceived by another, he still was deceived by himself. Bellarmine (in the preceding ch. 6) writes this from Augustine: “Adam thought it would be venial if, so as not to sadden his wife, he would eat of the fruit contrary to God’s command. He also erred in this: when he saw that the woman did not die after eating the food, he persuaded himself that he would not die if he ate the same food. Finally, he believed that he would be like God. In any case, with these thoughts he deceived himself and departed from God’s Word.” In this way in 2 Tim. 3:13 they are called deceivers who deceive both themselves and others. In Jer. 14:14 the false prophets are said to prophesy the deceit of their own heart. 1 John 1:8: “If we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves.”

(2) Although Eve may not have had the intent to deceive, nevertheless truly and properly speaking she deceived Adam, since Scripture does not always evaluate deceptions and scandals on the basis of the intent to deceive and scandalize but on the basis of the actual deception, that is, because a person actually says or does something which can deceive or scandalize another person. All heretics are deceivers (1 John 2:26; 3:7), yet they do not all have the intent to deceive. Some of them claim that they are preaching utter truth. In Matt. 16:23, Christ says to Peter: “Get behind Me, Satan; you are a stumbling block for Me,” that is, you advise the sort of things which are truly stumbling blocks, though in actuality they do not cause Me to stumble.

(3) When Eve handed her husband the fruit to eat, she had already then been deceived by the devil. Accordingly, notice should be taken not so much of the mind of Eve as of the intent of the devil, who also misled Adam himself through Eve and brought him into fellowship with sin. As a result, God accuses Adam of obeying the word of his wife (Gen. 3:17).

(4) Moreover, many of the ancients say clearly that Adam was deceived, as, for instance, Ignatius (Letter ad Trall.), Irenaeus (bk. 3, ch. 35), Epiphanius (Haeres. 38); Chrysostom (on 1 Timothy, homily 9), Ambrose (De parad., ch. 4), Augustine (on Psalm 68), etc.

Could our first parents have sinned venially?

§ 38. (III) The question arises: Could Adam’s sin have been venial?

We respond. We shall show in its own place that every sin is mortal by its nature [cf. On Actual Sins, Commonplace XIII, §§ 92–102]; hence it readily appears that no sin at all, nor any sort of punishment, could have a place in the state of innocence as such, due to the complete felicity of man and his conformity with God. But since the Scholastics claim that some sins are by their nature venial, they are not agreed on this question.

Scotus (Sent., 2, dist. 21, q. 1) and others claim: “It could have happened that Adam sinned venially.” This is opposed by Thomas, Bonaventure, Alexander of Hales, Richard, and many others whom the Jesuits today follow, as one can see in Pererius (on Genesis, bk. 5, disp. 2, q. 2) and Bellarmine (De stat. pecc., bk. 3, ch. 8).

But these scarcely satisfy the argument of Scotus, which goes as follows: “If Adam could have sinned mortally, he also could have sinned venially, because a mortal sin is more repugnant to original righteousness.” Bonaventure responds: “Those sins which are now venial would have become mortal in the state of innocence because of the supreme perfection of that state and because of the dignity of the person.”

But Thomas does not approve of this, and rightly so, for it is absurd that what is venial today would have been mortal before the fall, as if the fall had changed the nature of sin. He himself responds in this way ([ST,] 1.2., q. 89, art. 3): “In the state of innocence there was an infallible stability of order, so that the inferior was always contained under the superior, inasmuch as the substance of man was contained under God. Thus it was necessary that there be no disorder in man, unless it were to begin from the fact that the substance of man was not subject to God.” Yet this very thing opposes the argument of Scotus: if man, persuaded by the devil, could have turned himself voluntarily and completely, then some thoughtlessness could also have deceived him through the prompting of Satan.

Besides the argument of Thomas, Bellarmine also provides this rational argument: “If venial sin were to have a place in the state of innocence, it will follow that fear and pain will also have a place in that state.” Yet, on the basis of the hypothesis of the Scholastics, not every venial sin draws punishment with it, since it is not against [contra] the Law but only outside [praeter] the Law. Furthermore, Bellarmine claims (ch. 5 of this book): “A sort of thoughtlessness or inconsideration preceded the act of pride, but this is contradicted by the fact that the latter was the first sin of man.” Surely that thoughtlessness would have been a venial sin, if the following sin of pride was the first mortal sin.

Which of the first parents sinned more seriously?

§ 39. (IV) The question arises: Did Adam sin more seriously than did Eve?

We consider this a useless and unprofitable question because it is enough to know that the sin of both was very serious, even without making that comparison. Thomas ([ST,] 2.2., q. 163, art. 4):

If we consider the condition of the person, the sin of the man was more serious. As far as the type of sin is concerned, the sin of both is equal, namely, pride. As far as the type of pride is concerned, Eve sinned more seriously. (1) Because her pride elevated her to the point that, contrary to the will of God, she wanted to achieve a divine likeness. The man was arrogant to the extent that he wanted to achieve it on his own. (2) The woman not only sinned herself but also suggested sin to the man. (3) The man consented in this sin by a sort of amiable goodwill.

Bonaventure (Sent., 2, dist. 22, q. 3):

With regard to ingratitude, the man sinned more seriously than the woman because he sinned more from a wicked will when he desired to be like God. With regard to the corruption that stems from the blame, the woman sinned more seriously because sin proceeded from her into Adam and his descendants by way of [giving an] opportunity. Otherwise it can be said that sin should first be considered in regard to the sinner and, second, in regard to the sin itself. In the first way the sin of Adam was more serious, but in the latter way the sin of Eve was more serious.

Biel (Sent., 2, dist. 22, q. 1, art. 3): “The sin of Eve considered simply was more serious than the sin of Adam, for it proceeded from a greater pride, a greater passion and contempt for God, and a more serious punishment followed also.” Article 4: “The sin of Adam was more serious because of the circumstance of the dignity of his person, the fortitude of his resistance, because of his prudence and the vigor of his condemnation, and with respect to the result.”

We are pleased with these words of Augustine (De Gen. ad lit., bk. 11, ch. 25): “Our first parents, unequal in gender, sinned with equal arrogance.” Therefore Lombard’s thought is false (Sent., 2, dist. 22, letter E): “Adam was free from an ambition for divinity.” The contrary clearly stands in Gen. 3:22.

Bellarmine claims (De amiss. grat. et stat. peccat., bk. 3, ch. 9): “The man acknowledged neither error nor fault; thus he sinned more seriously than did the woman.” Nevertheless he writes (in ch. 12) these same words from Irenaeus: “As a sign of his repentance he clothed himself with a harsh girdle of fig leaves, like sackcloth and a hair shirt.” But how could he have given those signs of repentance without an admission of guilt?

Was the sin of Adam the most serious of all sins?

§ 40. (V) The question arises: Was the sin of Adam the most serious of all sins?

We respond. Adam represented the whole human race; he had been created in the greatest integrity and uprightness, and thus he was able to obey the command of God without any difficulty. In these respects the sin of Adam was more serious than all the sins of his descendants. Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 14, ch. 12):

No one should think that the sin

(of our first parents)

was thus light and small because it was committed in food—nor indeed bad or harmful, save for the fact that it had been forbidden. But obedience had been commended by the precept, which virtue is, in a way, a mother and guardian of all virtues in the rational creature. In fact, a creature is created in such a way that subjection is beneficial to it, while doing its own will and not the will of the one by whom it was created is destructive. Thus this command about not eating one kind of food when there was so great a supply of other foods—a command so easy to observe, so short for remembering, especially when desire was not yet resistant to the will, which ensued only later as the punishment for transgression—the sin of violating this command was all the greater in proportion to the ease with which its observance could be maintained.

Augustine again (Enchirid. ad Laur., ch. 26): “Adam bound his progeny in the penalty of death and damnation; by sinning he corrupted them in himself as their root.” De corrept. et grat. (ch. 12): “With no one threatening him and, what is more, contrary to the command of God, who was threatening, Adam used his free will and did not remain in such happiness, in such a happiness of not sinning.”

The Scholastics argue that the sin of Adam was not the most serious sin simply, but because of some of its circumstances. (See their commentaries on Sent., 2, dist. 21.)

Did Adam sin out of ignorance?

§ 41. (VI) The question arises: Was the sin of Adam excusable through ignorance?

We respond. Some ignorance is invincible; some is voluntary and affected. Augustine (De grat. et lib. arbitr., ch. 3): “It is one thing to not know; it is another to be unwilling to know.” De libero arbitrio (bk. 3, ch. 22): “What one does not know by nature and what one cannot know by nature are not counted against a soul as guilt, but that which it was uninterested in knowing is so reckoned. Yet certainly the first parents were created after the image of God, that is, in perfect wisdom, righteousness, and holiness. How, then, could they have been ignorant of the will of God, which God had clearly made known with a prohibition?”

Biel (Sent., 2, dist. 22, q. 2, art. 1): “Before the sin there was neither mistake nor ignorance in our first parents concerning those things which pertain to salvation, because they knew the commandment and they also knew that this act was against the commandment.” Article 3: “The sin of our first parents did not proceed from an ignorance of the Law nor from weakness but from choice, that is, from the deliberate and full knowledge of the deformity of their action.”


 

1 See Lectures on Genesis (1535–45/1544–54), AE 1:147 (WA 42:110–11).

2 I.e., Peter Lombard.

3 An “intelligible object” is something that can be thought or understood (by the intellect or reason) above and beyond the senses, whereas a “sensible object” is something that can be sensed (by the senses).







CHAPTER III: OF THOSE THINGS WHICH FOLLOWED THE FALL
OF OUR FIRST PARENTS

§ 42. An immense Iliad1 of ills followed the fall of our first parents. Gen. 3:7: “Their eyes were opened and they saw that they were naked. They sewed together fig leaves and made themselves aprons.” The opening of their eyes is both the perception of sin and the pricking of conscience. Therefore, at that time, they finally knew how seriously they had offended God, the great happiness out of which they had been cast, and the great pit of miseries in which they had been immersed through sin. Augustine (De Gen. ad lit., bk. 11, ch. 1): “Before the fall, they thought they had nothing to conceal because they felt nothing which had to be restrained.” But after the fall, they saw that they were naked, and they noticed that they had been stripped of the righteousness and integrity with which they had been created, that their flesh was being aroused by the incitements of their lusts, and that the law of their members was opposing the law of their mind [Rom. 7:23]. Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 14, ch. 17): Before the fall, “they were naked and unashamed—not because their nakedness had been unknown to them; rather, their nakedness was not yet shameful because lust was not yet moving their members outside their will, and their flesh, in its disobedience, was not yet providing any testimony to censure the disobedience of man.”

§ 43. Just how great a darkness took the place of the lost wisdom can be seen in the fact that they sew aprons of fig leaves and think that they can deceive the clear eyes of God, even though the eyes of divine Majesty penetrate all things, probe the heart and emotions, and have exposed the hidden recesses of our hearts to the light of their view [cf. 1 Kings 8:39; Heb. 4:12–13]. Augustine (De Gen. ad lit., ch. 34): “They wanted to hide from Him from whom nothing can hide, and to conceal the flesh from Him who looks into the heart.” Terror, trembling, and trepidation are connected with the blindness which followed sin, for they flee from the sight of God whom they had addressed very familiarly beforehand. They were agitated before Him to whom they had listened with very great joy beforehand. When the leaves were stirred by the wind, they were terrified by the slightest breath, though before they had lived in very great peace and tranquility of mind.

§ 44. But they also stand at the judgment seat of divine justice, and their case is examined. It must be observed here that the excusing away of sin and the transference of blame to another are added to the very tragic blindness in their mind, their turning away and flight from God in their will, and the [lustful] rebellion of their members. Adam transfers the blame to Eve, as if the woman was given so that she would not so much obey her husband as have him be obedient [Gen. 3:12]. Eve transfers it to the serpent, as if she had not been equipped with enough strength to resist the deception [Gen. 3:13]. Yet the blame is actually being transferred to God Himself, who had created the serpent and Eve, and who had given her to man as a helper.

The punishment of our first parents.

§ 45. Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. peccat., bk. 3, ch. 11) discusses the punishment of the first sin and errs by thinking that in Genesis 2 “no mention is made by God of the proper and fitting punishment which man incurs through sin, namely, that original righteousness was lost through the first sin.” And yet when God calls Adam and asks him, v. 9: “Where are you?” and when He asks him, v. 11: “Who told you that you were naked?” He is setting the misery which he incurs by the loss of original righteousness before the eyes of man quite clearly. Augustine (De Gen. ad lit., bk. 11, ch. 34): “For this was not the voice of one who was ignorant, but of one who was rebuking.”

According to the interpretation of Chrysostom on this passage: “This was also the voice of one who had compassion.” How does it happen that you flee My sight, that you shudder when you hear My voice, though before you would run to Me quickly and happily? Why do you blush over your nudity? Do you not know that the corruption of nature sprang from sin? Surely all this was directed to the purpose that man should be led to the knowledge of his sin and of the wretchedness introduced by sin. These things that are announced to the first parents as punishment are, properly speaking, paternal chastisements imposed upon them after God had accepted them into grace through the Gospel promise about the woman’s Seed, which would bruise the serpent’s head [Gen. 3:15]. To Eve it was announced that a lustful conception, a laborious gestation, and the many pains of giving birth would follow, and that she would be forced to be subject to her husband [Gen. 3:16]. To the man was announced a barrenness of good fruits, fertility of harmful fruits, the difficulty of gaining provisions, the concern of labor, and, finally, the bitterness of death [Gen. 3:17–19]. These calamities were imposed upon our first parents after they had received the remission of their sin, that those difficulties might be a permanent reminder of the gravity of the fall, a salutary protection against sins, and, finally, a schoolhouse of repentance, hope, patience, and other virtues.

The punishment of the serpent.

§ 46. Bellarmine (loc. cit.) explains the punishment inflicted upon the serpent in this way. He first recounts the entire statement to the natural serpent, and then later applies the same entire statement to the devil. In this section he departs from the genuine and legitimate explanation of the text, the first part of which does indeed pertain to the natural serpent (and not to the devil), when God says, [Gen. 3:]14: “Because you have done this, cursed are you above all animals and beasts of the earth. You shall go upon your belly, and you shall eat dust all the days of your life.” The latter part of the threat properly concerns Satan (not the natural serpent), when God says, v. 15: “I will put enmity between you and the woman, and between your seed and her Seed; He will crush your head, and you will attack His heel.” Since it was not a mere serpent, but Satan filling a serpent, who deceived the first parents, what could be in greater harmony with the text than if this divine threat were referred to the natural serpent in its first part and to the infernal serpent in its latter part?

It should not seem strange to anyone that this punishment is inflicted on the serpent, which is nevertheless an animal without reason, for God wanted to establish the ugliness of sin and the magnitude of His wrath before the eyes of the first parents and to publish a public sign of guilt, because this was in His power as the Creator of all things and as one having authentic sovereignty over all things He had created. A threefold punishment is imposed: the first of these concerns the manner of life, that is, the way of life; the second, the form, that is, the shape of the body; third, how one lives, that is, sustenance. Bellarmine does violence to the text in applying these to Satan:

The devil is cursed above all animals and beasts of the earth because he became wretched and vile above all sinners, whether angels or men. The devil moves upon his belly, both because he trusts in his own cleverness and because he is permitted by God to rejoice in his pride and false power. The devil eats earth, either because he devours men of the earth or because he exercises earthly power over the bodies of the saints but cannot kill their souls. This he does all the days of his life, that is, until Judgment Day.

All these things are forced and alien to the text. Certainly some of the fathers also take pleasure in these allegories, but they still admit that this part of the threat must be taken to refer properly and in a literal sense to the natural serpent. The latter part pertains only to the devil, against whom war would be waged at some time by the Seed of the woman and to whom the bruising of his head—that is, the destruction of his power and kingdom—is announced. We do not allow this evangelical promise to be corrupted by Bellarmine, Calvin, the Photinians, and the rabbis in such a way that it applies in the literal sense to the natural serpent. More was said above concerning this matter [§§ 8–9].

The evangelical promise given to our first parents.

§ 47. They would have had to perish in eternal death by the power of the divine condemnation had not God, out of the secret counsel of His majesty and the deep reservoir of His mercy, published the evangelical promise about the woman’s Seed who would bruise the head of the serpent [Gen. 3:15]. The woman’s Seed is Christ, the Son of God, who was born of a virgin, who “came to destroy in turn the works of the devil” (1 John 3:8). Redemption from sin, death, and hell is included in this statement. For if the head of the serpent has to be bruised, it is surely necessary for death to be abolished. If death is abolished, the merit of death—that is, sin—is also abolished. If sin is abolished, then the curse of the Law is also abolished, and not only that, but at the same time the obedience that was lost is restored and a hope of eternal life is revealed, as Dr. Luther so beautifully observes here.2 At the same time, it is also revealed that the redemption and bruising of the serpent’s body are going to happen in such a way that the heel of Christ is bruised, that is, that His life is going to be taken away, that He is going to be nailed to the cross, and that the very limbs of Christ are going to be subjected to the cross in this life.

§ 48. Our first parents embraced this promise of the Gospel about the Messiah with true faith and became partakers of salvation, from which they had been cut off by sin. From this, Adam calls his wife “Eve”—that is, “the living one” [Gen. 3:20]—and by this naming he confesses his own faith, namely, that he believes that from Eve the Prince of Life would be born, who would abolish the death that had been introduced into the world through sin and who would restore life to humanity. From this, Eve exclaimed when Cain was born: “I have gotten a man—the Lord” [Gen. 4:1], because she believed that she had given birth to the true Jehovah who would bruise the serpent’s head.

The sacrifices of Cain and Abel also apply here, a mode of divine worship which God had undoubtedly revealed to them through Adam. And here also apply those words about the removal or remission of sin to be sought in the promised Seed. (See Gen. 4:7.) Irenaeus (bk. 3, ch. 34):

It is very unreasonable that he who had been harmed seriously by his foe, and first suffered captivity, should say that he was not saved by him who overcame his foe but that his children whom he begot during his captivity were saved, though the foe remained unconquered still, while his ancient spoils remained with him.

Chapter 35:

God did not curse Adam himself, but the earth in his works, because God did indeed transfer the curse onto the earth so that it might not continue to exist in man.

Chapter 36:

All of those are liars who speak against his

(Adam’s)

salvation. They are always thus cutting themselves off from life because they do not believe that the sheep which had been lost was found. But if that one is not found, then every generation of humanity is still held in perdition. Therefore Tatian, who introduced this opinion—no, this ignorance and blindness—is a liar.

The sin of Adam affects us too.

§ 49. To be sure, we must not look upon the sin of our first parents and those sins which followed it as if they applied only to those people but affected us not at all, for “Adam later begot a son after his own image and likeness” (Gen. 5:3). He began to beget the sort of children he himself was: stripped of the image of God; destitute of original righteousness; subject to sin, the wrath of God, death, and damnation. Adam was, and we all were in him; Adam perished, and we all perished in him.

§ 50. When parents lose possession of their estate, their male children also lose it because parents receive it not only for themselves but also for their sons. So also our first parents, who were created in the image of God, received those gifts given to them by the kindness of God to be guarded faithfully for themselves and their descendants like a deposit, and, therefore, by sinning they also lost them not only for themselves but also for the whole lineage born of them.

§ 51. All of nature was corrupted and soured, so to speak, by sin through defeated mankind. Anselm (Cur Deus homo, bk. 1, ch. 23): “The entire human nature was in them, and outside of them there was nothing of it. Thus the entire thing was spoiled, weakened, corrupted. There remained in it a debt for the righteousness it had received, the debt of satisfaction which had severed it, along with the corruption which it had incurred through sin.”

Anselm (De conc. virg., ch. 2): “Therefore just as sprouts and fruits are produced spoiled and corrupt from a corrupt root, just as dirty streams gush from a polluted spring, just as leprous children are produced from leprous parents, so also from the first parents, who had been corrupted and depraved by sin, all the descendants are born corrupt and polluted by sin.”

§ 52. Therefore the sin is in every way not foreign to us because Adam sinned not as a private person but as the head of the whole human race. As the human nature communicated through him became the property of each person begotten of him, so also the corruption of the nature is communicated through propagation. Consequently, just as the tribe of Levi, enclosed within the loins of Abraham,3 is said to have offered tithes to Melchizedek (Heb. 7:9), so also we who were concealed within the loins of sinful Adam not only have been corrupted in and with him but also have become guilty of the wrath of God. (For the sake of comparison, the following can be quoted in reference to this: [Corpus Iuris Civilis,] bk. 5, C. ad l. Jul. majest.: “Children also must be punished for the crime of lèse-majesté.”)

§ 53. Therefore as Adam lost the light of the wisdom of God after the fall, so also we are born destitute of the light of divine knowledge. As Adam fled the sight of God, so also we are born destitute of filial trust in God. As Adam belittled and excused his sin, so also we have become so extremely corrupt that we do not sufficiently acknowledge or deplore this extreme corruption. As Adam, through the fall, incurred the offense of God, was called to the judgment of God, and became subject to eternal death, so also we “are by nature the children of wrath” (Eph. 2:3).

§ 54. The Pelagians, who think that our paying the penalty of someone else’s sin would appear foreign to the mercy and righteousness of God, should be given this response: yet original sin is not an evil belonging to someone else, nor are we born innocent, but the corruption of sin is propagated into us through carnal generation and dwells within us like a leprosy. Augustine (Contr. Julian., bk. 6, ch. 4):

You say that someone ought not be held liable for the sin of another, which is an important point insofar as it is understood correctly. Now, I am not saying that David sinned and that because of his sin so many thousands fell (2 Samuel 24), and that because one man transgressed contrary to the command, revenge proceeded from the curse against those who had not committed [the crime] nor even knew it had been done. The argument concerning this sort of sin or punishment is another matter, and it should not now trouble us. But the sins of parents are said in some way to be someone else’s, and again in some way are found to be ours too. To be sure, they are someone else’s by the property of action, but they are ours by the contagion of propagation.

Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 13, ch. 14):

Man, who was self-corrupted and justly condemned, produced corrupted and condemned children, for we were all in that one man when that one man corrupted us all. The particular form in which we were to live as individuals had not yet been individually created and distributed, but already the seminal nature existed from which we were to be propagated—namely, the nature which was corrupted because of sin, bound by the chain of death, and justly condemned—nor could man be born of man under any other condition. Thus through this man, from the evil use of his free choice, there arose a continuous line of calamity which draws the human race from its corrupt origin as from a rotten root, all the way to the ruin that is the second death, which has no end. The only exceptions are those who are freed through the grace of God.

The arrangement of the points which follow.

§ 55. That is the sin which is called original sin. We shall discuss it under the following headings: (1) Whether it exists. (2) What it is, both in name and in its essence. (3) What its subject is. (4) How it is propagated to descendants. (5) What its proper punishment is. (6) How, in turn, we are freed from it. In these divisions, the entire nature of this original corruption can be suitably explained.


 

1 Homer’s Iliad is noteworthy for being very lengthy.

2 Cf. Lectures on Genesis (1535–45/1544–54), AE 1:182–98 (WA 42:136–47).

3 Read Abrahae with Cotta instead of Adae.







CHAPTER IV: DOES ORIGINAL SIN EXIST?

§ 56. That original sin exists—that is, that something truly and properly called sin is taken from Adam into his descendants through carnal generation—was once denied with great effort by Pelagius the Briton (from whom the Pelagians received their name) at the time of Theodosius the Younger. Augustine writes about them (De haeres., ch. 88):

They deny that infants born carnally according to Adam contract the contagion of ancient death from their first birth. For they assert that such are born without any bond of original sin in such a way that it is not at all true that something must be forgiven them by their second birth, but that they are baptized in order to be admitted into the kingdom of God by regeneration, translated from a good condition to a better, but not absolved from some evil of an ancient debt by that rebirth. For even if they are not baptized, they still promise them an eternal and blessed life outside the kingdom of God. They also say that Adam himself, had he not sinned, would have died with respect to his body, and that he died not as a result of the merit of guilt but of the condition of his nature.

Augustine (De bon. persev., bk. 2, ch. 2): “As you know, there are three things that the catholic church defends against those people” (the Pelagians). “One of these is that the grace of God is not given according to our merits; the second is that no one lives in this corruptible body in any sort of righteousness without some type of sin; the third is that a person is born subject to the sin of the first man and bound by the chain of damnation, unless the guilt which is contracted by generation is forgiven by regeneration.” Again (prologue to the Hypogn. cont. Pelag. et Coelest.):

A doctrine of this type

(Pelagian)

is a shameful blasphemy. They say that whether or not Adam had sinned, he was destined to die—nevertheless his sin has harmed no one but himself—and that a man can sufficiently fulfill whatever he intends by free choice or that grace is given by God to each according to the merits of his works. They say that natural lust is good and that there is nothing in it of which one should be ashamed; that the little children of baptized parents do not contract original sin and will not perish from eternal life if they pass out of this life without the sacrament of Baptism.

Those who directly deny original sin: First, the Anabaptists.

§ 57. In our age there are some who fight for the error of the Pelagians directly; on the other hand, others offer it support and help obliquely and indirectly by minimizing original sin with their false hypotheses. Those who deny original sin directly include: (1) The Anabaptists, who (according to Sleidanus, bk. 10) “imagine that sin was removed by the death of Christ in such a way that infants in the New Testament are born without sin and innocent, with the slavery of death as the only exception. Therefore they deny that infants should be baptized, because they are born subject to no sin.”

Second, the Photinians.

(2) The Photinians, who (in the Cat. Racov., p. 285) expressly deny original sin. In fact, they assert that “not even Adam’s natural gifts, much less those of his descendants, could have been corrupted by sin.” Johannes Sommer (tr. De justif., ff. 40 and 43) calls original sin “a fable of monks born of a corrupt understanding of Scripture and invented as a defense of the superstition of paedobaptism.” Ostorodus (Inst. Germ., ch. 35): “We do not concede that nature is corrupted by the first sin of man.”

Third, Zwingli.

(3) Zwingli, who writes (in his Confess. published and offered to Emperor Charles in 1530, art. 4): “Whether we want to or not, we are forced to admit that original sin as it exists in the children of Adam is not properly sin, for it is not a crime against law. Thus it is properly an illness and a condition.”

Fourth, some Papists.

(4) Some of the Papists. Jacobus Faber [Stapulensis] (commentary on Romans 5) teaches: “We contract nothing from Adam except an obligation to death.”

Albertus Pighius (Controvers. prima de peccat. orig.) and Ambrosius Catharinus (De lapsu homin. et peccat. orig., ch. 6) claim: “Original sin does not have the true nature of sin but is only the guilt in which the descendants of the first parents are held bound because of the [parents’] primeval transgression, [yet] without any proper vice [of their own] and without any inherent corruption of their nature.” Bellarmine quite gently calls this opinion “incorrect” (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 5, ch. 6).

Ruardus Tapperus writes (Art. de peccato origin.): “Nothing is found in a recently born infant which truly and properly possesses the nature of sin.”

Cornelius, a canon of Cologne, argues (vol. 2, Animadv.):

Original sin is not properly sin since it is not a defect in the perfection of man necessary for blessedness. Corruption is not hereditary, nor can it be transmitted from parents into children since they themselves have been cleansed. Only those who are endowed with the use of reason and free choice are bound by law. It is an unwholesome blasphemy against God to say that the corruption of original sin has so pervaded all parts of our nature that it has become abundant in all disgrace and crimes and can do nothing but fight against God and the Law, etc.

Pelagianism is indirectly introduced by: First, the Scholastics and the Papists.

§ 58. Indirectly, the following offer encouragement to Pelagianism and diminish original sin: (I) The Scholastics and Papists, when they claim:

(1) “Original sin is nothing else but the lack of a supernatural gift, while the actual nature of man has continued to be pure and sound.”

(2) When they argue freely about the essence of this sin and leave it in doubt, as if it were a matter of question and not of faith. Andrada (Defens. Trid., bk. 3): “The illustrious theologians labor greatly in their explanation of original sin also when, in the Council of Trent, they define original sin as true sin yet wrap the proper nature of it in deliberate silence.”

(3) When they deny that concupiscence is sin, though the power of this original sin is especially conspicuous in it and the blessed apostle quite often speaks of original sin under this name.

(4) When they fight for free choice in spiritual matters, the perfect fulfillment of the Law, the merits of good works, works of supererogation, congruous merit, etc., in such a way that some write that God can be loved by us above all things out of our purely natural state.

(5) When they deny the propagation of the soul, which is nevertheless “the first indicator of sin,” according to Thomas ([ST,] 1.2., q. 83, art. 1). Thus if that is removed in which something properly and of itself inheres, the very thing that inheres is of necessity also removed.

(6) When they assign some blessed place, which is nevertheless outside the kingdom of God, to infants who depart this life without Baptism, just as Pelagius once did.

(7) When they deny that each and every one of those who descends from Adam according to the ordinary course of nature is born in and with sin. Alexander of Hales (according to Trithemius, De script. eccles.) used to say about Bonaventure: “Adam does not appear to have sinned in Brother Bonaventure.” They also make an exception for blessed Mary.

(8) When they claim that through Baptism sin is forgiven in such a way that nothing more is left in the reborn that has the true nature of sin. How, then, do the reborn propagate original sin in their offspring?

The Pelagian declaration of Bellarmine.

§ 59. Here we shall consider some hypotheses of Bellarmine which can scarcely be reconciled with the orthodox article on original sin.

(1) “Actual sin cannot corrupt the natural gifts of man” (De grat. prim. hom., bk. 1, ch. 6). And yet Scripture teaches that original righteousness was natural to the first man. Therefore [according to Bellarmine’s hypothesis] it could not have been lost through the first sin of Adam.

(2) “Sin is the name of an evil activity which is opposed to the activity of virtue. But vice is the name of an evil disposition1 which is opposed to virtue when virtue means a disposition” (De amiss. grat. et stat. peccat., bk. 1, ch. 1). I add the rest of the syllogism: “In infants there is no evil activity which is opposed to the activity of virtue; therefore, properly speaking, there is no sin in them.”

(3) “Nothing has the proper nature of sin unless it is voluntary, and, on account of this, Augustine’s definition seems to be lacking, because no express mention of voluntariness was made in it” (ibid.). I add the rest of the syllogism: “The original taint is involuntary; hence it follows that it is not properly sin.” In ch. 2 he says, “This sin is voluntary by the will of someone else.” Therefore was it voluntary and properly called sin in respect to Adam alone, but not with respect to us? From this the conclusion of Franciscus Maro immediately follows, that “original sin is less than the smallest venial sin.”

(4) “Law is not properly given except to those who have the use of free choice” (Bellarmine, De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 1, ch. 1). I add the rest of the syllogism: “Infants do not have the use of free choice; therefore law is not properly given to them, and, as a consequence, sin which is against law cannot properly fall upon them.”

(5) “What is natural cannot be criminally charged. We cannot sin in regard to something that is not in our power. As death is the punishment and effect of sin, but is not sin itself, so concupiscence is only the penalty and effect of sin, but not sin itself,” etc. (Bellarmine, De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 5, ch. 9). I add the rest of the syllogism: “After the fall, original sin is natural to man and is not in the power of an infant; therefore it is not sin.”

(6) “In Adam, besides the act of sin, there was also a perversion of the will and an obliquity derived from the act by which he was a sinner and was called a sinner, properly and formally, until it might be forgiven him through repentance. The act of the sin is not communicated to us except through imputation, but the perversity and obliquity derived from the act inheres in us” (Bellarmine, De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 5, ch. 17). I add the rest of the syllogism: “Adam finally begot a son after his sin had been forgiven him through repentance; therefore he could not have propagated the perversion and obliquity into his children.” The judgment is the same regarding all who have been reborn through Baptism, in whom, Bellarmine argues, the actual stain of sin has been eradicated.

(7) Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 5, ch. 15) argues against other Papists: “Original sin must not be constituted in a positive quality.” How, then, can he sincerely deal with the doctrine of original sin?

Second, by those who teach with Calvin that holy children are born from holy parents.

§ 60. Those who argue the following must also be classed among those who do battle indirectly for Pelagianism:

Those who are saints by grace produce saints from the same grace by the power of the covenant apprehended by faith. The children of the reborn are by hereditary right contained within the covenant of grace, and thus are not baptized so that they might then for the first time become the children of God, [as if] they had been foreigners to the church beforehand. Rather, by this solemn sign they are received into the church, and the salvation of which they already are partakers is sealed upon them. Holy progeny is born of the faithful, etc.

(See Calvin, Inst., bk. 4, ch. 15, §§ 20, 22; ch. 16, § 24; Defens. 2 contra Westphal., p. 1082; Beza, Respons. 2 ad colloq. Mompelg., pp. 102, 103, 118, 129, etc.; Quaest. et resp., bk. 2, qq. 124, 126.)

But however much these things are explained by some in such a way that they refer not to some inherent sanctity but rather concerning the grace of the covenant into which the children of the reborn have been accepted even before Baptism, so that in this way an assertion about the holiness of children born to faithful parents does not appear to conflict with the propagation of original sin, nevertheless this assertion is still unsound. Rather, there must be a distinction between spiritual holiness and ecclesiastical holiness (so to speak). The children of the faithful are holy—that is, they are considered as having been born into the church—and the road to Baptism lies open to them. However, in actuality they are not in the grace of God nor in the covenant of grace before Baptism but are still by nature the children of wrath like the rest, concerning which more will be said in its own place [cf. below, §§ 106–9; On Holy Baptism (Commonplace XXIII), §§ 42, 118–27].

The existence of original sin is proved.

§ 61. In the following paragraphs we shall examine those varied and different corruptions of this article by which the Pelagian poison is fostered. Here we shall briefly prove the existence of original sin against the Pelagians. Thus the following reasons demonstrate that original sin exists, that is, that sin in the true and proper sense is propagated through carnal generation into people born of Adam according to the natural order.

(I) Statements of Scripture. Gen. 5:3: “Adam begot a son after his own image” (corrupted and depraved by sin). Gen. 6:5: “Every imagination of the thoughts of the human heart was only evil every day.” Job 14:4: “Who will produce a clean thing from an unclean seed of conception?” Ps. 51:[5]: “Behold, I was conceived in iniquities, and in sin did my mother conceive me.” Jer. 17:9: “The heart of man is corrupt and inscrutable.” John 3:6: “What is born of the flesh is flesh.” Rom. 5:12: “Through one man sin entered the world, and death through sin, and so death spread to all men, in whom all sinned.” Eph. 2:3: “We were by nature the children of wrath.” These are the chief statements of Scripture that deal with original sin. We shall evaluate their emphasis later. Secondarily, also these utterances of the Holy Spirit can be classed here: Ps. 19:[12]: “Cleanse me from my hidden faults.” Ps. 25:7: “Remember not the sins of my youth,” or infancy. Ps. 90:8: “You place our hidden [sin] in the light of Your countenance.” Isa. 48:8: “From the womb I called you a sinner.” Ezek. 16:4: “When you were born, on the day of your coming forth, your umbilicus was not cut nor were you washed with water for cleansing nor rubbed with salt nor wrapped in swaddling cloths,” etc. Rom. 7:23: “I see in my members another law at war with the law in my mind.” Here the ancients class the words of [2 Esdras] 4:30: “A grain of evil seed was sown in the heart of Adam from the beginning, and how much ungodliness has it produced until now and will it produce until the threshing comes?” The proper basis of this article is Romans 5.

(II) All actual sins, which are the poisoned branches that grow from that poisoned root, also bear witness to original sin. Matt. 15:19: “Out of the heart come evil thoughts, murders, adulteries, fornications, thefts, false witness, blasphemies.” Matt. 7:[18]: “An evil tree cannot produce good fruit.”

(III) All calamities, ills, and temporal death, to which even infants are subject, bear witness to this original corruption. Rom. 5:14: “Death reigned even over those who had not sinned in the likeness of the transgression of Adam.” Rom. 6:23: “The wages of sin is death.” 1 Cor. 15:21–22: “By the man came death; in Adam all die.”

(IV) The necessity of rebirth and renewal proves that carnal generation is depraved and subject to sin. John 3:5: “Except someone is born again of water and of the Spirit, he will not enter into the kingdom of heaven.” John 3:6: “That which is born of the flesh is flesh.” In addition, there is the consensus of the ancients who wrote before the Pelagian heresy arose, to which consensus Augustine appeals in his disputations against Pelagius. (See Cont. Julian., bk. 1; Ad Bonifacium, bk. 1.)

The witness of the heathen can, in some measure, also be classed here. Plato (De repub., bk. 2): “By nature people are evil and cannot be led to cultivate justice.” In the Sophista he teaches: “There are two special ills of the mind: ignorance and wickedness.” Augustine (Contra Julian., bk. 4) cites a passage from Cicero (De repub.): “Man is brought into the light by Stepmother Nature with a naked, frail, and weak body; with a mind anxious over worries, lowly over fears, weak toward hardships, inclined to lusts, in which the divine fire is hidden, as well as his character and behavior.”

The counterarguments of the Pelagians: First, [that] the sin of Adam injured his descendants by imitation.

§ 62. Augustine has carefully explained and refuted the counterarguments of the Pelagians with which they try to weaken the testimony of Scripture. We shall deal with only the more important ones. The first and most common counterargument was: “The sin of Adam entered into the world not by propagation but by imitation.”

We respond. (1) The apostle adds clearly that death, which is the wages of sin [Rom. 6:23], “reigned even over those who did not sin in likeness to the transgression of Adam” [Rom. 5:14]. Surely, then, those who are not yet imitating the sin of Adam are subject to his sin.

(2) Eph. 2:3 asserts that we are “the children of wrath” not by imitation but “by nature.”

(3) It was the aim [scopus] of the apostle that all people, Jews as well as Gentiles, be guilty of sin. This he demonstrates very effectively from original sin which has been propagated into all people.

(4) The weight of the apostolic words clearly does not allow that evasion of Pelagius. He says, [Rom. 5:]12: “All have sinned”; that is, v. 19: “All have been established as sinners.” For it is an idiom of the Hebrew language to express an inclination with a word of action. In chs. 3, 11, and 12 he testifies that all people are useless for thinking, speaking, or doing good and, on the contrary, are prone to evil, which cannot be understood as a reference to some actual sin committed in imitation of Adam’s sin. He is comparing Adam and Christ, but the righteousness of Christ is not only set before us for imitation, but it also becomes ours by regeneration. Therefore the sin of Adam entered into the world not only by imitation but also by generation.

(5) Augustine (De peccat. merit. et remiss., bk. 1, ch. 9) is correct in pressing this point: “If the apostle had intended to discuss the imitation of sin, he would rather have followed the example of Christ (John 8:41, 44) and said that sin entered into the world through the devil, for he was the first to sin.”

(6) We also have this response of Augustine (Contra Jul., bk. 6, ch. 12): “There are many who actually sin but do not think of the sin of Adam. How, then, does the sin of Adam injure them by example? The preposition διά with the genitive expresses the true and proper cause of a thing. But those who sin do not sin in such a way as to imitate Adam. Accordingly, if the apostle were speaking only about imitation, he would not have said, nor could he have said, that sin entered into the world ‘through’ one man.”

(7) Augustine again (Sermon 7 de verb. apostoli) insists on the phrase “passed through,” which means that sin and death did not subsist in Adam but passed into all his descendants from him and out of him.

(8) “As death entered through sin, so also sin entered into the world through one man” [Rom. 5:12]. But sin is the proper cause of death, not improperly or by way of occasion or accidentally. Therefore that one man who is a sinner is also the proper cause of sin which is propagated into his descendants. If it were to harm only by example, it would be the cause of sin accidentally or by way of occasion.

(9) The apostle is speaking generally about the world, that is, about all people. But infants do not contract sin by imitation (Rom. 9:11). (See more in Augustine, De peccat. merit. et remiss., bk. 1; and in his books Contra Julian., [Contra] Pelag. et Coelest., etc.)

Second, ἐφ’ ᾧ, that is, “because of which” they sinned.

§ 63. The second counterargument of the Pelagians was this: “The phrase ἐφ’ ᾧ, ‘in whom’ all sinned (Rom. 5:12), must be explained in this way: ‘because of which all sinned.’ That is, death passed into all people because they imitate Adam by sinning.”

We respond. Augustine (Contra Julian., bk. 6, ch. 12) disapproves of this view and takes the word ᾧ as a relative [“which” or “whom”], but it amounts to the same thing. For whether you take ἐφ’ ᾧ causally or relatively, none of the truth is lost. At times the words ἐφ’ ᾧ are used in such a way as to signify the giving of a cause, as Varinus, Budaeus, and Suidas prove with examples. It is for this reason that Dr. Luther has translated it causally in his German version.2 Therefore the meaning is: Death has passed through into all people because all have sinned—that is, because Adam sinned, the one who is the parent of the human race, who represents all the descendants who descend from him through carnal generation, who was created after the divine image, who had received those gifts not just for himself but also for all his posterity. Nor does Augustine disapprove of this view, but rather of the strange and twisted sense which Pelagius was trying to carve out of these words. But if you explain the phrase ἐφ’ ᾧ as a relative particle, it will also follow that all sinned originally in Adam as the first parent of all people, as if in a mass, as the apostle states, 1 Cor. 15:22: “In Adam all die.”

Third, [that] the fall of Adam injures many but not all.

§ 64. Third, the Pelagians sought an evasion in the word “many,” from which they inferred: “If the sin of Adam were harmful by propagation, surely it would be harmful to everyone, and not only to many.”

We respond. (1) In [Rom 5:]18 the apostle clearly adds the universal: “As one man’s trespass led to condemnation for all men.” (2) He says in Rom. 5:12: “Death spread into all people,” which is surely the wages of sin. 1 Cor. 15:22: “In Adam all die.”

(3) He says, Rom. 5:12: “Sin entered into the world,” but “world” properly indicates the entire human race.

(4) Therefore the word “many” must not be restricted in this passage but should be considered as a universal. Many have been established as sinners—that is, all, who indeed are many. Augustine (Contra Julian., bk. 6, ch. 12) compares these words: “I have constituted you as the father of many nations” [Gen. 17:5] and “All nations will be blessed in your Seed” [Gen. 22:18]. Later he adds: “There is a sound reason why Scripture spoke in such a way, because sometimes all are not many, and, again, sometimes many are not all.”

The arguments of the Pelagians: First, Ezekiel 18[:20]: “The son shall not bear the iniquity of the father.”

§ 65. These were the stronger arguments of the Pelagians:

(I) Ezek. 18:20: “The son will not bear the iniquity of the father.”

We respond. This passage concerns not original sin but actual sins, the punishment of which a son does not bear if he desists from the sins of his scandalous parent and is converted. Thus we turn the argument [against them]. Because infants are punished with illness and death, then surely they have some sin of their own because of which they are being punished, namely, original sin propagated into them by their parents. And this sin is no longer foreign to them but is transfused into them by the contagion of propagation. (See Augustine, Contra Julian., bk. 6, ch. 4.)

Second, [that] infants are innocent.

(II) In Ps. 106:38 infants are pronounced innocent. Jon. 4:11: “They did not know their right hand from their left.” Rom. 9:11: “Although the boys were not yet born and had done nothing either good or bad.”

We respond. These things must be understood comparatively with respect to actual sins but not with respect to original sin.

Third, [that] they are without laws.

(III) Rom. 4:15: “Where there is no law, there is no transgression.”

We respond. Infants are both without the Law, that is, they are ignorant of the Law (Rom. 2:12), and they are not without the Law, that is, they are not free from accusation by which the Law accuses and condemns all lawlessness.

Fourth, [that] God shapes the fetus in the mother’s womb.

(IV) “If original sin is established, sin will have to be attributed to God, who forms infants in the womb [Ps. 139:13]; marriage will have to be condemned,” etc.

We respond. The defect of a nature must be distinguished from the kindness of God who forms natures. Both a nature and the defect of a nature are propagated—the former of which is good; the latter, evil. Augustine (De grat. et pecc. orig., ch. 33): “The former is taken from the generosity of the Creator, while the latter is drawn from original condemnation.”

Fifth, [that] the sins of devout parents are remitted in Baptism.

(V) “If the sins of devout parents are remitted in Baptism, how, then, will they propagate sin in their children?”

We respond. Carnal generation takes place not according to grace but according to nature. Augustine (Sermon 14 de verb. apost.):

Sometimes the Pelagians speak and upset the little children. If they were born sinners from a sinner, why are they not born righteous from a baptized parent who is now faithful, all of whose sins have been remitted? Respond quickly: He is not born righteous from a baptized person because the giver of generation begets him, not the giver of regeneration. “That which is born of the flesh is flesh” [John 3:6]. Do you ask how an unrighteous person is born from a righteous one, though you see that he cannot at all be righteous without being reborn? You wonder why a sinner is born from the seed of a righteous man, yet it does not please you to wonder why a wild olive is born from the seed of an olive. Consider another comparison. Imagine that a righteous man who has been baptized is a purged grain. You do not notice that from the purged grain is produced grain with chaff, though it was sown without chaff!

In Contra Jul. (bk. 6, ch. 3) he uses “the example of the Hebrews who were circumcised and yet begot uncircumcised children.”

Sixth, [that] there is no sin except voluntary sin.

(VI) “The consent of one’s will is required for sin.”

We respond. Augustine (Contra Julian., bk. 3, ch. 5): “This is said correctly concerning each man’s specific sin, not concerning the contagion of the first original sin.” In De nupt. et concup. (bk. 2, ch. 28) he responds: “Original sin is voluntary by the will of the first parent in whom all have sinned.” But the prior solution is simpler and safer. Retract. (bk. 1, ch. 13): “That every sin is voluntary must be understood like this: (1) with reference to the sin which is only sin and is not also the punishment for sin; (2) sins which are committed by the ignorant or the coerced cannot be committed without [any movement of] the will at all; (3) original sin is called voluntary because it was contracted from the evil will of the first man.”

Therefore we say that it would be too subtle and far-fetched if original sin were said to be voluntary by the will of someone else, for it will follow that what is not properly voluntary in us but only in Adam is not properly sin in us but only in Adam. And if the nature of our sin must be sought in Adam’s own proper will and action, why, then, are not the rest of his actions, and thus even his conversion, imputed to us?

Do Protestants deny original sin?

§ 66. Up to this point we have been explaining the cause of original sin in opposition to the Pelagians. Before we finish this treatment, the bold and shameless declaration of Bellarmine must be investigated (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 4, ch. 2):

Since they do not acknowledge the gift of original righteousness to be an addition to [human] nature and a disposition, Lutherans cannot acknowledge its lack, and so they are forced to establish and place original sin in concupiscence itself, which they think is sin in the proper sense. From this it follows that Lutherans themselves also deny original sin, though they fight bitterly to assert it, for concupiscence is only sin by metonymy.

We respond. He is committing the great fallacy and sophism of “in a certain manner and simply.”3 We deny that original righteousness was a supernatural and extrinsic gift. Do we, then, on that account deny original righteousness in the first man before the fall absolutely and simply? We say clearly that original sin includes both the loss of the acquired good as well as the establishing of the evil which had been introduced, something of which Bellarmine is not unaware, for he writes (De grat. primi hominis, ch. 5): “Our adversaries think that the uprightness in which Adam was created was natural to him in this way: that it was something like a sort of health due to [his] nature and that it was apt to be born of that well-established nature itself, that is, the noncorrupted nature. And now, people who have lost that uprightness lack what in Adam was a natural gift,” etc. To this opinion of ours he adds his own: “The corruption of [human] nature comes not from the lack of a natural gift nor from the coming of some evil quality but solely from the loss of a supernatural gift because of the sin of Adam.” With these words Bellarmine frees us from a threatened crime. Furthermore, we shall show clearly in its own place that concupiscence, in which the power of original sin is particularly conspicuous, is truly sin [On Actual Sins (Commonplace XIII), §§ 36–79].


 

1 habitus, or “habit.” A habit is a durable, accidental quality in the nature of a thing, or a disposition or inclination toward something. Cf. below, p. 260 n. 4.

2 Luther’s Bible translation renders this phrase as die weil, i.e., dieweil, “since” (WA DB 7:45).

3 Παρὰ τὸ πῆ καὶ ἁπλῶς. This is an invalid argument that takes something that was stated only in a certain manner or respect and applies it simply or absolutely.







CHAPTER V: THE ESSENCE OF ORIGINAL SIN

Why original sin is so called.

§ 67. We go on to demonstrate the essence of original sin. The definition of the word and of the thing itself will make this clear to us. It is called “original sin” not from the origin of the world nor from the origin of human nature, but (1) “from the origin of each human being who is conceived from unclean seed,” according to Anselm (De concept. virg., ch. 1). (2) In fact, it is so called with respect to Adam, from whom, as from a common origin, it is distributed among people by hereditary right and from whom it creeps into all like an infection. (3) Some add that it is called “original” with respect to actual sins, which draw their origin from it.

The names of original sin from Scripture.

In Ps. 19:12 it is called “secret sin,” [image: ], in the feminine gender: “Cleanse me from secret [sins].” Ps. 25:7 clearly lists transgressions, that is, actual sins and the “sins of [image: ], youth,” or infancy and birth, for this is how this word is used in Exod. 2:6; Judg. 13:8; and Isa. 7:16. In Ps. 90:8 this corruption is called “our hidden [sin].” Dr. Chemnitz explains this as follows:

Just as a young man is called in the sacred language alam, “hidden,” because he does not yet exercise control of either a household or some public and political administration but remains concealed as a private citizen, so also that corruption inheres in us, even though it may not betray itself with obvious actions. It is concealed so deeply that it can be revealed only by the illumination of the face of God.

Dr. Brenz clarifies this with an illustration drawn from the pups of wolves who do not yet attack the sheep, and yet that inclination is inbred nevertheless.

Quite often the apostle calls this “sin” without any addition, for it is the source and origin of all others. He calls it “indwelling sin” in Rom. 5:17, for after the fall it has become something personal and domestic, nor does it pass through in actuality but remains in the flesh until death. In Rom. 7:21 it is called κακὸν παρακείμενoν [“the evil close at hand”], because it lies very close to us. In Heb. 12:1 it is called ἁμαρτία εὐπερίστατoς [“the sin which clings very closely”], because it infects all his might and the whole man altogether and clings very tenaciously to him. (Varinus notes that περίστασις means an oppression from all sides which leads to distress and that the prefix εὐ is used “for an intensifier.”) In v. 15 it is called “the root of bitterness,” because it always germinates again and again and produces corrupt shoots. In Rom. 6:6 it is called “the body of sin,” to which are attributed its own members (Col. 3:5). It is even called “the old man” in Rom. 6:6, “the outer man” in 2 Cor. 4:16, for with regard to our old generation this sin has occupied all our powers, all our members, and thus our entire selves. In Rom. 7:23 it is called “the law of sin in our members,” for it takes us prisoner, and with great force it drives us into actual sins of every kind. In 1 Cor. 5:8 it is called “the old leaven of malice and evil,” for as yeast swells up and leavens the entire mass, so also this sin corrupts us entirely.

Names of original sin from the fathers.

§ 68. The names by which the ancients describe original sin are also worthy of attention.

Ignatius (Letter ad Tral.) calls it “ancient wickedness.”

Justin (Dial. cum Tryph.): “By sinning, Adam subjected his descendants to death and made them all subject to this sin.”

Irenaeus (Contra haeres., bk. 5) calls it “the injury of the ancient serpent” and again: “By Adam’s chains we all fell victim to his bite.”

Tertullian calls it “the grafting of evil.”

Cyprian (Letter 8, bk. 3) calls it “alien sin” (because it was propagated in us by someone else and not because it is alien to us in every way). In the same letter he calls it “personal evil, the infection of the ancient death which we contracted from our first birth.”

Arnobius (Cont. gent., bk. 1, p. 20) calls it “the defect of an inborn weakness.”

Hilary (on Psalm 118) says, “We are born under original sin and under the law of sin.” On Matthew 7: “The evil which is common to us all through the creation of our origin was not lacking even in the apostles themselves.”

Ambrose (Apolog. David, ch. 11): “Before we are born, we are tainted by an infection; before we receive the use of original light itself, we receive an injury; we are conceived in iniquity.” He says about David: “Justly did he deplore with his tears the fouling of his nature.” Ibid.: “Birth itself has its own infections.” Contra Novat.: “He himself was brought forth in sin.” De sacram. regen.: “Infused and coagulated by the reproductive organs, he undergoes the contagion of sin.”

Nazianzen calls it “the stain of bodily uncleanness and the bonds of earthly birth.”

Augustine (Cont. Coelest. et Pelag., bk. 2, ch. 29) mentions “the mass of destruction.” In ch. 33 he calls it “the defect of nature.” In Cont. Julian. (bk. 2): “Nature is faulted from its origin.” Ibid.: “Sin which is inborn is an infection of sin from one’s origin.” In De pecc. merit. (bk. 3, ch. 3) he calls it “the propagation and grafting of sin.” He seems to have been the first to call it “original” sin. In his later writings (Hypognost., bk. 4; Enchirid., ch. 13) he calls it “natural” (from which name he at first had abstained because of the Manichaeans), not because it is the actual nature of man, but because it has corrupted the entire nature of man and is assumed with the nature itself, just as, on the other hand, Bernard (Homily de pass.) calls actual sin “personal.”

Chrysostom (commentary on Ephesians 6) calls it “the first sin.” Again: “Christ came once. He found our paternal imprint which Adam stamped. He initiated our debt, but we ourselves increased the amount with our later sins,” etc. “With his great sin, Adam condemned the whole human race in common.” In 1 Corinthians (homily 40) he calls it “the root sin.”

Anselm (De conc. virg., ch. 2) writes: “The entire human nature has been weakened and corrupted.” Here and there Anselm calls it “natural sin” and explains the term correctly.

The Scholastics list eight names. It is called: (1) “the law of the flesh,” (2) “original sin,” (3) “concupiscence,” (4) “kindling,” (5) “the tyrant,” (6) “the law of our members,” (7) “the law of nature,” (8) “concupiscibility.”

Luther calls it “hereditary sin,” “capital sin,” “principal sin,” etc.

The description of original sin from Scripture.

§ 69. Moreover, because this sin is “hidden” (Ps. 90:8) and is unknown unless it be revealed by the Law of God (Rom. 7:7), we should thus observe how Scripture describes the essence of it and amplifies its magnitude, for it is certain that we do not know the magnitude of the grace shown to us through Christ unless we know the magnitude of sin. The value of a medicine is reckoned on the basis of the peril of the ailment.

First, it is a lack or failure of original righteousness.

§ 70. Therefore original sin is described in this way: (I) It is a loss or failure or lack of original righteousness. As he was created after the image of God, Adam had been equipped with true righteousness and holiness, but he lost those gifts through his sin, and, on account of this, his descendants, too, have been deprived of the image of God and do not have the power or gifts for effecting spiritual righteousness according to the Law of God in their mind or in their will or in their heart. That is, by their natural powers they cannot render the true knowledge, fear, and love of God, trust in God, and perpetual obedience of all their powers agreeing with the divine Law.

§ 71. Scripture teaches this whenever it removes from natural man [homini animali ] the power to know God and to do good. Rom. 3:10, 11, 18, and 23: “No one is righteous, no one understands, no one seeks after God, there is no fear of God before their eyes, they fall short of the glory of God.” 1 Cor. 2:14: “The natural man does not receive the things of the Spirit of God, for they are foolishness to him, and he cannot understand them.” 2 Cor. 3:5: “We are not sufficient to think that anything [good comes] by us, as if it came from us.” In John 1:5 and Eph. 5:8 unregenerate people are called “darkness.” In Rev. 3:17 we are said to be “wretched, weak, poor, naked, and needy.” This, too, pertains to the loss of original righteousness, that the amiable relationship and intimate bond of love between God and the human race has been torn apart, for those who before the fall had been the beloved children of God are today, after the fall, by nature children of wrath [Eph. 2:3].

Second, it is a corrupt quality.

§ 72. (II) Yet not only has human nature been robbed by the fall, but it also has been corrupted miserably, and this corruption has taken the place of the divine image. Scripture expresses this faulty quality and extreme corruption with the word “concupiscence,” which does not mean a concreated accident of nature, not merely a corruption of the qualities of the body, but rather a depraved and inordinate turning away to carnal things and a turning away from God, as much in man’s superior powers as in his inferior ones, such as are carnal security, contempt for God, hatred of the judgment of God, anger against God, having confidence in things present, etc.

§ 73. Therefore as human nature is not in conformity with the Law of God because of this defect and is inept in doing the things which are commanded by the Law of God, so also, because of the corruption that followed, it is inclined toward and carried with great force to do the things which the Law of God forbids. Such an inclination in the mind is a propensity for vain and false thoughts about God, for mixing in errors, for doubts about the Word of God. In the will it is a propensity for carnal security, for mistrust toward God, etc. In the heart it is an impetus to wrath, spite, hatred; and in the other members, to lusts, uncleanness, etc.

§ 74. Thus in Romans 7 the apostle expresses the essence of this disease not only as a privation (Verse 18: “I cannot bring about the good”; that is, I sense in myself a natural inability to do good. Verse 19: “I do not do the good I want.”), but he expresses it also as an addition, v. 23: “I see in my members another law at war with the law of my mind and making me captive to the law of sin which dwells in my members.” Gen. 6:5: “Every imagination of the thoughts of the heart of man was only evil every day” and, indeed, “from youth” (Gen. 8:21).

Thus surely the heart of man has been so infected and corrupted with the poison of sin that on this account its every imagination is only evil every day from its youth. Here the weight of the words must be recognized. Lest anyone think that only man’s inferior powers were corrupted, mention is made of thoughts of the heart (for with the word “heart” Scripture also includes the mind). Lest anyone think that at times man may act thoughtlessly and wander but that his reason very often “intercedes for the best things” [deprecari ad optima] (as they say), universal words are added, as follows: “Every imagination of the thoughts is evil” [Gen. 6:5]. And, in fact, an exclusive word is even added: “is only evil” and, indeed, “every day” [Gen. 6:5], and, as a result, “from early childhood” [Gen. 8:21]. The universal term shows that there can be no day when the human heart lacks this evil. God also repeats this complaint about the corruption of the human heart when, after the flood, righteous Noah was the only man along with a few others who still survived.

§ 75. In Ps. 51:5, David testifies that he, the prophet of God, was also conceived in sins and that sin adhered at that time to his entire substance [massa ] when he first began to be shaped and when his mother, a sinner, nourished him in the womb with her own blood. For in the sacred language such a word denotes the fact that when the substance of the embryo in the first heat of conception first begins to be fostered by the warmth of the womb, already then it has been contaminated by sin. “In sins did my mother ἐκίσσησε, keep me warm” [Ps. 50:7 LXX]. In Hebrew we have the singular: “In sin did my mother conceive me” [Ps. 51:5]. The royal prophet is not transferring the blame onto his parents but is acknowledging and bemoaning his own uncleanness and is complaining not that he sinned lately by adultery but that he was a sinner from the womb.

Job 14:4: “Who can bring a clean thing out of one conceived from an unclean seed?” Therefore the seed from which we are formed is unclean and stained with sin. The Hebrew truth reads literally: “Who will give a clean thing from an unclean? There is not one” (that is, no one clean). The Septuagint reads: “For who will be clean from filth? Surely no one, if he spends one day of his life on earth.” The Latin translator added the word “seed” by way of paraphrase. Moreover, it is very common in Scripture that the word “uncleanness” is not taken to mean a physical uncleanness but a spiritual one, namely, sin. For this reason Bernard writes (Sermon 4 in vig. nat., col. 43): “In my very origin and root I am contaminated and befouled; my conception is unclean.” In his Medit. (ch. 2, col. 1190): “According to the exterior man, I come from the parents who caused me to be condemned before I was born.”

Jer. 17:9: “The heart is corrupt and inscrutable.” In the sacred language a word is used which is taken from the word “heel,” and it describes the corruption of the heart. The metaphor is taken from a path which is often tread upon and is made calloused, hard, and rough. Not only is the human heart corrupt, but it is also incurable and without hope of a cure. The prophet adds: “Who will understand it?” meaning that this evil has been removed from all human understanding. Ps. 90:8: “God sets our hidden [sin] before the light of His face; He searches out our heart and innards.”

§ 76. In John 3:6 the Savior says, “That which is born of the flesh is flesh,” where flesh means the whole corrupt nature which lacks the spiritual and internal obedience to the Law. The Law is spiritual and requires the full spiritual obedience of all one’s powers, but that which is born of the flesh is flesh and carnal, carried with all force to carnal things. It lacks spiritual light and uprightness; therefore it is also excluded from the kingdom of God because, 1 Cor. 15:50: “Flesh and blood will not inherit the kingdom of God.” And Rom. 8:7: “The thinking of the flesh is hostile to God.” Like an energetic soldier it fights and wrestles zealously against the law of the mind.

Eph. 2:3: “We are by nature the children of wrath.” That is, through natural propagation, sin is spread into us when we receive our nature. Simultaneous with [the reception of our] nature, there is propagated within us the sort of thing on account of which we are the children of wrath—that is, subject to the wrath of God, to His judgment, and to eternal death—because those upon whom the wrath of God remains will not see life, as the juxtaposition in John 3:36 shows.

§ 77. And as the judgment about a seed is elsewhere made on the basis of its fruit [cf. Matt. 7:20], so all actual sins, of which there is a countless variety, bear witness to the utterly corrupt seed of original sin. Although it does not exert itself in all people because the truly devout throw back its assault by the Spirit, nevertheless, by its own nature, it is and continues to be the sort of thing which can and does supply very corrupt fruits of every kind, unless it is prohibited. Matt. 15:19–20: “Out of the heart come evil thoughts, murders, adulteries, fornications, thefts, false witness, blasphemies. These are what defile a man.”

§ 78. Therefore Dr. Luther speaks rightly when he says, from St. Augustine: “Original sin, like leprosy and a noxious plague, has corrupted and terribly wasted our entire nature.” Thomas ([ST,] 1.2., q. 82, art. 1): “Just as bodily illness has something of privation to the extent that it removes the balance of the temperament, health, and a positive [quality] when the humors1 themselves are out of order, so also original sin is not mere privation but is a corrupt disposition.”

Gerson says: “Original defect [vitium ] is impotence for good and power for evil.”

Third, guilt.

§ 79. [III] Therefore, because all people who are born by the natural and common course of generation are subject to sin, they are also by nature the children of wrath and are guilty of death and damnation, for it is impossible for God not to be angry over sins. And this is now the third term which pertains to expressing the essence of original sin, namely, “guilt.” Rom. 5:14: “On account of this all die, even those who did not sin in likeness to the transgression of Adam.” Verse 12: “Because through one man sin entered into the world and through sin, death.” By its own nature guilt is something consequent [ἑπόμενόν τι] and in both ways [ad utrumque], namely, it has both privation, with respect to lost righteousness, and addition, with respect to the corruption introduced. Meanwhile, for the sake of teaching, we wish to assign its own proper consequence to the [individual] parts of this evil.

§ 80. And thus we have provided proof that original sin includes these three things: in it there is a lack of due original righteousness, an ensuing extreme corruption of the nature or corrupt concupiscence, and guilt, such that, because of the evil propagated in us, we are guilty of the wrath and judgment of God. Hugh expresses it in this way: “This ailment includes ignorance of good, concupiscence for evil, and punishment for both.”

Concerning original sin, Scripture speaks in two ways.

§ 81. Careful interpreters of Scripture will observe that at times Scripture speaks about this evil in general, when it lays down a definition and by the word “sin” denotes a lack of original righteousness, a corrupt quality, and guilt. But at times it deals with the individual parts of the definition in particular and distinctly. The following statements speak about the lack of original righteousness: Rom. 3:23: “All have sinned and lack the glory of God” (which they ought to have before God); Rom. 7:18: “I am unable to do good.” These testimonies speak about the corrupt quality: Gen. 6:5: “Every imagination of the thoughts of the heart is only evil”; Rom. 7:7: “I did not know concupiscence”; Rom. 7:23: “I see another law in my members at war with the law of my mind,” etc. Scripture speaks about guilt in this way: Rom. 5:12: “Death spread to all men,” “in which all sinned”; Eph. 2:3: “We are by nature the children of wrath”; John 3:36: “The wrath of God remains on him who does not believe in the Son.”

As do also the devout ancients.

§ 82. In the same way, the ancient doctors of the church at times speak about this evil in general, when they call it a stain, an infection, a defilement, malice, etc. But at times they speak distinctly about the individual parts of this wickedness.

Ambrose—or, rather, Prosper—writes about the loss of concreated uprightness (De vocat. gent., bk. 2, ch. 3): “All we men were created in the first man without defect, and we all lost the integrity of our nature by the transgression of the first man, etc. Faith was lost, hope abandoned, understanding blinded, the will held captive, and no one finds the wherewithal within himself by which to be restored.”

Anselm (De conc. virg., ch. 2): “There remained in the” (corrupt) “human nature an obligation [debitum ] of the righteousness which it had received, and an obligation to make satisfaction for what it lacked.”

They speak in this way about the corruption of the nature or the corrupt quality of the nature. Augustine (De nupt. et conc., bk. 1, ch. 25): “Concupiscence is an affection of an evil quality, just as sluggishness [is].” Chapter 31: “The apostle calls it ‘flesh’ where it is a diseased condition of the flesh, a fleshly serving of the law of sin, possessing the desires for sin.”

Bernard (Sermon 4 nativ., col. 43): “I am infected and defiled in my very origin and root; my conception is unclean.”

Ambrose (loc. cit.): “Thence” (from the transgression of the first man) “came a many-faceted corruption of body and soul, thence ignorance and difficulty, useless worries, illicit lusts, sacrilegious errors, empty fear, harmful love, unjust joys, plans worthy of repentance.”

Anselm (loc. cit.): “There remained in the nature an obligation [debitum ] of the righteousness which it had received, and an obligation to make satisfaction for what it lacked, along with that corruption which it incurred because of sin.”

Regarding guilt they use the following words. Ambrose (on Luke 15): “Adam dies, and in him we all die.” Letter 10, bk. 10: “It is obvious that in Adam all people are subject to damnation by birth, unless they have been freed by being reborn in Christ.”

Bernard (Medit., ch. 2, col. 1190): “According to the exterior man, I come from those parents who caused me to be condemned before I was born.”

The antithesis of those who err here in failure or in excess.

§ 83. In regard to explaining the essence of original sin, some depart from the path of truth in both defect and excess. To the former class belong the Scholastics and Papists who perceive the hideousness of original sin much too little. To the latter class belong the Manichaeans and, of our time, the Flacians, who claim that it is something self-existing and confuse it with the very substance of [human] nature.

The Scholastics.

§ 84. The Scholastics argue about original sin in various ways, and very many abandon it to claim: “Original sin is the lack of a supernatural gift, but still the actual nature of man remains unharmed.”

Regarding concupiscence they say: “It is only a sort of kindling or weakness of the nature which does not merit the name of sin, except in the sense of accident only. And this kindling merely clings to the sensitive appetite,” they say, “but the superior faculties of the soul are immune to it.” Some of them claim: “Concupiscence is only the penalty or guilt of the death which must be endured, but by no means is it the penalty of eternal damnation.” On that basis, the Council of Trent (decret. 1, ses. 5) defined original sin to be “true sin, proper to each man.” Nevertheless it encloses its proper nature in silence. Andrada, aware of the secrets of this council, interprets [the silence] in this way (Defens. fid. Trid., bk. 3): “This was done purposely, and freedom of opinion was left to each man.”

Bellarmine.

§ 85. For us, the discussion will be with Bellarmine. In contradiction to Hoffmeister, Alfonso, and other Papist writers who had given testimony to the truth of our churches in this article, he claims (in De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 5, ch. 4) that two things are found in our teaching which are very far removed from the sound and true doctrine of the nature of original sin: first, that we do not distinguish original from actual sin; and, second, that we claim that the wounds and ailments left upon [human] nature from original sin—such as ignorance, trouble, [and] concupiscence—are truly and properly original sin itself.

The latter we shall discuss below [§§ 86–89]. Here we shall consider how Bellarmine proves the first charge directed against us. He produces from Luther, Philipp [Melanchthon], Chemnitz, and from the Apology of the Augsburg Confession some statements which he distorts in such a way that it appears as if original sin is being confused with actual sin, though all the textbooks [libelli methodici ] and all the writings of our people about this article carefully and faithfully set forth, explain, and urge the distinction of original sin [from actual sins].

Let us listen to Bellarmine: [I] “Luther (Assert. art. 3) says: It is impossible for the kindling [fomes ] to exist without actual sin. In his Assert. art. 2 he says: Original sin is the kindling or concupiscence. In the same Assert. art. 3: Original sin, as all sins, is unbelief; the kindling is a living thing, and it is animated; the kindling is true and actual sin. In his commentary on Genesis 2: Original sin is unbelief, despair, and other similar things.”

We respond. Dr. Luther is contending against those who minimize original sin and argue that it is the mere kindling of sin. Against these he truly and firmly sets forth this point: that the kindling or corrupt concupiscence is something very active, very vital, exerting itself in this life constantly through actual sins. Meanwhile, he does not remove the difference between original and actual sin, for things that are constantly conjoined are not altogether the same things. Luther understands “unbelief” to mean the defect whereby we cannot with our own strength believe the Word of God. Finally, who will deny that this defect must be taken as original sin? In a certain manner of speaking, original sin is all sins, for it is the seed of all sins.

[II] “In his Loci, Philipp [Melanchthon] calls original sin an actual privation. In the Augsburg Confession, Article II, he posits that ‘original sin is that men are without fear and trust in God.’ In the Apology [II 14, 26] he says: ‘To the disorder in which original sin properly consists belong the ignorance of God; doubts; being without fear, without love; loving self more than God,’ etc. Yet contempt for God, hatred of divine judgment, anger against God, flight from a judging God, despair of grace, etc., truly are actual sins.”

We respond. Philipp sets the term “actual cupidity” against the disputations of the Scholastics, [who thought] that original sin is merely the lack of original righteousness and that the kindling of sin is something inactive and idle. On the contrary, Philipp declares that original sin is actual cupidity, that is, corrupt, and that this is a very active quality. This he himself declares in his preceding words where he says: “Original sin is a native propensity and an inborn force and energy by which we are drawn to sin.” To the other objection he responds in the Apology of the Augsburg Confession [II 3]: “These words denote not only action but also the power and gifts” (or might) “to accomplish fear and trust toward God”; but this was his intent, as he proves from the German confession, which reads: “All people from the womb of their mother are filled with wicked desires and inclinations; they can have no true fear of God, no true faith in God.”2

Here he explains the reasons why he used these words which also connote actions:

(1) Because the Scholastics minimize original sin and argue about its being kindling, that it is a corporeal quality; they ask whether that quality was contracted by contact with the fruit or from the breath of the serpent and whether it is increased by medicines, etc. They do not mention the more serious faults of human nature.

(2) Because they attribute too much to human powers and their elicited actions.3

(3) Because the equitable reader can easily judge that being without fear of God and being without faith are not faults of action [culpas actuales ] but durable defects in the unregenerate nature.

(4) So that he could teach what original righteousness (the deprivation of which is sin) in the first man was and so that the fear of God and faith in God could thus be placed [properly], because they are special parts of the divine image and the foundations of the rest of the virtues.

[III] [Bellarmine writes:] “Chemnitz (Exam. Conc. Trid., p. 456) assigns the words of Gen. 6[:5] to original sin, though the discussion there concerns the imagination of the heart, that is, actual thought.”

We respond. A secondary actuality testifies about the nature of the primary actuality;4 an effect manifests the quality of the cause. Thus Scripture is describing the hidden wickedness adhering in the innermost fibers of our heart from the effect so that we may be able to penetrate to some understanding of it. For since “every imagination of the human heart is only evil every day” [Gen. 6:5], from this it is easily understood that: (1) The very heart of man is infected with the poison of sin.

(2) All the powers of the soul, even the superior ones, as they call them, busy as they are with thinking and deliberating, have been corrupted.

(3) Finally, the corruption clings to us the entire time of our life.

Dr. Chemnitz carefully considers this and therefore concludes his published explanation of this decision as follows: “What Andrada says, that it is not the heart itself but the imagination of the heart which is being accused, is nonsense. For just as good things are brought forth from the good treasure of the heart, so evil things are brought forth fro the evil treasure of the heart, ‘for out of the abundance of the heart, the mouth speaks,’ as Christ says in Luke 6[:45]. Jeremiah calls it ‘the corrupt heart of man’ [Jer. 17:9].” Those are the words of Chemnitz. Therefore the accusation of Bellarmine concerning the removal of the distinction between original and actual sin goes up in smoke and vapors, now that it has been examined by us.

§ 86. But what is the opinion of Bellarmine about the proper nature and definition of original sin? He admits (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 5, ch. 15): “Some Catholics claim that original sin is not mere privation but a positive quality, namely, a corrupt concupiscence or sickly quality in the soul constantly exciting corrupt desires.” This is taught by Lombard (Sentent., 2, dist. 31, letters B and C), Henricus (Quodlib., part 2, q. 11), Gregory of Rimini (Sent., 2, dist. 30, q. 1), Driedo (De grat. et lib. arbit., bk. 1). But to Bellarmine this opinion appears worthy of absolute disapproval, and yet it is the truth. He first notes: “Concupiscence in this question does not mean an appetite for good nor the actual movement of desire, which of itself is indifferent. Instead, it is that defect by which people are prone to seeking sensible5 goods contrary to the order of reason.” In the second place he notes:

This corruption resides especially in the flesh, that is, in the inferior part of man that is called “sensuality.” Yet even in the superior part a similar fault is found, because it, too, is prone to lusting for honors, vainglory, and other vanities. On account of this, the apostle in Galatians 5 lists among the works of the flesh also idolatry, heresy, enmity [cf. vv. 19–21]. “Flesh” at times is taken for the entire person such as he is without the grace of God after the fall.

We respond. (1) What Bellarmine clearly confesses in contradiction to almost all the Scholastics must be most carefully noted and placed deep in our understanding: “The defect of corrupted concupiscence has a place not only in the sensuality—that is, in the lower faculties of the soul—but also in the superior faculties.” The benefit of this observation is very great. For if such a defect adheres to the very reason of the man who is not yet reborn, it cannot be said that concupiscence comes from a material condition, that is, out of the struggle between the inferior and superior parts.

(2) If such an inclination toward evil is found even in the superior faculties of the soul, Bellarmine should not have defined concupiscence in general such that because of this corruption people are prone to an appetite for sensible goods contrary to the order of reason. On the contrary, in fact, reason itself is at times carried by an inclining force to think up evil things; and the will itself, or the rational appetite, to choose evil things. How, then, will only sensible goods be established as the object of this corrupt concupiscence? How can it be said that this concupiscence is driven contrary to the order of reason or, as the Scholastics say, that reason always intercedes for the best things?

(3) The defect of corrupt concupiscence does not reside especially in the sensitive appetite but equally in the rational and sensitive appetites, yet it does reveal itself more in the sensitive part, as Augustine explains throughout [his works]. That is, people who are not yet reborn in some way understand that the movements of the sensitive appetite are corrupt, but they do not acknowledge the corruption of the reason and the will, nor do they acknowledge that those doubts about God, faithlessness, security, the secret pride of the heart, etc., are sins.

Is corrupt concupiscence a positive quality?

§ 87. On the basis of these presuppositions, Bellarmine intends to prove that concupiscence is not a positive6 quality. In the first place he sets the authority of Augustine, who teaches (De pecc. orig., bk. 2, ch. 4; Adv. Julian., bk. 4, ch. 5; and on Psalm 103, conc. 4): “The defect of concupiscence that exists in man is in animals that lack reason by nature. But now, there is no corrupt quality given to animals, but only a sensitive appetite.” Again (De nupt. et conc., bk. 1, ch. 25), he denies that “concupiscence exists substantially, but is like a weariness.” [Bellarmine comments upon this:] “But Augustine takes the word ‘substance’ to mean everything positive.” [According to Bellarmine,] in De pecc. merit. et remiss. (bk. 1, ch. 16) and throughout his corpus Augustine “assigns the cause of concupiscence only to the absence of grace. Therefore concupiscence is not a positive quality but is sensuality itself deprived of the restraint of original righteousness.”

We respond. (1) Augustine (De civit. Dei, bk. 14, chs. 2–4) recognizes that the defect of a corrupt concupiscence adheres also in the superior powers of the soul. How, then, can it be said that according to the mind of Augustine the corrupt concupiscence is nothing else but sensuality itself or the movement of the sensitive appetite?

(2) The comparison of man, corrupted by sin, with the beasts is extended further than the scope that Augustine intends. Man is being compared to the beasts through the impetus inclining toward lust and the other sins. Yet it must certainly not be inferred from this that the sensitive appetite in man in his purely natural state was created like this by God, that is, with that impetus inclining toward sin. No! Because what is nature in the beasts is a defect in man. Before the fall, the sensitive appetite in man was not only wholesome and outwardly expressed by the added gift of original righteousness, but [man] also had been created by God sound and upright inwardly, because God had created [it as] the appetite of man and not of a beast.

(3) Against the Manichaeans, Augustine correctly denies that concupiscence is a substance, that is, something self-existing. [But] he does not deny that it is a corrupt quality. In fact, he calls it clearly (De nupt. et concup., bk. 1, ch. 258): “an affection of an evil quality”; ch. 31: “a sickly affection of the flesh”; and here and there throughout his work he calls it “an ailment and a weakness.” From this Thomas correctly concludes ([ST,] 1.2., q. 82, art. 1): “Just as a bodily ailment has something of privation, according as the balance of temperament and health are removed, and also something positive, such as the humors themselves that have become disordered, so also original sin is not just deprivation but [also] a corrupt disposition [habitus ].”

(4) Augustine assigns the origin of corrupt concupiscence to the privation of grace, but with the word “grace” he does not mean a supernatural and extrinsic gift, but the concreated gift of original righteousness. But, in fact, he bears clear witness that through the fall of the first man not only was grace taken away but [human] nature also was corrupted.

§ 88. After drawing his argument from the authority of Augustine, Bellarmine adds various lines of reasoning by which he tries to prove that original sin is not a positive quality.

(I) “If concupiscence were a positive quality, it would have a positive cause;7 but there is no such cause, because it was not God nor the devil nor the serpent nor the fruit nor man himself.”

We respond. When we say that corrupt concupiscence is a positive quality, we do not understand this according to metaphysical precision. The metaphysicists make a subtle distinction between a thing itself and the evil attending the thing, which they say is always privative and not something positive. When Scripture describes original sin not as a mere privation but also as corrupt concupiscence, it is imitating the manner of speaking which moral philosophers [ethicis ] use, for they acknowledge corrupt dispositions [habitus ] and evil actions.

We set out the matter itself more clearly. The Papists argue that original sin is only the privation of original righteousness, the supernatural gift, but that meanwhile the very nature of man is still such as it was first created. We, however, declare that not only was concreated righteousness lost through original sin but also that thereby the very nature of man was corrupted in strange and wretched ways. We call the corruption of nature, which includes the tendency and impulse of all the powers of the soul toward evil, a positive quality not as if a power to act were in and of itself a sin, but because this power to act in man only has the tendency and is ready to sin. Meanwhile, we do not forbid making a subtle distinction between the power to act itself and the corruption of that power, just as one makes a distinction between the act itself and the corruption of the act.

But now, if one asks about the cause of that corruption, we respond briefly from Christ’s parable in Luke 10. The cause of the corruption is the wounding devil and the sinning will of the first man. The actual sin [peccatum actuale ] of the first man, who was obedient to the seduction of the devil, corrupted, wasted away, and “leavened” with sin, so to speak, the entire human nature which was in him and of which there was nothing outside of him. “Why is Bellarmine looking for a hidden crack for the introduction of this corruption when he has a wide-open door?” With these words, Augustine responds to Pelagius, who was asking this very thing (De nupt. et concup., bk. 2, ch. 28). (See more about this argument in the preceding commonplace On the Image of God [Commonplace XI, §§ 57–93].)

(II) “If the corruption of concupiscence were a positive quality, it could not be shown how it was transmitted to offspring, because acquired dispositions are not passed down to progeny.”

We respond. Along with the human nature itself, the defect and corruption of the nature are propagated by parents into their children. Those who are afflicted with stone produce children afflicted with stone; why should not Adam the sinner beget a son who is a sinner?

(III) “God is the author of all positive things.”

We respond. [That is true] as far as the things are positive and good, but not as far as a positive quality is evil.

(IV) “Even if a sickly quality would inhere in the flesh, yet it could not be understood how the infected flesh infects man, because the body does not act on the spirit.”

We respond. This argument does not militate against us who argue in favor of the propagation of a corrupted soul from a corrupted soul because we are not following Lombard, Driedo, and the other supporters of this opinion in this point, because they claim that the soul is polluted from its contact with the flesh and say that the corrupt concupiscence of the soul springs forth from a sickly quality of the body.

(V) “It would necessarily happen that the quality would be diminished and extinguished over so long a time.”

We respond. Sin has pervaded the entire [human] nature like yeast. That is why it is called “the sin which clings so closely” (Heb. 12:1) and “the evil lying close at hand” (Rom. 7:21), which is not abolished except together with the total corruption of the body.

(VI) “For the flesh to lust against the spirit, it is enough for a sensitive appetite to be present which lacks the restraint of original righteousness. For the mind to follow the temperament of the body, it is enough for sense and reason to have their root in the same essence of the soul.”

We respond. The sensitive appetite before the fall had no need for a restraining bridle but, because of its intrinsic good, was carried only toward the good. Gen. 1:31: “God saw everything which He had made, and, behold, it was very good.” If corruption had not intervened, from where would that disorder of the human nature have come, which God had created as good in itself and as sound in all its parts?

(VII) “It would follow that original sin is not removed through Baptism, since corrupt concupiscence remains in people who have been baptized.”

We respond. Augustine (Con. Jul., bk. 6, ch. 6) says: “Sin is forgiven; it is not that it does not exist but that it is not imputed.” Again (De nupt. et concup., bk. 1, ch. 25): “The concupiscence of the flesh is removed in Baptism; it is not that it does not exist but that it is not imputed for sin.” In the same place he says, “Even after Baptism there remains that weakness, that affection of an evil quality.” This is not satisfied by the counterargument of Bellarmine, who says that “the expressions ‘evil quality’, ‘weakness,’ and ‘sickly disposition’ mean the natural inclination of sensuality itself deprived of original righteousness, but not something positive corrupted by a taint.” On the contrary, through the fall not only has original righteousness been lost, but also the very nature of man has been corrupted, as we showed from Scripture in its own place [§§ 72–78].

Is original sin only guilt?

§ 89. After explaining and refuting the opinion of those Catholics8 who claim that original sin is a positive quality, Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 5, ch. 16) disapproves also of the opinion of Pighius and Catharinus, who argued that original sin was nothing other than the first disobedience of Adam, which was in him in reality but is in his descendants only by imputation, so that there is nothing in reality adhering in infants that has the true nature of sin. This Pelagian error Bellarmine treats more gently than is right.

Finally, in ch. 17 and the three following chapters, he explains and makes known his own opinion of original sin, where he wishes to appear to treat and define this evil more carefully than the rest of the Scholastics. Nevertheless he still errs by omission, establishing it only in the bare deprivation of original righteousness and in some sort of guilt. We shall see what he offers. He says:

The word “sin” is taken in two ways: in one way for the freely [chosen] transgression of a commandment; in the other way for that which remains in the soul of the sinner after the act of transgression, just as heat is acquired through heating. That this is truly sin and is properly called sin is clear from the fact that those who have committed sin are called sinners properly and formally.

Later, he applies this to original sin in this way:

If sin is taken in the first way, it must be sought not in ourselves but only in its first origin, that is, in our first parent. It is nothing else but that voluntary disobedience through which he stripped himself and his posterity of original righteousness, made them guilty of death, and rendered them filthy and disgraceful before God. This sin is communicated to us through imputation.

In De stat. pecc. (bk. 4, ch. 16) he states it in this way:

When the children of Adam are said to have sinned in Adam, it must be understood to mean that they contracted sin in potentiality and not in actuality, because at that time they themselves were not in actuality but were in potentiality, or, what is the same, they sinned not in themselves but in their parent. But inasmuch as there were in Adam a perversion and a bending of the will left from the action through which he was called a sinner in addition to the act of the sin, so also in all of us there are also a similar perversion and bending adhering in each person besides the imputation of the disobedience of Adam. From this fact the Scholastics claim that original sin is the privation of due original righteousness. Nevertheless they do not agree in the explanation of this.

Because of this, Bellarmine establishes five classes [of Scholastics]. Later, he adds his own opinion about the nature of original sin:

If sin is taken as an action militating against the Law, original sin is the first disobedience of Adam committed by him not [merely] as an individual person but as he who represented the entire human race. But if sin is taken for that which resides in man after the action and from which he is called not a sinning man but a sinner, then original sin is the lack of original righteousness or the habitual aversion and bending of the will, which can also be called the defect which makes the mind hateful to God.

He presents his proof for both parts of this opinion in chs. 18 and 19 and resolves the contrary arguments in ch. 20.

We respond. (1) Bellarmine is contradicting both himself and the truth. For earlier he wanted to prove that original sin does not consist in a positive quality, but now he is calling it a habitual aversion and inclination of the will, and compares it with heat acquired through heating, which certainly are positive qualities. However, if he understands the terms “habitual aversion” and “bending” as the mere lack of original righteousness without any corruption of the natural powers (as he is forced to understand them to preserve his hypotheses), then we abandon him to follow Scripture, which describes the latter evil not only as the mere deprivation of original righteousness but also as a defective habit or corrupt inclination. As long as it describes the former through the defects which are habits in the soul, and as long as it attributes to it the effects of commission, then for so long it calls it defectiveness inherent in the nature, etc.

(2) The first actual sin of Adam exists in one way in him but in a different way in us. The personal sin in Adam was the cause of original sin; that is, when Adam sinned, he lost the concreated righteousness for himself and his descendants and caused the entire human nature inherent in his loins to languish through the leaven of sin. But actual sins in us are the effects of original sin, that is, of the corruption and uncleanness which we acquire from our first parents through our carnal generation.

(3) Original sin is not the actual sin of our first parent but the consequence of it, namely, the corruption of the nature which arose from it and which was propagated into all his children through carnal generation.

(4) The whole strength of Bellarmine’s opinion consists in this: that he calls original sin a habitual aversion. But how does he describe this? In ch. 17 he calls it “a perversion and bending inherent in everyone until it is remitted through Baptism.” In ch. 19 he calls it “an aversion remaining in the fashion of a habit.” He clarifies that in this way:

As he who averts his face from the sun remains averted until he again turns his face toward the same sun, and as a finger bent voluntarily retains that curvature until it again is straightened through a contrary action, so also the will which has departed from God remains in that departure until it again approaches God through repentance.

In the same place he distinguishes this habitual aversion from a sinful habit in this way:

An acquired habit is a positive quality, but a habitual sin is a privation. An acquired habit cannot be removed by one act of the will, however effectual it may be. But a habitual sin is removed by one act. An acquired habit can exist with a contrary action and with grace, but habitual sin cannot. Finally, an acquired habit cannot properly be called voluntary because it remains in us for some time, though we do not will it and are opposed to it; but a habitual sin is voluntary because we remain in sin voluntarily, and if we wish effectually not to remain in it, we do not.

(But what will become of Thomas, who in [ST,] 1.2., q. 82, art. 1, calls it “a corrupt habit”?) Finally, Bellarmine says:

This habitual aversion is the same thing as the privation of grace and a stain or filthiness of the soul. For as the grace of God adheres in the will in the manner of a habit and causes the will formally to turn to God and to be righteous, upright, and beautiful, so also, because of its loss, the will becomes habitually averse, unrighteous, bent, and misshapen.

All of this is from Bellarmine, drawn from the darkness of the Scholastics and of corrupt reason and minimizing the hideousness of original sin in many ways. For if the habitual aversion is completely removed through Baptism not only with respect to guilt but also with respect to the actuality, if by one contrary act of turning back to God the stain is wiped away completely, if that perversion and bending cease immediately to exist as soon as we will effectually that it cease, why does Scripture accuse this sin with such tragic words? Why does the apostle complain so wretchedly about it? In fact, why does God become so angry with man because of a stain so insignificant and so quickly passing? Rather, we believe the Holy Spirit, who bears clear witness that original sin is not a mere privation of a supernatural gift, but a terrible corruption of the entire nature and of all the powers of the soul; not a common stain, erasable by one contrary act, but a sin adhering very closely throughout life in our most inward parts and fibers; not an external hindrance by which [human] powers, whole in themselves, are impeded in their actions, but disarray and disorder intimately inherent in all our faculties through which man has lost his concreated uprightness and wholeness and is inept toward every good, prone to every evil, subject to the wrath of God, and bound with the knots of eternal death.

The Manichaeans.

§ 90. Having thus taken care of the opinions of the Pelagians and the Pelagianizers who err concerning the nature of original sin by saying too little, it remains for us to refute the opinion of the Manichaeans and Flacians who err in excess and confuse original sin with the very nature of man. According to Augustine (De haeres. ad Quodvultdeum, heresy 46), the Manichaeans used to teach: “Carnal concupiscence is not a weakness present in us because of the faulty nature in the first man but is a contrary substance inhering in us in such a way that when we are freed and cleansed, it is separated from us,” etc.

The Flacians.

Flacius follows the Manichaeans not in all things but in this: that he claims that original sin is an evil substance, for he describes it thus (Clav., part 2, tr. 6, De pecc. orig., p. 480): “The entire man, such as he now is, either in substance or in accidents, to the extent that he is such, is pure abomination and sin.” Ibid.: “Once, at the first creation, we were something very good both in accidents and in substance; afterward we were essentially changed into something very bad in its substance, as if a very fine wine had been changed into a very sour vinegar.” Page 482: “I assert and opine that original sin is a substance in this way: the rational soul, and especially its most noble and substantial powers, namely, the intellect and will, are now so completely inverted that they are the true, living image of Satan,” etc. Page 496: “Scripture testifies that man was created into a new form as if Satan had built for himself a new and wretched building from the ruins of a beautiful home.”

Those are the words of Flacius. Things similar to these ideas are found in his other writings, but especially in Demonstrationes de essentia imaginis Dei et diaboli, in Defensio sanae doctrinae de justitia ac injustitia originali published at Basel in 1570, in the book Nosce te ipsum, etc.

Whether Dr. Luther approves of the error of Flacius.

§ 91. Before we dispatch this error, reply must be made to the false charges of Bellarmine (De stat. peccat. et amiss. grat., bk. 5, chs. 1ff.), who does not hesitate to prosecute Dr. Luther and all who follow him as being guilty of [this teaching]. He uses these arguments: (I) Luther, in his commentary on Genesis 3, claims: “Sin is of the essence of man”;9 in his commentary on Psalm [51] he says, “The fetus in the womb is sin.”10

We respond. Luther is here arguing against the Scholastics who claim that original righteousness was not an intrinsic quality of [human] nature but a superadded, exterior gift. In opposition to these, Luther declares that original righteousness before the fall and original sin after the fall are of the essence of man, that is, that original righteousness was the integrity of the entire human nature, and that original sin is the deepest intrinsic corruption of it, and not the mere corruption of an extrinsic gift. In the same sense he calls the entire man “sin,” that is, corrupted and depraved by sin. Dr. Luther has explained his opinion clearly in these and in other passages. For he writes (commentary on Genesis 4): “Spiritual people should distinguish between original sin and the creature.”11 And on Genesis 25: “The disorder or deformity must of necessity be distinguished from the creature.”12 In his explanation of Psalm 90, he uses the word “accident” in his description of original sin.13

(II) Wigand (Propositiones de peccato originis, proposition 119) says, “Original sin is a guilty thing and by its own nature is worthy of eternal death and is condemned by God, unless remission is made through Christ.” Proposition 123: “Through original sin the entire substance of man has been corrupted and depraved.” Hesshusius (De peccat. orig.) says, “The image of God in man was preserved.” Chemnitz (Resolv. de peccat. orig.) says, “The entire mass of the soul was corrupted by a great and extreme corruption.” He writes (Exam. Conc. Trid.): “Sin is anything which is in opposition to the Law, whether it be a defect or an inclination or an action.” All of these seem to Bellarmine to be either imprudent or going astray off into the camp of Flacius.

We respond. With what conscience does Bellarmine bring this charge against those very diligent interpreters of this dogma and very careful refuters of Flacius? Obviously he has removed their clarification and twists their words into an alien sense. Wigand calls original sin “a guilty thing,” that is, as he explains himself clearly, man is guilty before God because of it. Thus he is contrasting the word “thing” to a bare negation with this meaning: original sin is not a bare negation but a thing or entity, namely, a privation and a faulty quality. Because of sin, the entire substance of man is correctly called corrupt, but from this it does not follow that it has been changed into a different substance. In man the image of God was his very substance, that is, an essential perfection of the human substance. In the words of Chemnitz which Bellarmine cites from the Examen, a typographic error is obvious: the word “reason” [rationis ] must be corrected to read “action” [actionem ], something of which Bellarmine cannot be ignorant because those words are quoted from Augustine.

(III) “Lutherans claim that original sin is a positive quality. Therefore they are Manichaeans.”

We respond. Truly Bellarmine is calumniating, for we do not say that original sin is something self-subsisting or a concreated accident of nature, but a depraved inclination and a corruption of the entire nature in that sense which we have fully explained earlier [§§ 69–80]. Well? Does not Bellarmine himself acknowledge a defective habit which is a positive quality (De stat. peccat., bk. 5, ch. 19, col. 414)? Will he on this account allow the Manichaean heresy to be attributed to himself?

Original sin is not the substance of man itself.

§ 92. We shall list briefly the arguments which must be set against Flacius. (I) Scripture distinguishes original sin from man himself when it calls it: “the evil lying close at hand” (Rom. 7:21), and “the sin which clings so closely” (Heb. 12:1) and “is indwelling” (Rom. 7:17). The royal prophet declares that he was conceived in sin (Ps. 51:[5]) and asks in Ps. 25:7 that God would forget his sins, but he wants Him to remember him. The apostle, too, distinguishes carefully between his own person and the sin which dwells in him and lies close at his hand (Romans 7).

(II) The image of God in the first man was not the very substance of man but an accidental perfection, as we have shown in its own place [On the Image of God in Man before the Fall (Commonplace XI), §§ 94–98]. Therefore original sin, which took the place of the divine image, is also not a substance but the extreme corruption of the substance.

(III) Original sin is not from God but from Satan and the corrupt will of man. Yet every substance comes from God the Creator.

(IV) The order of the foremost articles of faith prove this very thing. God creates the very nature of each human even after the fall and shapes it in the womb (Job 10:8 and in many other places). But God neither creates nor shapes sin. The Son of God assumed the true human nature consisting of body and soul, and, accordingly, He is of the same substance [ὁμooύσιoς] with us, but He did not assume sin. Heb. 4:15: “He is like us in all things with the exception of sin.” Christ redeemed people from sin, but He did not redeem sin itself. He justifies man from sin, but He does not justify sin itself. Through Baptism He cleanses man of his sins, but He does not baptize sin itself. He raises the body from death, unites it with the soul and makes it a partaker of eternal life, but He does not admit sin itself into the fellowship of eternal life.

(V) Whoever claims that sin is the very substance of man entangles himself in many absurdities and scarcely—or not even scarcely!—restrains himself from blasphemy. For from this pronouncement it follows that either God is the Creator of sin or that the devil is the creator of a substance; that the Son of God is either contaminated by sin or is of a different substance [ἑτερoύσιoν] from us and that man was transformed into a different substance through the fall; that one Adam was created in substance but that a different Adam fell into sin; that original and actual sins are of different kinds and are species of different genera; that either man himself is not going to be raised or that sin is going to be raised; etc.

(VI) Finally, the ancients teach with one accord that sin is not something which subsists of itself but is something introduced, that it is not a nature but a fault and corruption of a nature. Tertullian (De resurr., p. 75): “We maintain that the old [man] just as well as the new pertains to the difference of moral conduct, and not to any difference of substance.” See also Irenaeus (Adv. haeres., bk. 5), Basil (Oration Quod Deus non sit auctor mali), Ambrose (Hexaem., bk. 1, ch. 81; De vocat. gent., ch. 3), Chrysostom (on Ephesians, sermon 13, col. 1037), Augustine (Contra Julian., bk. 1, ch. 3; De pecc. orig., bk. 2, ch. 33; De nupt. et concupisc., bk. 1, ch. 23; De natura et grat., ch. 201; and in all his books against the Manichaeans), Cyril, Nazianzen, Damascenus (Orth. fid., bk. 4, ch. 21), etc.

The counterarguments of Flacius.

§ 93. The more powerful counterarguments of Flacius, which Fraxineus repeats and urges, are these: (I) “A distinction must be made between a sound substance and a corrupted one: the former is from God; the latter, from the devil.”

We respond. Every substance, whether it is sound or corrupted by its own defect, is from God by creation and is still sustained by Him through preservation. But if the entire substance of man is sin, it follows that God is the Creator and Preserver of sin. But the devil could not have changed the nature of man by sin essentially, because essential changes must be ascribed to God alone.

(II) “A distinction must be made between the natural and theological consideration of man.”

We respond. A multifaceted manner of consideration does not cause man in himself to be multifaceted in substance. Not only philosophy but also theology acknowledge that man is one in essence, but they do ascribe various affections to him on account of the substance itself and on account of the corruption adhering to the substance. The regenerated Paul is the same person (as far as substance is concerned) as Paul the persecutor. People who are not yet reborn have the Law written in their hearts (Rom. 2:14) and by the leading of nature sometimes do the things which are of the Law. But the Law is not written in sin itself because [sin] is certainly lawlessness, nor do the heathen do the things which are of the Law by the leading of sin.

(III) “Christ assumed human nature, not the kind which we have but [the kind] which was in Adam before the fall. Also the same man will be resurrected but will be changed in the form of his substance.”

We respond. If human nature as it was before the fall and human nature as it is in us after the fall are substantially different, it certainly follows that Christ is not of the same substance [ὁμooύσιoς] with us. It is rightly said that Christ assumed human nature not as we have it—namely, corrupted and infected with sin—but such as was in Adam, namely, holy and sound. Yet it remains firmly fixed that He assumed the same human nature which we have after the fall, that is, with regard to substance but not with regard to qualities. The same response must be given to the other attempt to escape. The same flesh will rise again, but it will not be a partaker of the same corrupted qualities. Some change will occur, but not a substantial change, for if the substantial form of man will be changed, how will the same man rise again?

The arguments of Flacius.

§ 94. The more powerful arguments of Flacius are these: (I) “In its description of original sin, Scripture uses substantial language, for it calls it ‘the flesh,’ ‘the old man,’ and ‘the body of sin.’”

We respond. That happens through the customary metonymy of Scripture because of the intimate and, in this life, indissoluble conjunction of [human] nature and the original disease. Meanwhile, Scripture declares this matter correctly, calling this evil “near at hand” and “close” [cf. Rom. 7:21; Heb. 12:1].

Second, [that happens] because original sin does not sin apart from nature, since it does not subsist of itself and separately, but the substance of the human heart has been defiled as far as this original stain is concerned, and because God does not accuse sin separately but the nature itself as a sinner and as lawlessness or on account of sin. Thus Scripture with good cause uses substantial language. What is meant with the expression “the old man” the apostle explains clearly in Col. 3:8 and 12: “Put away wrath, malice, and put on compassion, kindness,” etc. What he means with “the flesh” he explains in Gal. 5:19: “The works of the flesh are evident: fornication, impurity,” etc. What he means by “the body of sin” he explains in Col. 3:5: “Mortify your members which are on the earth.” Where he explains the members of that body, the body of sin could quite suitably be understood as the law of sin or the impetus toward sin, as is clear from Rom. 7:23: “I see another law in my members at war with the law of my mind.”

(II) “Original sin is the root and source of all sins (Rom. 7:17), but elsewhere, as in Matt. 15:19, the heart itself is called the root and source of sins. Therefore the heart itself is original sin.”

We respond. Original sin as such and of itself is the source and cause of actual sins. The heart of man is this not as such nor of itself, but according as it is corrupt and, therefore, on account of something else.

(III) “Sin is all of that which conflicts with the Law. Yet the heart itself, the soul itself, the whole man himself conflicts with the Law. Therefore original sin is the heart itself, the soul itself, the whole man himself.”

Bellarmine makes the ridiculous statement that “Chemnitz cannot deal with this argument because he concedes the major premise.” But Dr. Chemnitz dealt with it most firmly a long time ago, namely, stating that sin properly and formally is lawlessness, an actual deviation from the Law, but not everything which is lawlessness is sin. Thus that the heart itself and the whole man are called “sin” must be understood such that all the powers of man and all the faculties of his soul have been corrupted by sin. Meanwhile, there remains the permanent distinction between the faculties themselves and their adhering corruption, between the nature and the defect of the nature.

(IV) “Whatever cannot be separated from something is of its essence. Original sin cannot be separated from the substance of man. Therefore it is of his essence.”

We respond. Both propositions are false, for there are inseparable accidents, and the poison of sin will be wiped out of the flesh in the resurrection.

(V) “The stony heart is removed in regeneration, and a heart of flesh is given. Therefore a substantial change occurs.”

We respond. A heart is called “stony” because of the similarity which exists between the stubbornness of the heart and the hardness of stone, and it is called a “fleshy” heart because of the similarity which exists between the flexibility of the heart and the softness of the flesh. Thus, in the use of figurative language, the stony heart is said to be removed and a fleshy heart given in its place when, through the Holy Spirit, the hardness is removed and a person’s heart is made soft and pliant.


 

1 In classical physiology, the “humors” are bodily fluids such as blood, phlegm, yellow bile, and black bile.

2 Cf. AC II 1 in The Book of Concord: The Confessions of the Evangelical Lutheran Church, eds. Robert Kolb and Timothy J. Wengert, trans. Charles Arand et al. (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2000), 36, 37.

3 “Elicited actions” are the acts called forth or accomplished by a human ability. The opposite of this is “commanded actions” (Roy J. Deferrari, A Lexicon of Saint Thomas Aquinas [Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1948–49], s.v. “actus” 1.o).

4 “Secondary actuality” (actus secundus) is the actual operation of a thing, whereas “primary actuality” (actus primus) refers to a power or potential that is not currently actualized. Gerhard means that, in Gen. 6:5, the evil thoughts of a person’s heart (an actual sin) show that he has original sin.

5 In philosophical usage the word “sensible” means “perceptible by the senses,” not “reasonable” or “prudent” as it often does in modern English.

6 That is, posited within the realm of reality. Here “positive” does not mean “good.” Its opposite, “negative,” means “lacking,” not “bad.” Here Bellarmine is trying to prove that concupiscence is not a something, but is a lack.

7 That is, some actually existing cause, causing the concupiscence, not simply the absence of some opposite cause, preventing the concupiscence from arising.

8 Read Catholicorum (without quotation marks) with Cotta and the 1610 Jena edition instead of “Catholicorum” (with quotation marks, an addition by the nineteenth-century editor, Edward Preuss).

9 Lectures on Genesis (1535–45/1544–54), AE 1:166 (WA 42:124).

10 Commentary on Psalm 51 (1532/1538), AE 12:348 (WA 40/2:380).

11 Lectures on Genesis (1535–45/1544–54), AE 1:237 (WA 42:177).

12 Lectures on Genesis (1535–45/1544–54), AE 4:355 (WA 43:392).

13 Cf. Psalm 90 (1534–35/1541), AE 13:127–28 (WA 40/3:571).







CHAPTER VI: ON THE SUBJECT OF ORIGINAL SIN

The subject of original sin1 is the whole man.

§ 95. Now that we have explained the nature of original sin, let us take a look at the subject [affected by] this disease. This consideration contributes very much to the understanding of its severity. Therefore we say that man is the subject of original sin not only in a part of himself but also completely in soul and body, with his individual members and powers. We confirm this with the following arguments.

(I) Scripture says that the whole man is “conceived and born in sins” (Ps. 51:5), “from an unclean seed” (Job 14:4), and that he is “flesh” (John 3:[6]).

(II) It also shows this same thing through his individual parts. Regarding the mind and intellect of man, it says that man is “blind,” that he is “darkness,” that he “cannot understand the things which are of the Spirit of God” (Eph. 5:8; 1 Cor. 2:14). Regarding his will and heart, it says that “every imagination of the heart is evil from childhood” (Gen. 6:5; 8:21), that the “heart is corrupt and inscrutable” (Jer. 17:9), that man is “a slave to sin” (John 8:34), that he is “dead in his sins” (Eph. 2:1). Regarding his body and members, it says that his eyes and right hand cause man to stumble (Matt. 5:29–30), that sin resides in “our mortal body” (Rom. 6:12), and in Rom. 3:13ff. almost every member of man is listed.

(III) Since habits2 and privations involve the same subject, it is thus possible to conclude what the subject of original sin is: from the subject of original righteousness, whose place it took. Original righteousness was not merely a righteous temperament of the body but was especially an uprightness of all the powers of the soul. Therefore original sin is not merely a sickly quality of the body. Original righteousness included the soundness and conformity of the powers of man with both tables of the Decalogue, and it was located not merely in exterior actions or the inferior powers, but its seat was the entire soul of man with all its strengths and powers. Therefore original sin is not only the disobedience of the sensitive appetite, nor is its seat only in the inferior powers of the soul. Rather, this spiritual leprosy pervades the entire man so that “from the sole of the foot to the top of the head there is no soundness in him” (Isa. 1:6).

(IV) The renewal of man reveals the same thing. For since it is necessary for people to be renewed by the Holy Spirit in soul and body, surely soul and body have been corrupted by original sin. In Eph. 4:23 the devout are “renewed in the spirit of their minds”; in Rom. 12:2 they are reformed by “a newness of their mind,” so that, Col. 3:2, “they know the things which are above.” According to 2 Cor. 7:1, “they cleanse themselves of every defilement of flesh and spirit, perfecting their sanctification in the fear of God.” Therefore they have been corrupted throughout their nature, in flesh and spirit.

Not only the inferior faculties of the soul.

§ 96. Therefore some of the Scholastics must not be heard, [namely,] those who argue that original sin must be placed only in an inferior sensitive faculty of the soul, but that the superior powers of the mind and reason are immune to it. They look for support for their error in Romans 7, where the apostle says (v. 18) that good does not dwell in his flesh, and in v. [25], where the apostle separates the mind from the limbs and the flesh and says, “They serve the Law of God with their mind, but with the flesh they serve the law of sin.” But in this text the apostle does not take “flesh” to mean only the body and the sensitive appetite but the whole man with all his powers and faculties, insofar as he has not yet been reborn and is still under the oldness of the flesh. For he contrasts it to the Spirit and is complaining that, insofar as he has not yet been reborn, he is using neither his mind nor will nor sensitive appetite correctly, just as Christ says, John 3:6: “That which is born of the flesh is flesh.” Also, in Gal. 5:20, among the works of the flesh, the apostle lists heresies—which, as is manifestly evident, are operations of the mind and not of the sensitive appetite. In Rom. 8:6 thought is attributed to the flesh. Similarly, [in Rom. 7:23] he understands “the law of the mind” not to be the mind as it is by nature, but the mind as it has been renewed and illumined by the Spirit, and he understands “members” as all the powers with their instruments in man (insofar as he has not yet been regenerated). He also says that he serves the Law of God with his mind [Rom. 7:25], not according as it is rational, but according as it has been reborn.

Bellarmine himself confesses this.

§ 97. This obvious truth has earned the approval even of Bellarmine himself. He writes (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 5, ch. 15, col. 429):

It must not be denied that a similar fault is found even in the superior part of the soul, for that part of the soul is also inclined to a lust for honors, empty glory, and other vanities and is at times obedient to desires for such things despite our own unwillingness. Thus the blessed Paul in Gal. 5[:17] said that the flesh lusts against the Spirit and immediately lists the works of the flesh. He lists not only fornication, drunkenness, and others of that kind but also idolatry, heresy, enmity, etc. [vv. 19–21], which St. Augustine notes carefully in De civit. Dei (bk. 14, chs. 2–4), where he shows that “flesh” is sometimes used for the entire man as he is without the grace of God after the fall of Adam, and that he who lives according to himself and not according to God is said to be “carnal.” Thus even though the defect of concupiscence may be principally in one’s sensuality, nevertheless it also has a seat in the mind. But St. Augustine speaks about the defect of sensuality almost everywhere in his books against the Pelagians, because this defect shows itself more in sensuality, [but] not because he was unaware that it also had a place in the mind.

When he writes this, Bellarmine is clearly contradicting himself, for when (in De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 5, ch. 7, col. 375) he intends to prove that concupiscence is not sin, he uses this argument: “The apostle is saying that an evil of this sort is not in himself but in his flesh. But it is clear that the flesh is incapable of sin, properly so called.”

Some of the Scholastics claim that there are two evil qualities in man: one in the flesh, the other in the soul; the latter springing from the former, since the soul is defiled from its contact with the flesh. (See Lombard, Sent., 2, dist. 31, letters B and C; Henricus, Quodlib. 2, q. 11; [Gregory of] Rimini, Sent., 2, dist. 30, q. 1, whom Driedo follows, Grat. et lib. arbitr., bk. 1.)

Others claim, to the contrary, that the kindling of sin lies only in the flesh, something which Occam explains in this way (part 3, Quodlib. 10):

The kindling [fomes] is an inordinate quality of the flesh which inclines the sensitive appetite toward a misshapen and defective act in someone having the judgment of reason. Just as a sickness is sometimes caused by a disproportion of the humors and, at other times, a quality different from the humors is caused by their putrefaction, so also the kindling is either a disproportion of humors or a quality different from the humors.

Those are the words of Occam. Biel wanted to win favor on both sides, for he writes (Sent., 2, dist. 30. q. 2, art. 6): “According to the teacher, two sickly qualities must be posited: one in the soul, because sin is only in the soul; the other in the flesh, because the quality is in the seed before the soul is poured in. Otherwise it would not be drawn from the parent.” Article 7: According to Anselm, “one quality appears to be sufficient, which is subject to the flesh, because plurality must be avoided.”


 

1 That is, the substance in which original sin inheres.

2 See above, p. 33 n. 1.







CHAPTER VII: ON THE WAY IN WHICH ORIGINAL SIN IS PROPAGATED

Original sin is propagated by carnal generation.

§ 98. Now that the subject of original sin has been explained, the way in which this evil is propagated must be noted. But we maintain that this original stain is propagated into all the descendants of Adam through carnal generation because: (I) We are born “flesh of flesh” (John 3:6), we are “conceived in sin” (Ps. 51:5), and we are “shaped in the womb from an unclean seed” (Job 14:4). Therefore sins and uncleanness are propagated through carnal generation.

(II) “We are by nature the children of wrath” (Eph. 2:3). Therefore by being born we contract something by which we are guilty of the wrath of God and of divine judgment.

(III) As all people come from Adam, so also in the same way sin passes through Adam into them. Yet all people come from Adam by way of carnal generation. Therefore sin passes into all people by carnal generation.

(IV) “Adam begot a son after his own image” (Gen. 5:[3]). Therefore by begetting he propagated his own image, corrupted by sin, into his son and all his descendants.

If only Eve had sinned, whether she would have propagated original sin into her descendants.

§ 99. Here certain questions must be explained. (I) The Scholastics ask: If Eve alone had sinned, and Adam had remained in innocence, would the sin of Eve have been passed on to her descendants? Thomas ([ST,] 1.2., q. 81, art. 5) denies this. He says: “Original sin is passed into children by the parent to the extent that he moves toward begetting children. The active principle in begetting comes from the father, while the mother supplies the material.” Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 4, ch. 13): “All are agreed that sin, properly so called, would not have been passed over into her descendants if Eve alone had sinned. Yet they disagree in this: that some think the need to die and the other troubles which mortality brings with it would have passed on to her children from the sin of Eve alone. On the contrary, others argue that neither sin nor the need to die would have a place in the children of Adam from the sin of Eve.”1

We respond. (1) This is a fruitless and vain question, for if Eve alone had sinned, Adam undoubtedly would not have “known” her [Gen. 4:1].

(2) If the opposite were true, surely sin would have been propagated into their children. For though the mother may not be the active principle of generation, nevertheless she supplies the material which, on the basis of the hypothesis, was stained and contaminated by sin and which Eve would have communicated to the fetus. Thus from an unclean seed an unclean fetus would have been conceived and born.

(3) When the apostle says that sin entered into the world through one man, he is not excluding Eve, because Adam alone did not represent the human race but also Eve, and both parents came together for generation. Moreover, one man is named because spouses “are not two but one flesh” (Gen. 2[:24]; Matt. 19[:5]).

(4) It is absurd to claim that from the sin of Eve only mortality but not sin itself would have been propagated into her children, because “death is the wages of sin” [Rom. 6:23], nor did death enter the world, nor could it have entered, but by the gate of sin [cf. Rom. 5:12].

Whether the sins of the nearest parents pass down into their children.

§ 100. (II) The question arises: Do the sins of the nearest parents pass into their children? Lombard (Sent., 2, dist. 33, sect. 5) answers no, and the rest of the Scholastics follow him, as does also Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 4, ch. 18). With Augustine (Enchirid., ch. 46) we say:

Infants are also bound by the sins of their parents, not only of the first humans but also of their own parents from whom they themselves were born. Nor is this improbably stated. Indeed, there is a divine sentence: “I shall visit the sins of the fathers upon the sons unto the third and fourth generation” [Exod. 20:5]. This surely binds them before they begin to belong to the new covenant by regeneration.

Nor is the objection of Bellarmine valid, that “Augustine and the rest of the fathers are perhaps not speaking about the contagion of guilt [culpae ] but about the communication of punishment.” For:

(1) He shows through the word of doubting [“perhaps”] that he does not attribute much weight to this solution.

(2) The words of Augustine are clear and lucid, for he is connecting the sins of the first parents with those of the nearest parents. But the sin of the first parents is propagated not only by way of punishment but also by way of guilt.

(3) The reason added proves the same thing. For if God wishes to visit the iniquity of the fathers upon the children unto the third and fourth generations, surely those very sins of the parents are being communicated to the children, otherwise God would be punishing in the children something of which they were not truly participants, contrary to the words of Ezek. 18:20. Nor would it be possible to give a reason why God would punish to the third and fourth generations only the sins of those who hate Him, if He were not to punish that singular tendency to sin communicated to children by their nearest parents.

(4) The testimony of experience supports this. For just as people afflicted with stone produce [children] afflicted with stone, so from lustful and greedy parents are born children who, more than other people, are prone to lust or greed. Nevertheless, following the moderation of Augustine, we assert that this is said “not improbably,” nor do we do battle for this as an article of faith.

The less significant arguments of the Scholastics and of Bellarmine answering no to the question are these: (1) Biel writes (Sent., 2, dist. 33, q. 1, art. 3): “For sin to be transferred to an offspring, a lack of righteousness and an obligation to have [righteousness] is required, that is, that the child be a person who is obligated to have righteousness in the parent, something which happens if the parent has received righteousness for himself and for his child.”

We respond. We owe God not only complete original righteousness but also the total absence of sins, for that is how we were created at the beginning.

(2) Thomas ([ST,] 1.2., q. 81, art. 2): “Man begets something which is of the same species as himself but is not a second self. Therefore those things which directly pertain to the individual, such as personal actions and the things which pertain to such actions, are not passed on from parents to children.”

We respond. Certainly not the habits themselves but yet the seeds of the habits, certainly not the personal actions but the beginnings of the actions are passed into the child. Indeed, begetting results in something that is the same in species, but not the same in number. Nevertheless who will deny that, in terms of the shape of their bodies and the tendency of their minds, children come closer to their parents than to all other people?

(3) Bellarmine (loc. cit.): “The apostle says that all have become sinners by the sin of one man, and thus he compares Adam and Christ in that the former alone destroyed his entire posterity and the latter alone recreated all His posterity [Rom. 5:12ff.].”

We respond. That comparison is established with regard to original sin, which, it is obvious, comes from one man and adheres to all. But it cannot necessarily be concluded from this that the sins of the nearest parents will by no means be passed over into their children.

(4) “Experience teaches that often men who are quite evil produce men who are quite good, such as Hezekiah, Josiah, and others born of the worst parents, who themselves were very good and, in fact, outstanding.”

We respond. The propagation of original sin passes into all people and is constant, but the mercy of God quite often establishes bounds and limits on the propagation of the other sins.

Whether the embryo which is not yet ensouled is infected with sin.

§ 101. (III) The question arises: Does an embryo which is not yet ensouled possess true and proper sin?2 Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 5, ch. 16) calls this “an incredible paradox and the madness of an Illyrian3 or Manichaean,” because Chemnitz has affirmed this (in Exam. Concil. Trid.).

But let him ponder: (1) The emphasis of the words of Scripture, Job. 14:4: “Who will give a clean from an unclean seed?” (for this is how the Vulgate translation reads). Therefore the very seed from which the fetus is formed is unclean and stained with sin.

But let him ponder: (1) The emphasis of the words of Scripture, Job. 14:4: “Who will give a clean from an unclean seed?” (for this is how the Vulgate translation reads). Therefore the very seed from which the fetus is formed is unclean and stained with sin. Ps. 51:[5]: “I was begotten ([image: ]) in iniquities, and in sin did my mother conceive me ([image: ]).” Lest anyone think that we were first infected only at the time when our mothers delivered us, he should listen to the prophet asserting that his mother warmed him in sins; that is, in the first heat of conception the poison of sin along with the actual heat was poured into him. Nor would it be absurd to assign to this what is said in Job 15:16: “A man drinks iniquity like water.” For the word “drink” here ([image: ]) considering the nature of the circumstances, can be referred to the nourishing of an infant in the womb through the umbilical cord. As soon as the fetus draws nourishment from its mother, it immediately also drinks in sin.

(2) The words of the fathers. Ambrose (Apol. David, ch. 11): “Before we are born, we are stained with the infection. Before we have used the light, we have received the injury of origin. We are conceived in iniquities, etc. David justly deplored tearfully within himself the filth of nature, which stain begins in a man before his life began.” Ibid.: “Nor were the days of his maternal conception without sin, because we are conceived in the sin of our parents.”

Bernard (Sermon 4 in nativ., col. 43): “I was stained and defiled in my very origin and roots; my conception was unclean,” etc.

Anselm writes (De conc. virg., ch. 7): “People have been conceived in original sin before the infusion of the soul.”

(3) In fact, Bellarmine should acknowledge his own words, for he writes (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 4, ch. 4, cols. 266, 267): “If God alone can cleanse a man conceived from an unclean seed, it follows that the same man has been unclean from conception,” etc. Column 267:

David says that he was wretched from his very conception [Ps. 51:5]. The word cholaletti4 refers to the formation of the body, which God causes after parents have had intercourse, and the words [image: ], “behold in sins,” properly mean true sin. The word [image: ], “she warmed,”5 refers to that time when the mother fosters and keeps warm by fostering the already warm and ensouled fetus in the womb. But it is certain that no sin of the parents intervenes either when the conceived child is formed or when it is nourished in the womb when it has already been formed.

Bellarmine contradicts himself with these statements. For if a human is unclean from his very conception, if the fetus is subject to sin even at the time when its body is being formed, surely an embryo which is not yet ensouled does have true sin. [Bellarmine again,] (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., ch. 16, col. 327):

All the children of Adam are said to be conceived in sin as soon as the fetus begins to exist in its mother’s womb, though unformed and soulless. For though sin cannot properly exist except in a rational soul, and though the fetus begins to be shaped a long time before ensoulment, nevertheless because a human does then really begin to exist with regard to one part (for which reason children are said in 2 Macc. 7[:27] to gestate for nine months in the wombs of their mothers), and because that part takes its origin from a corrupted nature and can correctly be said to be defective, and because it is in debt for this from the very force of its generation so that, as soon as it has become the possessor of a rational soul, a human being thus exists as a sinner and a child of divine wrath [Eph. 2:3], thus people are not unjustly said to be begotten in iniquity right from the first. St. Anselm explains this with many words in his book De conceptu virginali et peccato originali (ch. 7). In regard to this first conception, he explains it from Ps. [51:5]: “For behold, I was conceived in iniquities.”

Those are the words of Bellarmine.

Original sin did not enter the world by imitation.

§ 102. From this theorem concerning the propagation of original sin through carnal generation we deduce four corollaries. Let this be the first: Sin was introduced into the world through Adam not only by imitation, as Pelagius once intended and in this way corrupted the words of the apostle in Rom. 5:12. We have said more about this subject earlier [§§ 62–63].

The human nature of Christ was not conceived in sin.

§ 103. The second corollary (which itself is also worthy of observation) is: The human nature of Christ was not conceived in sin, nor was it stained with this filth, for “the Word of God was made flesh not by a man’s seed but by a mystical breathing, and the fruit of the womb blossomed.”6 “The Holy Spirit came upon Mary” (Luke 1:35); that is, an extraordinary and heavenly action beyond the common course of nature worked in her so that the virgin conceived a fetus beyond the [usual] course of things and without a man’s seed. It also cleansed the mass from which the flesh of Christ was shaped, and kept it apart from sin (Heb. 7:26). As Luther says (commentary on Genesis 38): “He wiped away the poison of sin and purged away its leaven so that what was born from her was holy (Luke 1:35), and the Messiah was the Holy of Holies (Dan. 9:24) and was, according to His human nature, like us in every respect except for sin alone (Heb. 4:15).”7 Christ was conceived without the concupiscence of a father’s flesh and without harm to the integrity of His mother, because such a birth befit the future Savior of all people, who was also to have in Himself the substance of the human nature and was not to know the defilements of the human flesh.

§ 104. Augustine writes about this subject (Letter 157 ad Optat.):

Regardless of the way the origin of souls occurs, whether they are propagated from the one [soul] (of the first man) or from no other, nonetheless it is unlawful to doubt that the soul of the Mediator drew no sin from Adam. For if no [soul] is propagated from another when all are bound by the propagated flesh of sin, how much less should it be believed that a soul could have come from the propagation of a sinful woman, the flesh of which [soul] came from a virgin who conceived not out of lust but out of faith, so that He might be in the likeness of the sinful flesh but not in the flesh of sin. But if the other [souls] are held subject to the sin of the soul of the first sinful woman because they have been propagated from her, surely she to whom her only Son joined Himself in harmony either did not contract sin from her, or He absolutely was not taken from her. For neither is it impossible for Him who forgave our sins to take a soul for Himself without sin, nor is it impossible for Him who created a new soul for the flesh which He made out of the ground without a parent to have created a new [soul] for the flesh which He took from the woman without a man’s seed.

Damascenus (Orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 2):

After the consent of the holy Virgin, the Holy Spirit came upon her, cleansing her, and offering her the receptive and generative virtue of the divinity of the Word. Then the wisdom and power of the Most High God, which subsists in itself, overshadowed her. The Son of God, consubstantial with the Father, as a divine seed, also formed for Himself from her chaste and utterly pure blood a flesh animated with a rational and intellectual soul, the firstfruits of our form not by way of insemination but by way of a creative work through the Holy Spirit, etc.

Even the children of the reborn are born subject to original sin.

§ 105. Let the third corollary be: Even the children of the faithful and the reborn bring this original defilement with them into the world.

Zwingli claims (De baptismo): “There is nothing in the children of believers before Baptism which can properly be called sin.”

Calvin (Instit., bk. 4, ch. 15, sect. 22): “The children of believers are not baptized that they who had previously been strangers to the church might then for the first time become the children of God.” Chapter 16, sect. 24: “Isaac” (and other children of the faithful) “was born from him who was accepted into the fellowship of the covenant with a hereditary right according to the formula of the promise, for he was already held in the covenant in his mother’s womb.” And later: “Those babies who take their origin from Christians are received by God into the inheritance of the covenant as soon as they are born.” Again (De rat. eccles. reform., p. 454) he asserts that “a holy offspring is born of believers.”

Beza (Resp. 2 ad colloq. Momp., p. 102): “Those who are saints by grace produce saints from the same grace, being included by faith in the power of the covenant.” Ibid.: “This is the faith of their parents, alien to them in such a way that [the parents’] own [faith] operates for their elect infants by birth for the sealing of the covenant in Baptism; otherwise they ought not be admitted [to Baptism].” Page 103: “As a result of this, they are born as members of Christ.” On p. 118 he declares that “they are born holy.” On p. 129 he affirms that “by being born of devout parents, the right of eternal life has been acquired for them from the form of the covenant.”

[Peter] Martyr [Vermigli] writes (on Genesis 17): “Infants born of the faithful belong to God before Baptism. If they did not have a father or mother united with God, perhaps they have some of their ancestors who were, and thus they are members of the church and consequently saints purely out of the mercy of God, though they may not have true faith in Christ.”

Innocent Gentilletus (Apol. pro Christ. Gallis, ch. 6, no. 2): “As we believe, it is especially by reason of their congruity that children born of parents who belong to the household of God’s house are, as it were, themselves home-born slaves.”

Candidus (in his Notis, note 4, p. 11) asserts that “Christians are born of Christians, as Jews are born of Jews and Turks of Turks.”

Proof from Scripture.

§ 106. But we silence this error of theirs with the following foundations of Scripture: (I) There are general declarations of the Holy Spirit which testify that the descendants of Adam born through carnal generation, propagated from it, are liable to original sin, and yet nowhere are the children of the faithful excepted. John 3:6: “Whatever is born of the flesh is flesh.” Rom. 5:12: “Through one man sin entered into the world and death through sin, and so death passed into all men, in whom all have sinned.”

(II) The same thing that is said in general about all children is stated in particular about the children of the faithful. David was born of circumcised and devout parents, and yet he confesses, Ps. 51:[5], that he “was conceived in iniquities.” The apostle Paul declares clearly about himself and other reborn people, Eph. 2:3: “We were by nature the children of wrath, as were also the rest.” Adam, already reborn and renewed through the Holy Spirit, nonetheless begot a son according to his own image, corrupted with sin, Gen. 5:3.

(III) Baptism is the first approach to the church and to the grace of God and is “the washing of regeneration and of renewal” [Titus 3:5], as we shall teach in its own place [On Holy Baptism (Commonplace XXIII), §§ 101–15, 118–27]. Yet the children of the faithful are also in need of Baptism. Therefore surely before Baptism they were not yet members of the church nor reborn.

(IV) In John 1:12–13 it is clearly shown that the children of the devout become children of God not by being born but by being reborn: “As many as received Christ, to them He gave the power to become the children of God, who believed in His name, who were born not of blood nor of the will of the flesh nor of the will of a man, but of God.”

(V) Circumcision in the Old Testament is constituted the same as is Baptism in the New (Col. 2:11). Yet it was only through circumcision that the children of the Israelites were taken into the covenant and grace of God; otherwise they were subject to the threat of God, Gen. 17:14: “Any male who has the foreskin, who did not circumcise the flesh of his foreskin, shall be cut off from his people.” Therefore the children of Christians also are only taken into the covenant of grace through Baptism.

And from the fathers.

§ 107. The ancients teach the same thing when they acknowledge Baptism as the ordinary means of regeneration and salvation; when they declare that all people are born subject to sin; when they respond to the Pelagians, who urge the condition of reborn parents, by saying that carnal generation happens according to the flesh and not according to grace; etc.

Tertullian (Apologet., at the end of ch. 17) says, “Christians are made, not born,” something which Jerome (Ad Laetam.) and Cyprian (bk. 3, Letter 8 ad Fidum) repeat.

Augustine (De pecc. merit. et remiss., bk. 3, ch. 9) writes: “The children of the faithful also contract the infection of the ancient death by their first birth.” He asks (Sermon 14 de verb. apost.): “What response do you make as to why a Christian is not born from Christians except that it is not birth but rebirth which makes Christians?” He explains this with two comparisons: the wild olive from the seed of the olive and the grain with chaff produced from the cleansed grain. These he repeats in De nupt. et concup. (bk. 1, chs. 18ff.), Adv. Julian. (bk. 6, chs. 2ff.), De civit. Dei (bk. 16, ch. 27), and in many other places throughout his writings.

Bede (commentary on Luke 1): “In distinction to our holiness, Jesus is uniquely said to have been born holy. To be sure, though we are made saints, nonetheless we are not born so, because we are bound by the very condition of our corruptible nature, so that we rightly lament, each one of us, with the prophets and say, ‘Behold, I was conceived in iniquities’ [Ps. 51:5].”

Anselm (on 1 Corinthians 7): “Nor are infants born of righteous and holy people, absolved of the guilt of original sin, unless they have been baptized in Christ.”8

The same assertion remains constant for all the rest. Fulbert says it very beautifully:

We know, and know truly, that we have been corrupted by the first birth, cleansed by the second; made captive by the first birth, freed by the second; made earthly by the first birth, heavenly by the second birth; fleshly by the defect of the first birth, spiritual by the benefit of the second birth; children of wrath through the former, children of grace by the latter.

Here I shall cite what Aretius writes (part 1, Problem. 7, f. 88): “The sin that passes into the nature is constituted differently than the benefit, because it is obtained by prayer and is completely unearned. It is not strange for natural things to be propagated naturally, but as the forgiveness of sins is not a matter of nature but of divine grace, so also the gift of divine grace remains in the parents and does not become hereditary.”

The counterargument of Calvin.

§ 108. They argue to the contrary that the propagation of original sin into the children of believers is not denied by them but that it is taught by them that only the children of the faithful belong to the covenant of grace even before Baptism.

We respond. (1) If by being born of reborn parents the children of believers become partakers of divine grace and eternal salvation, surely by being born they will no longer be the children of wrath [Eph. 2:3], for these things directly conflict with each other. Generation from devout parents is the vehicle for divine wrath; therefore it is not the vehicle of grace.

(2) If the children of believers are born holy from holy parents, then surely they are not born susceptible to sin, for these also directly conflict with each other.

(3) Nor is the evasion concerning the sanctity of the covenant valid. Indeed, the approach to Baptism lies open for the children of Christians, and through Baptism they are grafted into the divine covenant and are made into the children of God. Yet they are not born already included in that covenant; that is, they are not grafted into this covenant through the fleshly birth itself, but through the spiritual rebirth in Baptism. They have a right to the thing [jus ad rem] (on account of the divine promises), but they do not have a right in the thing [jus in re] (on account of the fleshly birth subject to sin).

The arguments of the other side. First, Genesis 17[:7]: “I shall be the God of your seed.”

§ 109. These are the more important false foundations. (I) In Gen. 17:7, God promises that He will be “the God of our seed.”

We respond. This is a promise which requires application, and the means of the application was the sacrament of circumcision itself. Verses 9–10: “You shall preserve My covenant; every male among you shall be circumcised.” But if someone wanted to receive this promise absolutely [without means], he would be resisting Him who threatens cutting off for those who cause this covenant of God to be vain through their contempt for circumcision (v. 14).

Here we should place the passage from Acts 2 where that promise of the covenant is explained very beautifully. The apostle Peter warns the Israelites in v. 38 to repent and be baptized, and he adds the reason in v. 39: “For the promise is for you and for your children.” Imagine that the descendants of Abraham were actually in the covenant of grace even before circumcision in the Old Testament and before Baptism in the New—then there would be no sense in the words of the apostle. Therefore the matter comes down to this: God concedes this special prerogative to the descendants of Abraham; the entrance to the covenant of grace lies open to them clearly and ordinarily through the sacrament of circumcision. This divine promise requires faith on our part, and the sacraments are the means for stirring up and increasing [this faith]. When the condition fails, the conditional promise ceases. And thus the apostle declares, Rom. 9:6 and Gal. 3:7: “Not all who are of Israel are Israelites, but those only are the children of Abraham who are of faith.”

Second, 1 Corinthians 7[:14]: “Your children are holy.”

(II) 1 Cor. 7:14: “Your children are holy.

We respond. The sanctity meant is not spiritual and internal (because the apostle states that through marriage to a believer the other unbeliever is sanctified, which cannot be said in reference to internal and spiritual sanctification), but ecclesiastical. Children born of a union of a believing and an unbelieving person are holy; that is, they are considered as born in the church in such a way that access to Baptism lies open to them. Thus Tertullian writes: “They are holy; that is, they are destined for holiness.”

Jerome: “They are candidates for the Christian faith and are established in the privilege of gaining holiness.”

Augustine (De peccat. merit. et remiss., bk. 2, ch. 25):

The apostle has stated what sort of holiness it is which is in the children of the faithful. It does not at all pertain to the question of Baptism and original sin or its remission. For he also says in the very same passage that unbelieving spouses are sanctified in the believing spouses. I do not think that anyone understands this so unfaithfully as though there were something in these words whereby he thinks that an unchristian husband should not be baptized because his wife is a Christian, and that he has obtained forgiveness of sins and is destined to enter into the kingdom of heaven because he is said to have been sanctified in his wife.

Third, [that] infants who die without Baptism are not damned.

(III) “Unless the children of the faithful are defined as holy and in the grace of God before Baptism, it will follow that those who die without Baptism are subject to eternal death.”

We respond. The extraordinary must be distinguished from the common rule. We shall show in its own place in the treatise On Baptism [Commonplace XXIII, §§ 168, 213–19, 235–45] that extraordinarily and in a case of necessity God receives into grace infants who have been offered to Him through the prayers of their parents and of the church, even those infants who die without Baptism. In the same place we shall also see about the remaining arguments of our adversaries.

Was blessed Mary subject to original sin?

§ 110. Let the fourth corollary be: Mary was not excepted by a special privilege such that she was not subject to this original sin. A serious controversy arose over this matter around the year of Christ 1370 between the monks of the Order of Preachers [the Dominicans] and of the Minors or Franciscans. The former asserted that blessed Mary, like other people, was conceived in original sin, but the latter denied it completely. For the enormous deceits of the Preachers in miracles fabricated and invented to confirm their opinion, see Wolf (Cent. 16, year 1507, p. 10, from the Chron. Helvetic. of Stumpffius).

The Franciscans (who have Scotus, Sent., 2, dist. 3, and Thomas of Strasbourg, Sent., 2, dist. 4, preceding them) are followed today by the Jesuits, for Costerus (Christ. instit., bk. 5) writes to Mary: “You have never had a stain of sin, of either that which was propagated by the first parents of the human race or of that which was committed by some fault of yours, even a very insignificant one or easily worthy of pardon. I say, you have done nothing by thought, word, or deed which is not in every way most pleasing to God.”

Suarez (In Thom., p. 3, q. 27, art. 3) writes: “This is the special privilege of the blessed Virgin: she was immune from sin in her first conception.”

Salmeron (commentary on Romans 5, at the beginning of disp. 51) is unashamed to write: “Against the multitude of learned men” (who deny the privilege of the immaculate conception of blessed Mary), “we set forth another crowd, that one nail may be driven out by another, and we also set forth the consensus of almost the entire church and the harmonious opinion of every university, especially of that which is chief, Paris,” etc.

The disagreements of the Papists on this question.

§ 111. But not all the Papists claim the immaculate conception of Mary (as will become clear later [§ 115]), nor do those who claim it free the blessed Virgin from original sin in one and the same way. There are some who think: “The blessed Virgin did not even sin in Adam potentially”; and they add: “The rule of not eating of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil was indeed given to the first parent for himself and for all his descendants, but the Virgin Mary was excepted. As a consequence, while she was in the loins of Adam, she did taste the forbidden fruit, but she did not sin because the prohibition did not pertain to her.” (Bellarmine, ch. 16, col. 328, says this opinion is “not quite safe, because the Virgin herself was also redeemed by the blood of Christ.”) But some say:

The first conception of Mary

(by which she began to exist as an unformed and unsouled fetus in the womb)

was similar to the conception of others, but the soul of Mary at the first instant of its creation and its infusion was without the stain of original sin, so that her person as it actually existed never possessed sin. In this respect, Mary differs from the rest of the saints who are freed from original sin by the grace of God and the merit of the Passion of Christ, because they are commonly freed after birth, a few others before birth but after ensoulment, but only Mary at the very instant of ensoulment.

(Bellarmine supports this opinion in the aforementioned place.)

But in Legenda sanctorum [of Jacobus de Voragine] it is said, “Mary was conceived not from conjugal intercourse but from the kiss of Joachim which fixed in his wife, Anna.” And Galatinus (De arc. cath. verit., bk. 7) reports “the matter of the Virgin Mary was produced at the beginning and was placed in and preserved in the body of Adam, which he afterward passed on to Seth, then to Enosh, then by the law of succession to the rest [of those descendants] until at last to St. Joachim; from this” (matter) “the Virgin Mary was formed.”

From this it would follow that even the first conception (as Bellarmine calls it) of blessed Mary was immune from every stain of sin. Biel (Sent., 3, dist. 3, q. 1, conclusion 3) claims: “Blessed Mary was sanctified in the womb after her ensoulment, before she was born into the light of this world,” from which it would follow that Mary was not free from original sin at the very instant of ensoulment (which Bellarmine wants), but after ensoulment before birth. However, Thomas ([ST,] part 3, q. 27, art. 1) says that this “is concluded only rationally, and nothing in the canon of Scripture is taught about this subject.”

Some claim: “The kindling [of sin] in the blessed Virgin was completely removed and wiped away.” In regard to this idea, Thomas ([ST,] part 3, q. 27, art. 3) claims: “This seems to be related to the dignity of the mother but actually removes some of the dignity of Christ.” But others think: “Through the fullness of grace, the kindling [of sin] was so weakened that she could not incline to sin.” Finally, there are some who think: “The idea of the immaculate conception of the blessed Virgin is an article of faith” (for instance, Clichtovaeus and all who follow the Council of Basel). However, others claim that the idea “is at least pious and probable but is not a matter of faith” (such as Bellarmine and others).

Is the immaculate conception of the blessed Mary an article of faith for the Papists?

§ 112. As far as we are concerned, our business will be with Bellarmine. He first says (De amiss. gratiae et stat. peccati, bk. 4, ch. 15): “Among Catholics, the fact that the blessed Virgin was conceived without sin is not considered as a certain and investigated matter and as something to be held by the Catholic faith.” And thus he gravely accuses Bugenhagen (commentary on Jeremiah 44) for having written: “Among Catholics” (Papists) “this is considered as an article of faith.” [Bellarmine continues:] “The Council of Basel indeed does define this, but not as an article of faith, nor was the council approved by the apostolic see.”

We respond. Biel (Sent., 3, dist. 3, q. 1, art. 2) will be able to instruct us correctly in regard to this matter:

The church has ordered that the Festival of the Conception be celebrated universally. But the authority of the church is greater than the authority of any saint, at least after the canonical writers. It was determined in the Council of Basel and was published in writing in session 36 of the seventeenth day of September, 1439, in these words: “The doctrine declaring that the glorious Virgin Mary, the mother of God, was, because of a singular prevenient and operative grace of a divine gift, never actually subject to original sin but was always immune to original sin and actual fault and was always holy and immaculate: we define that this doctrine, [which is] pious and in harmony with the worship of the church, the catholic faith, right reason, and Holy Scripture, must be held and embraced by all Catholics as approved. Henceforth it is not permitted to preach or teach to the contrary.” This is from the original document.

(These are the words of Biel from whom we conclude: Anything defined as in harmony with the worship of the church, the catholic faith, right reason, and Holy Scripture, and as something to be accepted by all in such a way that no one is permitted to teach the contrary, is defined as something that must be considered an article of faith. Yet the council defines the immaculate conception of Mary in this way.)

Biel goes on and orders people to notice: “Pope Sixtus IV has repeatedly approved the history published at his instigation regarding this festival, in which is expressly contained that the Virgin Mary was conceived without original sin. He also has repeatedly approved that generous indulgences be lavished on all who are present in the churches on the Festival of the Conception publicly singing, speaking, or [simply] present.” See the same constitution of Sixtus, [Ius canonicum,] c. Cum praeexcelsa, Extra., De reliquiis et vener. sanctorum.

Moreover, some of the Papists themselves claim that a council is above the pope. Against them the counterargument that the Council of Basel was not approved by the Roman pope would not hold. In regard to this matter, see the history of this council as published by Aeneas Sylvius.

Clichtovaeus (commentary on Damascenus’s De orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 2, p. 168): “That at her conception the most holy Virgin was contaminated by the infection of primeval fault contracted from the beginning is contrary not only to the determination of the Catholic Church and to the piety of faith but also to the sacred writings and Scriptures.”

Surius (Comm. rerum gestar., p. 20) reports that “at the Academy of Mainz none of the professors of theology are promoted without taking an oath that they affirm a belief in the immaculate conception of the Virgin.”

Salmeron (commentary on Romans 5, disp. 51, § Deinde) writes: “At the Academy of Paris no one is considered worthy of the title Master in Theology who has not first bound himself by a religious oath to protect and do battle for this privilege of the Virgin.”

Canisius (De virgine Deipara, bk. 1, ch. 7) testifies that the same thing was customary at the Academy in Spain. So what is so strange about the fact that Bugenhagen declared that this opinion must be considered as an article of faith in the Roman Church?

It is proved from Scripture that blessed Mary was subject to original sin.

§ 113. In the second place, Bellarmine writes: “The opinion concerning the immaculate conception of the Virgin is neither heretical nor erroneous, because it is contrary to neither the Word of God nor the declaration of the church.”

We respond. On the contrary, Scripture, the ancient doctors, some of the Scholastics, and therefore some of the Papists themselves testify that blessed Mary was conceived in sin.

From Scripture we produce the following arguments. (1) “Where the law does not distinguish, we also ought not distinguish,” say the lawyers. In like manner, where Scripture does not distinguish, we also ought not distinguish. But Scripture declares in general that all who are propagated by carnal generation from Adam are guilty of original sin. Rom. 5:12: “Sin entered through one man, and death spread to all men, in whom all sinned.” John 3:6: “Whatever is born of flesh is flesh.” Rom. 3:23: “All have sinned.” Bellarmine responds coldly that probable reasons are given for the special privilege of Mary. We shall see later what sort these are [§§ 116–20]. Special privileges are derived from clear and express words when they restrict a general rule.

(2) Scripture assigns this privilege to Christ alone: that He “is separated from the sinners” (Heb. 7:26), that the conception of Christ alone is pure, holy, and unstained. Blessed Mary must not be admitted into the fellowship of this dignity apart from Scripture.

(3) Mary was not without actual sins; therefore she was not without original sin, since the source of actual sins is original sin. The antecedent is clear because “she continued with the apostles in prayer” (Acts 1:14), undoubtedly in that prayer which contains a petition for the remission of sins as prescribed by Christ (Luke 11:[4]). Who will believe that Mary omitted that section? The fact that she guarded Christ with the care which was proper (Luke 2:43) is not faulted by Christ; yet in those matters which did not pertain to maternal care, she wanted to give Him orders (John 2:4; Luke 2:49). But far be it from us to say that Christ’s rebuke was unjust! In Luke 8[:20] she agrees with His stepbrothers,9 who believe that Christ should be closed up for a time and thus removed from teaching. Chrysostom (on Matthew, homily 12): “To her He attributes importunity, ambition, and vainglory.” In his commentary on Psalm 13 he writes: “The sword of doubt pierced her soul at the time of His suffering.” In his commentary on John 2: “He attributes to her an affection for human glory and ambition.” Similar statements to these are found in Origen (on Luke, homily 17), Augustine (Quaest. V. et N., quaest. 73), Theophylact (on Luke 2), etc.

(4) According to Luke 8:20–21, Mary had her blessedness from her hearing and keeping of the Word, and for this reason in her song she declares with grateful heart that God is her Savior [Luke 1:47]. She was more blessed for having faith than for conceiving the flesh of Christ, etc.

(5) Mary was subject to calamities and to death, which are the punishments for sin; therefore she was also subject to original sin. The logic is obvious, because either her calamities and death were an atonement for our sins or the consequence of her own sins.

If anyone should wish to counter with the assumption of Mary into heaven, he should listen to Sixtus Senensis (Biblioth., bk. 2, title Mariae transitus): “Nothing of this sort is found among the Latin fathers” (says Augustine), and “this is an apocryphal dogma” (says Jerome). Bede also refutes this story as contradictory to the evangelist.

From the fathers.

§ 114. Here we should place the statements of the fathers in which they declare that Christ alone was conceived without sin, in which they claim that all people propagated by carnal generation from Adam are guilty of original sin, in which they attribute actual sins to Mary, and in which they bear witness that the Holy Spirit wiped away the stain of sin from those drops of blood from which the body of Christ was formed in Mary.

Lest there be a necessity of quoting here the many statements from the fathers, note the confession of our adversaries. Biel (Sent., 3, dist. 3, q. 1, art. 2) testifies:

The following offer their assent to the opinion that Mary, at the instant of her ensoulment, was not preserved from the contagion of original sin: Augustine (De fide ad Petrum, ch. 23; Contra Julian., bk. 2, ch. 36; toward the end of De perfect. justitiae; around the middle of De natura et gratia; on Genesis, bk. 10, ch. 14), Ambrose (on Luke), Leo (Sermon de nat. Dom.), Damascenus, Anselm (De concept. virg., bk. 2; Cur Deus homo, ch. 16), Bernard (Letter ad canon. Lugdunens.), etc.

Canus (Loc. theol., bk. 7, ch. 1, no. 1) writes: “On the basis of this passage” (Rom. 5[:12]: “in whom all have sinned”), “all the saints have declared with one voice that the blessed Virgin was conceived in original sin: Chrysostom, Eusebius, Remigius, Ambrose, Augustine, Bernard, Bede, Anselm, Erardus Martyr, St. Anthony, Dr. Bonaventure,” etc.

Suarez (In Thom., part 3, q. 27, art. 1) writes: “The ancient fathers have said few things about this privilege of the blessed Virgin, both because the Holy Spirit instructs the church gradually and also because those men were destined to explain other more serious mysteries.”

Salmeron (commentary on Romans 5, disp. 51, § Deinde) writes: “Some bring out two hundred fathers; others, such as Bandellus, almost three hundred; and Cajetan, fifteen—and those he says are irrefutable.” (To this argument Salmeron responds: “in order to set a multitude of ancient doctors against a multitude of more recent doctors.”) Therefore there will be no need to list the statements of the fathers, since they freely grant to us their agreement.

From the Scholastics and Papists.

§ 115. In fact, even some of the Scholastics and Papists themselves add their weight to our opinion. Lombard (Sent., 3, dist. 3, letter A) writes: “One can truly say and believe according to the witness of the saints that the very flesh of the Word was at first subject to sin, just like the rest of the flesh of the Virgin, but was cleansed by the operation of the Holy Spirit so that, immune from every contagion, it was united with the Word.”

The gloss on [Ius canonicum,] c. pronuntiandum (3. De consecr., dist. 3, on the word Nativitas): “The Festival of the Conception of Mary is not to be celebrated, because she was conceived in sins just like the rest of the saints, with the sole exception of the person of Christ.” Thomas Aquinas, Bonaventure, Capreolus (on Sent., 3, dist. 3), Alexander of Hales (part 3, q. 9), Gregory of Rimini (Sent., 2, dist. 30, q. 2), Cajetan (Comm. Thom.), and Dominicus Bannes (Sent., 2, q. 1, art. 10) follow the opinion of Lombard. Add to these the Dominican monks who are the adversaries of the Franciscans in this article.

Arguments in favor of the immaculate conception of blessed Mary: From Scripture.

§ 116. In the third place, Bellarmine tries to show that their belief that the blessed Virgin was immune from all sin by a unique privilege of God is not rash but devout and correct because probable and suitable reasons can be given from Scripture, from the fathers, from the consensus of the church, and from reason.

(I) “Adam is a figure of Christ (1 Corinthians 15). He was created out of the earth which God had not yet cursed. Therefore the second Adam was also formed by the Holy Spirit out of a virgin who was free of every curse and sin, and it is perhaps for this reason that she was greeted by the angel as blessed among women [cf. Luke 1:28, 42].”

We respond. Strong arguments are not taken from figures unless Scripture itself reveals the application. In Romans 5 and 1 Corinthians 15, Paul compares Christ with Adam, but he does not mention this application. If there still is a desire to compare Adam and Christ in this point (as Tertullian does in his book De carne Christi), it is enough that that mass from which the flesh of Christ comes was not subject to sin and its curse, namely, through a special operation of the Holy Spirit as He “came upon” her; and to this alone the immaculate conception of the Son of God in the womb of the blessed Mary should be attributed as accepted. There is no need for doubtful guesses as to why Mary is said to be blessed among women, because Elizabeth adds the clear explanation of her own words in Luke 1:42: “Blessed are you among women, and blessed is the fruit of your womb,” where the conjunction “and” [καί] is placed “causally in place of the word ‘for’ [γάρ],” according to the interpretation of Theophylact. Therefore Mary is blessed because she has conceived that blessed fruit of her womb in whom alone all people are blessed, has given Him birth, and has believed in Him. For the physical conception of Christ itself would have been of no profit to her salvation had not the spiritual conception been there. Thus Elizabeth adds: “Blessed are you who have believed” [Luke 1:45]. Augustine (De s. virg., ch. 3): “Mary was more blessed for having faith than for conceiving the flesh of Christ.” Motherly nearness would have been of no profit to Mary, if she had not borne Christ more happily in her heart than in her flesh.

Thus in Luke 11:27–28 Christ clearly refutes this conjecture of Bellarmine. For when a woman cried out from the common crowd: “Blessed is the womb that bore You and the breasts that You sucked,” Christ answered her: “Blessed rather are those who hear the Word of God and” (by conceiving faith in their heart from the hearing of it) “keep it.”

Augustine (on John, tract. 10): “My mother, whom you have called blessed, is blessed because she has kept the Word of God and not because the Word was made flesh in her and dwelt among us, but because she kept the very Word of God through which she was made and which was made flesh in her.”

(II) “Eve was a type of Mary, but Eve was formed at first without sin. Therefore Mary is even the life of all living things spiritually.”

We respond. Tertullian, Irenaeus, Epiphanius, and others of the ancients compare Mary and Eve not in this point but in this: that the Virgin Mary, by applying faith to the words of the angel, conceived and bore Christ the Savior just as Eve, still a virgin, by believing the deceitful promises of Satan, became the cause of sin for Adam, through whom sin and death entered all his descendants. Obviously the immaculate conception of Mary must first be proved from the literal meaning of Scripture before allegories can be constructed upon it.

(III) Song 2[:2]: “As a lily among brambles, so is My beloved among the daughters of men.” And: “You are all beautiful, My beloved, and there is no blemish in you” [Song 4:7]. Song 4[:12]: “A locked garden is My sister, My bride, a garden locked, a fountain sealed.” [They say:] “Many of the ancient fathers explain this as a reference to the blessed Virgin, and the church commands that readings be recited from Song of Songs on the festivals of the blessed Virgin.”

We respond. The entire Song of Songs speaks about Christ and the church, as Bellarmine himself confesses, and cannot be assigned to Mary except by being forced and twisted. Moreover, the apostle clearly assigns the passage “You are all beautiful” to the church and not to Mary (Eph. 5:27). There is no strong line of deduction for this argument: “Mary is very beautiful, and there is no blemish in her; therefore she does not have original sin.” For what was pleasing to God was by grace, not by nature. In Eph. 5:27 the entire church is said to be “holy and without blemish, not having spot nor wrinkle.” In 1 Thess. 5:23 all the saints are said to be “wholly [sanctified] and blameless.” On account of this, shall all of them be considered exempt from the contagion of original sin? No, but in this life they are stainless in the manner of imputation, incipiently; in eternal life they will be so in the manner of consummation.

From the fathers.

§ 117. But Bellarmine also attempts to beg the approval of the fathers, something which may indeed appear strange to anyone because the Papist writers witness clearly that here they lacked the assent of the ancients, and because the very fathers whom Bellarmine produces expressly wrote the contrary in other places.

(1) Ambrose (commentary on the last verse of Psalm 118): “Take me up not from Sarah but from Mary, as an uncorrupted virgin, a virgin free of every stain of sin by grace.”

We respond. He is speaking about the uncorrupted virginity of Mary and not about her total purity from sin, for he writes in the verses immediately preceding: “Take me up in the flesh which fell in Adam,” something which Bellarmine has omitted. In the same place Ambrose says, “God alone is without sin.” He writes about the circumcision (bk. 2, on Luke 1): “He alone of all who are born of woman is holy in all things, the Lord Jesus, who by the uniqueness of His immaculate birth did not feel the contagions of earthly corruption.”

(2) Jerome (on Psalm 77) writes: “The cloud” (Mary) “was not in darkness but was always in light.”

We respond. All the devout are children of light, nor do they walk in works of darkness but in the light [cf. Eph. 5:8; 1 Thess. 5:5]. Yet they are not free from original sin.

(3) Augustine (De nat. grat., ch. 36): “The holy Virgin Mary is excepted. Concerning her I wish to raise absolutely no question when it comes to sins, for the sake of the Lord’s honor. For since we know what great grace was given to her to overcome sin in every respect, it is clear that no sin could hold her who was worthy to conceive and bear Him.”

We respond. Here the matter concerns actual sins, and Augustine is saying clearly that grace was given to Mary to overcome sin. But if Mary had been conceived without sin, there would have been no need for the grace of overcoming sin to have been conferred upon her. Thus whenever Augustine speaks in general about original sin, he excepts Christ alone. He writes (De fide ad Petrum, ch. 23): “Hold this very firmly, and by no means doubt that every person who is conceived by the intercourse of man and woman is born with original sin, is given to impiety, and is subject to death—and for this reason he is born a child of wrath by nature.” De nupt. et conc. (bk. 1, ch. 12): “There alone” (in the conception of Christ) “was there no nuptial intercourse, because He who was to be without sin and was sent not in sinful flesh but in the likeness of sinful flesh could not be made in the sinful flesh without that concupiscence of the flesh which comes from sin, without which He wished to be born, that He might teach us that every person who is born of intercourse is sinful flesh, because He alone who was not born from this was not sinful flesh.” Contra Julian. (bk. 5, ch. 9): “But if the flesh of Christ is without doubt not the flesh of sin but is similar to the flesh of sin, what remains for us to understand except that with this exception all the rest of human flesh is of sin? From this it appears that the concupiscence, through which Christ did not wish to be conceived, caused the spreading of evil in the human race because the body of Mary, though He came from it, did not pass over into His body because she did not conceive from it,” etc. De Genes. ad lit. (bk. 10, ch. 18):

What is more undefiled than the womb of the Virgin whose flesh, though it came from the propagation of sin, nevertheless did not conceive from the progeny of sin, so that even in the womb of Mary the body of Christ did not serve the law which, when placed in the members of the body of death, fights against the law of the mind, etc.? In the same manner, though the body of Christ was taken from the flesh of the woman which had been conceived from that progeny of the flesh, nevertheless, because it was not conceived in her in the way that she had been conceived, neither was it the very flesh of sin, but the likeness of the flesh of sin.

De perfect. justit.: “Whoever thinks that some person or some people exist or have existed in this life who did not need the forgiveness of sins, with the exception of the one Mediator of God and men, he is contrary to the Scripture, which says, ‘Through one man sin entered into the world’ [Rom. 5:12].”

(4) Cyprian (Sermon de nativ.): “Mary, differing much from the rest [of humanity], shared in the nature [of humanity] and not in [its] fault.”

We respond. The author of those sermons is not Cyprian, as Bellarmine himself, Pammelius, and Sixtus Senensis confess (Biblioth., bk. 4). Moreover, a little previously the author of those sermons writes: “By the overshadowing of the Holy Spirit the original fire was extinguished in Mary as she conceived Christ.” Therefore, with these words, he removes Mary from the company of other women not in respect to all fault but in respect to the fault of corrupted virginity. The same Cyprian (in Expositio symbol., which nevertheless is more correctly attributed to Rufinus) writes regarding the conception of Christ: “The Holy Spirit is present, that He who has been conceived and born may be sanctified.”

(5) Damascenus (Orat. 1 in nat. virg.): “Nature dared not precede grace” (in Mary).

We respond. In Orth. fid. (bk. 3, ch. 2) he writes clearly: “The Holy Spirit came upon her” (Mary), “cleansing her [καθαῖρoν αὐτὴν],” which the Latin translator has rendered not quite accurately as “instructing her” [instruens ipsam ], though the Greek word speaks of cleansing.

(6) Anselm (De concept. virg., ch. 18): “It was fitting that that Virgin rely on a purity greater than which no one under God [Himself] can understand.” In his commentary on 2 Corinthians 5: “All are dead in their sins with absolutely no one excepted, aside from the mother of God, whether the sins be original or even added voluntarily.”

We respond. The same man (Cur Deus homo, bk. 2, ch. 16) writes clearly: “That Virgin from whom Christ was assumed was conceived in iniquities. And in sin did her mother conceive her. She was also born in original sin, because she, too, sinned in Adam, in whom all have sinned.”

As far as concerns the testimonies of the rest [of the fathers] which Bellarmine cites—namely, of Idiota, Peter Damian, Bruno, etc.—we are not very worried, and certainly not in reference to the decree of the popes or of the Council of Basel.

From lines of reasoning.

§ 118. Let us hear the lines of reasoning which Bellarmine produces. “It is certain that God could have preserved Mary from original sin.”

We respond. Surely that could have happened, but it must be proved that it actually did happen. Therefore this is how Bellarmine tries to prove that God wanted this: (1) “A mother’s honor as much as her shame overflows to her child.”

We respond. Thomas ([ST,] part 3, q. 27, art. 3) writes: “Having the kindling removed completely from the mother is something that seems to relate to her dignity, but yet, in some way, it takes away from the dignity of Christ.”

Bernard (Letter 174 ad Lugdun.): “I say that glorious Mary conceived by the Holy Spirit but was not [herself] conceived in this way. I say that a virgin gave birth, but not that she also was born of a virgin. Otherwise where will be the prerogative of the mother of the Lord by which she is believed uniquely to exult both in the gift of a child and in the integrity of her flesh, if you attribute just as much to her mother?”

Thus when Scripture uniquely and specifically attributes a conception by the Holy Spirit without sin to Christ, surely it approaches an insult to Christ to attribute to Mary the same thing, apart from Scripture. Beust (Homil. Domin. in die concept., p. 666) is correct: “It does not verge on an insult to the Virgin Mary or to the Lord that she was conceived in original sin, because no one can deny that Christ, who was without sin, nevertheless came from sinners in regard to His [human] nature (Rom. 1:3).”

(2) “The mother of Christ had a unique affinity and conjunction with Christ, but what covenant does Christ have with Belial?”

We respond. Rom. 1:3: “Christ was born of His fathers according to the flesh.” Shall we claim that they, too, were free of original sin? The covenant about which the apostle is speaking is defined as a consensus and conformity with the devil in false doctrines and in a zeal to sin. Far be it from us to attribute this to Mary!

(3) “The Son of God, who is wisdom itself, dwelt in Mary in unique fashion; but wisdom will not enter a malevolent soul, nor will it dwell in a body which is subject to sin (Wisdom 1[:4]).”

We respond. It is one thing to have a malevolent soul and a body subject to sin, which is the description of reigning sin, but it is another thing to resist the desires of sin through the Holy Spirit while being defiled by sin naturally. All the saints confess that they have sin (1 John 1:10), and yet their bodies are temples of the Holy Spirit (1 Cor. 6:19).

(4) “What is said in Song [4:7], ‘You are altogether beautiful,’ ought to be fulfilled in the Virgin.”

We respond. On the contrary, this is fulfilled not only in the Virgin, but it is also fulfilled every day in the entire church and will be fulfilled perfectly in eternal life. Yet who will say that the church is free of all sin?

(5) “Mary surpasses all the angels and the first parents themselves, who were sanctified at the first moment of creation.”

We respond. She excels them not in the condition or integrity of her nature but because she is the mother of God [θεoτόκoς] by the singular grace of God; otherwise, in the same way, it could be inferred that Mary was not of a corporeal but of an angelic nature.

(6) “The revelations of Brigitta prove this very thing.”

We respond: “To the Law and to the testimony!” (Isa. 8:20). Luke [16]:29: “We have Moses and the prophets.” Gerson used to say, “Every revelation which the Law does not prove with the Gospel is suspect.” If the revelations of Brigitta are proved to Bellarmine, let him acknowledge that “the pope is a murderer of souls, the scatterer and destroyer of the sheep of Christ, that he is more abominable than the Jews, more savage than Judas, more unjust than Pilate, worse and lower than Lucifer himself, that his aides will burn in unquenchable sulfurous fire, that Rome is a field wild with weeds,” etc. For all these things occur in Brigitta’s Revelationes.

Objections to our arguments.

§ 119. In the fourth place, Bellarmine (ch. 16, cols. 327ff.) tries to weaken the force of our arguments. (1) “Scripture says that Christ did not know sin, that He was innocent and undefiled,” etc., “yet it does not add that this befits Christ alone and, on the contrary, even attributes similar things to others, if we pay attention to the words as they sound.”

We respond. According to Heb. 7:26, Christ is “separated from sins.” Therefore He Himself alone is without sin. Scripture declares in general about all people that no one is innocent before God: “There is no man who does not sin; if we say that we have no sin, we are liars,” etc. [1 Kings 8:46; 1 John 1:10]. Therefore the privilege of being completely sinless belongs to Christ alone.

(2) [Bellarmine:] “Christ alone was immune to original sin by the power of His generation, for He alone was conceived not of the seed of man but by the power of the Holy Spirit. Mary lacks the original blemish by the privilege of divine grace.”

We respond. That privilege is being asserted without Scripture, and thus the general declarations of Scripture cannot and should not be limited by it.

(3) “Mary sinned and died in Adam; that is, she became susceptible so that, whenever she began to exist actually, sin would truly exist within her. But she was preceded by the grace of God so that, as soon as she began to exist, she was righteous. By nature she was a child of wrath, but by grace she has always been a daughter of mercy.”

We respond. These things stand in need of confirmation, not merely assertion. If Mary was not subject to original sin at any time, how was she ever a child of wrath by nature and through carnal generation?

(4) [Bellarmine:]

Mary was subject to sin at three times: first, as long as she was in the loins of Adam and of the rest of her parents; second, when she was conceived in the womb of her mother before ensoulment; and, finally, at the first instant of the union of soul and body. For though she was justified at the same instant of time, nevertheless because one is subject to the order of nature before one is subject to accidents, that person [Mary] was thus, by the order of nature, apart from her own causes before either sin or righteousness adhered in her.

We respond. In regard to the first time, she was subject to sin not in actuality but only potentially, not in herself but only in her father. In regard to the second time, she existed in only one part of herself, namely, in the body (according to the hypothesis of Bellarmine), which is not properly subject to sin (according to the hypothesis of the same Bellarmine, for he calls it a dreadful paradox that an embryo not yet ensouled is said by Chemnitz to be subject to sin).10 In regard to the third time, the mere thought of our mind or surely only its potential was subject to sin. For at the very first instant of ensoulment (according to Bellarmine), she was free from every stain of sin and was never at any time actually subject to it. Therefore when Bellarmine asserts that Mary nonetheless was subject to sin, though he supports her immaculate conception, it is mere evasion and frothing at the mouth.

(5) Augustine (De nat. et grat., ch. 36) says, “Grace to overcome sin in every respect was given to Mary.” Bellarmine explains this as follows: “Through the grace infused in her at her creation she overcame original sin; that is, she completely cut off its approach to her and escaped the stains of every actual sin.”

We respond. In as many places as possible, Augustine confirms that all the descendants of Adam propagated from him by carnal generation are subject to original sin; he never makes an exception for Mary. Here he is speaking about actual sins, as the entire context of that chapter proves, and he argues that the grace to overcome these in every respect was probably given to her. Therefore he surely presupposes that sin also dwelt in her, for there is no victory without a foe and a battle. The interpretation of Bellarmine is foreign to the aim and words of Augustine, for how can it be said that Mary overcame sin if she was never attacked by it, being preserved from it at the very instant of her ensoulment?

(6) Bellarmine explains the statements of Augustine, Ambrose, and others—in which they testify that all people, with the exception of Christ alone, were subject to original sin—in this way: “Christ alone did not contract original sin by way of His generation; but Mary, on the basis of a privilege of grace.”

We respond. Nowhere do they mention this limitation and privilege.

(7) The statement of Augustine (from the book De perfect. justit.) that remission of sins is necessary for all people, the one Mediator excepted, is twisted by Bellarmine in this way: “Mary was forgiven the sins not into which she fell but into which she could have fallen, just as someone is said to have been freed from sickness who was preserved from it.”

We respond. Augustine adds clearly that the remission of sins is necessary for everyone without exception, because the apostle declares that sin entered the world through one man [Rom. 5:12]. But sin not only could have entered the world but actually did enter it. Therefore the remission of sins was also necessary for all, not the sins which they could have had but which they actually do have. As for the fact that the Mediator of God and man is necessary to all, the possibility of having sin does not suffice (for otherwise the first parents would have needed Christ the Mediator before the fall) but [only] the actuality of having sin.

(8) Bellarmine tries to escape the clarity of Augustine’s declaration (Contra Julian., bk. 5, ch. 9) which asserts that “the flesh of all people, and thus of Mary herself, is the flesh of sin” with the usual distinction that “by virtue of her conception the blessed Virgin would have to have been corrupted by sin, had not the privilege of grace intervened.” Yet Augustine is not asking about potentiality but about actuality, and is asserting that the flesh of all people, with the exception of the flesh of Christ alone, is the flesh of sin, and he does not make an exception for Mary herself from this general statement.

(9) Bellarmine explains the words of Bernard (Letter 174 ad can. Lugd.) claiming that the conception of blessed Mary was subject to sin as referring to “the first moment of conception before the infusion of the soul,” and urges Bernard’s claim that “Mary was holy before she was born and that she was without every actual sin,” and also that “Bernard is himself subject to the Roman Church.”

We respond. At the time of Bernard a great deviation of doctrine had already occurred, yet in the same place he clearly disapproves of the Festival of the Conception of Mary and writes that people are observing it superstitiously.

The refutation of lies and calumnies.

§ 120. Finally, Bellarmine (ch. 17) refutes “the lies and calumnies” of Dr. Chemnitz (as he calls them).

(I) At first, they say, Chemnitz had said that at the time of Lombard “the opinion of the immaculate conception of the Virgin was still unknown.” Bellarmine says this is false, “because the fathers before Lombard, and especially Anselm (commentary on 1 Corinthians 5), taught the same thing.”

We respond. Bellarmine is twisting the words of the ancients into an alien and foreign meaning, something which some of the Jesuits themselves acknowledge, as we have seen earlier [§ 114]. The words of Lombard (Sent., 3, dist. [3,] letter A) are quite clear: “It can truly be said and ought to be believed that, according to the witness of the saints, the very flesh of the Word was at first subject to sin, just as was the rest of the flesh of the Virgin, but it was cleansed by the work of the Holy Spirit, so that, being immune to every contagion, it was united with the Word.”

(II) [Bellarmine claims that] Chemnitz “said that Lombard began his argument with a pretext taken from the words of Augustine, that in the conception of Christ the blessed Virgin had been freed from all sin and even from the kindling [of sin].” Bellarmine retorts: “Lombard was not the first; rather, it was Anselm (Cur Deus homo, bk. 2, ch. 16; De concept. virg., ch. 18) and, in fact, Augustine himself (De natura et gratia, ch. 36).”

We respond. Augustine does not attribute a complete absence of sin to the holy Virgin but a victory over sin, nor does he force anyone into assent. Rather, he responds moderately to the Pelagians (who had said that it was necessary for piety to confess that Mary was without sin) that, with the exception of the holy Virgin, “about whom, on account of the Lord’s honor, I want to have absolutely no question when sins are being discussed; for from this [the Lord’s honor] we know that more grace was given to her to overcome sin in every respect, to her who deserved to conceive and bear Him who clearly had no sin.” At the time of Anselm (who preceded Lombard by a whole century), Chemnitz does not deny that people celebrated the Festival of the Conception of Mary in some places, nor does he dissimulate, since he describes the origin of the festival from that man [Anselm].

(III) [Bellarmine claims that] Chemnitz had said, “Those who followed Lombard began to argue that even though Mary had first been conceived in original sin, she was later born in a sanctified womb without sin.” Bellarmine says that this is “an outrageous lie, because at the time of Bernard and Damian, who did not follow Lombard but were his same age or his elders, the birth of the holy Virgin was celebrated very frequently in the entire church.”

We respond. Bernard (Letter 174) indeed says that the church reckoned the very day of Mary’s birth as holy and celebrated it with the votive exultation of the whole world. This was not unknown to Chemnitz, who quotes this very letter of Bernard. When he attributes the opinion of the immaculate birth of Mary to those who followed Lombard, he is speaking about the various debates over this topic which developed and were stirred up with great contention in the schools after the days of Lombard.

(IV) [Bellarmine claims that] Chemnitz had said, “After the days of Lombard, the feast of the conception began to be established.” Bellarmine retorts in the same manner: “This is a very great lie, because Anselm and Bernard have mentioned that feast.”

We respond. But this was likewise not unknown to Chemnitz, because he describes the origin of the festival from Anselm. Rather, he speaks about the solemn and universal institution of this festival, finally confirmed by Sixtus IV in 1466. At the time of Bernard, this festival was beginning to be celebrated in some places, but more because of private superstition (as he himself attests) and not by public custom. For this reason, Bernard also disapproves of the celebration of this festival.

(V) [Bellarmine claims that] Chemnitz had said, “The Council of Trent has left it free to think that blessed Mary’s being conceived without original sin is outside of, beyond, or even contrary to the Word of God.” This and other things which follow in Chemnitz (namely, that the council wanted to be careful, lest the opinion which asserts that Mary was preserved from every contagion of original sin in her conception and ensoulment be condemned from Scripture, and lest the revelations and miracles by which they establish that opinion beyond and contrary to Scripture be repudiated—since the council wished to proclaim to the contrary that the Festival of the Conception should be kept religiously with papal indulgences, with respect to the reasons for which Sixtus originated it) are called by Bellarmine “a shameless calumny and lie, because the freedom to have an opinion about this matter was left by Pope Sixtus and the Council of Trent because they knew that neither opinion openly militated against the Word of God.”

We respond. We have shown earlier that the opinion regarding the immaculate conception of the blessed Virgin is not supported by the firm and unshakable documentation of Scripture but is opposed to its general declarations regarding the propagation of sin. Therefore when the pope (whose thought the fathers of Trent follow) leaves freedom of opinion in this question open to all—and in fact instituted the celebration of this festival and granted generous indulgences to those who celebrated it because of revelations and miracles—are not the pope and the Tridentine fathers decreeing something beyond and contrary to Scripture?

What should be observed in the question about the immaculate conception of Mary.

§ 121. Before we finish this question about the conception of the blessed Virgin Mary, it should be pointed out that: (1) With this disquisition we wish to detract nothing from blessed Mary’s dignity which Scripture attributes to her, namely, that by all generations she should be called blessed and the mother of God [θεoτόκoς, Luke 1:42].

(2) If it is said along with Bernard (Letter 174) that Mary was sanctified in the womb before she was born (which Scripture attributes to Jeremiah and to John the Baptist, and which Bernard attributes also to David), nevertheless it does not at all follow from this that she was completely immune to every infection of original sin, for sanctification removes the guilt of sin and diminishes the kindling of sin but does not wipe it away completely.

(3) We devoutly believe that Mary was subject to none of the fires of illicit burning, but rather that in body and soul she kept a perpetual comeliness of virginity, and thus was a virgin in a perfect manner.


 

1 Read Evae instead of Adae. See Roberti Cardinalis Bellarmini Opera Omnia, ed. Zistus Riarius Sforza (Naples: Apud Josephum Giuliano, 1858), 4:169.

2 Here Gerhard’s intent is to show that original sin is contracted at conception. Elsewhere (On the Image of God in Man before the Fall, Commonplace XI, § 121) he states that the soul is propagated at the moment of conception, not later, as Bellarmine held. See below, § 119 (4), where Gerhard says that delayed ensoulment is not his own position, but is Bellarmine’s hypothesis. See also above, p. xiii.

3 That is, Matthias Flacius Illyricus.

4 I.e., [image: ], “I was shaped,” in Ps. 51:5 (Hebrew, v. 7).

5 Translated in most English Bibles as “conceived” (Ps. 51:5).

6 A quotation from the hymn Veni Redemptor Gentium by St. Ambrose. For an English version see LSB 332:2; TLH 95:2.

7 Cf. Lectures on Genesis (1535–45/1544–54), AE 7:13 (WA 44:311).

8 These words are quoted from Augustine, De peccatorum meritis et remissione 3.12.21 (PL 44:199).

9 agnatorum. For Gerhard’s arguments for the perpetual virginity of Mary, see On Scripture (1625 Exegesis, Commonplace I), § 387; On the Church (Commonplace XXV), § 218 (4).

10 See above, § 101.







CHAPTER VIII: ON THE EFFECTS OF ORIGINAL SIN

§ 122. Now that we have set forth the propagation of original sin, its effects or punishments must be discussed. But we say that some effects of original sin are only punishments and that some are simultaneously punishments and sins.

The punishments are temporal and eternal. The following must be assigned to the class of punishments: (1) The multiple calamities and miseries of this life. Thus it was announced to Eve and all her daughters, Gen. 3:16: “I shall multiply many times your pain and your conceptions; with pain will you bear children,” etc. It was declared to Adam and all his sons, vv. 17–19: “Cursed is the earth because of you; in toil you will eat from it all the days of your life. Thorns and thistles it will produce for you, and you will eat the plants of the field. You will eat your bread in the sweat of your face.”

(2) Various ailments and, finally, bodily or temporal death. Gen. 3:19: “You are dust, and to dust you will return.” Wisdom 2:24: “Through the devil’s envy death entered the world,” namely, through sin, as it is explained in Rom. 5:12.

(3) The wrath of God and eternal damnation. Eph. 2:3: “We were all by nature the children of wrath.” John 3:36: “Whoever does not believe in the Son, the wrath of God rests upon him.” Rom. 5:16 and 18: “The judgment following one trespass brought condemnation. One man’s trespass led to condemnation for all men.”

§ 123. In regard to this Iliad1 of punishments, the ancient fathers speak as follows.

Justin (Tryph.): “Through Adam the human race fell into sin.”

Ambrose (De vocat. gent., bk. 2, ch. 3): “We have all lost the wholeness of our nature because of the trespass of the first man. From it mortality is drawn, and from it the manifold corruption of body and soul has come.”

Augustine (Letter 28 ad Hieronymum): “If I should wish to count the punishments” (introduced into the world as the result of the first sin, and not only eternal but also temporal), “time would give out before examples did. They” (infants) “languish because of illnesses; they are tormented by pains, tortured by hunger and thirst; their members are weakened; they are deprived of their senses and are vexed by unclean spirits.”

Bernard (Medit., ch. 2, col. 1190): “According to the outer man, I come from those parents who caused me to be condemned before I was born.”

§ 124. The punishments that are at the same time sins are: the corrupt impulses of concupiscence, corrupt thoughts, damnable affections, and all actual sins. Matt. 15:19–20: “Out of the heart come evil thoughts, murders, adulteries, fornications, thefts, false witness, blasphemies. These are what defile a person.” Matt. 12:35: “The evil man out of his evil treasure brings forth evil things.” Rom. 7:8: “Sin worked in me all kinds of concupiscence.” Verse 23: “I see another law in my members at war with the law of my mind.” Rom. 8:7: “The mind that is set on the flesh is hostile toward God.” Gal. 5:17 and 19–21: “The flesh lusts against the Spirit. The works of the flesh are evident: fornication, impurity, licentiousness, the service of idols, sorcery, enmity, contentions, jealousy, anger, selfishness, dissension, sects, envy, murder, drunkenness, carousing, and the like.” James 1:14–15: “Each one is tempted when he is lured and enticed by his own concupiscence. Then concupiscence, when it has conceived, gives birth to sin.”

Ambrose (De vocat. gent., bk. 2, ch. 3): “We have lost the wholeness of our nature because of the trespass of the first parent,” etc. “From that have come ignorance and difficulties, useless worries, unlawful desires, sacrilegious errors, empty fear, harmful love, unjust joys, thoughts needing repentance, and no less a multitude of miseries than of crimes,” etc.

Chrysostom (Homily de Adam et Eva): “From this very sin of transgression sprout all other sins.”

Cassiodorus (on Psalm 118): “The fault of original sin always draws us, prone as we are, toward vice.”

Observations regarding the effects of original sin.

§ 125. Observe: (I) Although the guilt of original sin, about which we have spoken earlier [§§ 79–80], appears to be the very same thing as the punishments which we have listed, especially the wrath of God, nevertheless between them there is a distinction such that guilt, properly and accurately speaking, is not the punishment for sin itself but the obligation for punishment by which (obligation) a person is made guilty, that is, subject to the wrath of God and to temporal and eternal punishments, unless remission is made for Christ’s sake.

(II) Observe also this: although believers obtain forgiveness of this and of other sins through Christ and because of Christ, nonetheless they remain no less subject to the calamities of this life and to temporal death, something which is quite obvious from just the one example of our first parents. Although they were accepted into grace because of the promised Seed of the woman, yet to them were announced the multiplication of grief and hardship and, finally, even reversion back into dust.

The causes of this are many, and we shall list them in their own place. The more significant ones are these: First, Rom. 6:6: “In order that the sin which still adheres to the flesh might be mortified and the body of sin destroyed.” 1 Cor. 11:32: “When we are judged, we are chastened by the Lord so that we may not be condemned along with the world.”

Second, in order that, having recognized the seriousness of sin, we may always remember our forgiveness gratefully. Jer. 30:11: “I shall chasten you in judgment, lest you seem to yourself to go unpunished.”

Finally, in order that exercises of faith, patience, and obedience on the cross may be set before us. Heb. 12:11: “For the moment, all discipline seems to be painful rather than pleasant, but afterward it yields the peaceful fruit of righteousness to those who have been trained by it.” Meanwhile, there is a great difference between the punishments owed to the impenitent and unbelieving who have not yet been reconciled to God and those paternal chastisements imposed upon the devout and reconciled. For the former come from an angry Judge, but the latter, from a very kind Father. They are the bitter arrows from the sweet hand of God. The former are the beginning of eternal punishments, but the latter end with this life.

The effects of original sin according to Bellarmine.

§ 126. When Bellarmine (De statu peccati, bk. 6, ch. 1) is about to discuss the evil consequences of original sin, he distinguishes them in this way: “People suffer some of them if they happen to die as infants before receiving the forgiveness of sins. But they are compelled to endure others if they lead a rather longer life, whether their sin has been forgiven or not.”

He makes his argument regarding the punishment of infants who depart from this life without Baptism in chs. 1–8, which question we treat in our article On Baptism [Commonplace XXIII, §§ 235–45].

In ch. 7 he divides the punishments of original sin which people are forced to endure in this life in this way:

Some evils of this life are internal; others are external. The internal ones, which are within man himself, include ignorance, concupiscence, etc. The external ones, which are outside of man, are having an angry God, being under the power of the devil, etc. Some internal evils are in the superior part of the soul, some in the inferior part, others in the body. In the superior, intelligence and the will are harmed; in the inferior, both the internal and external senses and both appetitive faculties.2 In the body are very many disadvantages and, at the end, death itself.

In ch. 8 he composes a “special explanation of those evils,” and, in the first place, he lists the various wounds or ailments of the human mind. These are:

(1) Such a great ignorance of necessary things in infants as is not seen even in beasts. (2) Foolishness, with which some are born. (3) Difficulty in learning. (4) Ignorance of the ultimate end, in the achievement of which blessedness consists. (5) Ignorance of the means to the end. (6) A difficulty in understanding the natures of things. (7) Ignorance of one’s own mind. (8) The fact that the human mind is hindered in its understanding by the body. (9) An almost natural curiosity. (10) The fact that we think on many foolish, frivolous, and unsuitable things in our mind either unwillingly or even at a very inopportune time.

In ch. 10 he lists “the ailments and wounds of the will,” which are:

(1) Φιλαυτία, or self-love. (2) A difficulty in overcoming sins and in cultivating virtues. (3) An incredible negligence in those matters which pertain to blessed living. (4) An immoderate solicitude concerning the making of temporal wealth. (5) The fact that the will is very slow to worship the true God and very prompt to worship false gods. (6) Fickleness, instability, a warfare and strife of the human will. (7) Unhappiness with one’s status. (8) The fact that no one, unless he be renewed by grace, can avoid all mortal sins and, on the other hand, that not even the renewed can avoid venial sins.

In ch. 11 he lists “the wounds of the inferior part,” and they are:

(1) The fact that many are born blind or deaf or dumb, etc. (2) The illusion of dreams. (3) That interior sentiment hinders and confuses the intelligence in a strange way. (4) Weakness in the irascible appetite.3 (5) Concupiscence, which wars against the Spirit.

In ch. 12 he lists “the miseries of people which are related to the body.” These are:

(1) A variety of diseases. (2) That the very means of diseases are often torments. (3) That sometimes the lack of food and drink drives people to madness. (4) That such hard work is necessary to earn food. (5) Brevity of life. (6) The continuous fear of an imminent death.

In ch. 13 he enumerates “the miseries which occur to man externally.” These are:

(1) Having an angry God. (2) Being under the power of the devil. (3) That people often take advantage of each other. (4) The disobedience of the animals devoid of reason toward people. (5) Calamity which often occurs from sky, earth, and sea. (6) The tribulations of chance accidents.

Judgment.

§ 127. We do not altogether disapprove of this philosophical dissertation of Bellarmine, but we do note an imperfection in it.

(1) Although in chs. 14 and 15 he demonstrates against the Pelagians and some of the Scholastics that concupiscence is evil and has developed not from a condition of nature but from the merit of sin, nevertheless with great effort he denies that this, as well as the rest of the wounds of the mind, will, and inferior part (as he calls it), are sins. We shall prove the contrary position from the Scriptures in its own place [On Actual Sins (Commonplace XIII), §§ 36–79].

(2) Bellarmine calls these things “ailments” and “wounds of the inferior and superior parts,” but Holy Scripture uses far more severe language. Eph. 2:1, 5; Col. 2:13: “We were dead in trespasses and sins.” Rom. 8:6–7: “The mind of the flesh is death. The mind of the flesh is enmity against God.” Rom. 7:14: “I am carnal, sold under sin.” John 8:34: “Everyone who commits sin is a slave to sin.” Eph. 5:8: “You were once darkness,” etc.

(3) Bellarmine himself (ch. 16 and the last chapter) makes it clear that his discussion is incomplete when he disapproves [various statements] among us “as heretical”: First, the fact that we claim that “the free will has been destroyed by the fall of Adam” (that is, in spiritual things, for we are not at all unwilling to concede that in external things some powers of the mind and will survive). Second, that we “deny that man, though reborn and justified, can fulfill the Law of God perfectly and earn eternal life.” (There will be a place for each of these controversies to be discussed [On Free Choice (Commonplace XIV), §§ 80–101; On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 62–133].)

Finally, [he calls “heretical”] that among the fruits of original sin we include “the hatred of God, fleeing divine judgment, doubt, and despair.” Bellarmine attacks this with a twofold argument: “First, such impulses do not exist in man except by means of the power of the will; therefore the proper cause of those things is the human will.”

We respond. Those impulses are not always commanded by the will (as they say) but sometimes develop in us though we are unwilling and even fight against them. Thus the cause of those impulses is the will corrupted by sin, not only as the impulses are commanded but also as they are elicited.

Second, “those impulses are found in many people in whom there is no original sin, as in demons, and are not found in many in whom there is original sin, infants, for instance.”

We respond. Although demons lack original sin—that is, the corruption of nature propagated into them through the mode of carnal generation—nevertheless they do not lack sin itself and the terrible corruption of the nature which sin has introduced. Therefore what is so strange if such impulses are found even in them? As far as infants are concerned, though that corruption does not yet reveal itself in them in actuality before the use of reason comes, as far as we can sense, nevertheless God sees the hidden evil of the heart which, like poisoned seed, produces a great crop of those impulses with the passage of time, something we explained in greater detail in its own place [§§ 59, 65].


 

1 See above, p. 25 n. 1.

2 That is, the intellectual appetite and the sensitive appetite. The sensitive appetite is the faculty by which a sensing being desires what it perceives as good and avoids what it perceives as bad. It is subdivided into the concupiscible appetite and the irascible appetite (see the following footnote). The intellectual appetite, on the other hand, is the faculty by which a human being desires the good or avoids the bad that he has known by his intellect; it is the same thing as the “will” (Thomas, ST, 2.2., q. 18, a. 1).

3 The sensitive appetite is subdivided into “concupiscible” and “irascible.” The concupiscible appetite (ἐπιθυμία) is the faculty by which someone desires what seems good to him and avoids what seems bad. For example, a person desires food and avoids poison. The irascible appetite (θύμoς), on the other hand, is the faculty by which someone desires to give up what seems good or undertake what seems bad in order to obtain a greater good or avoid a greater evil. For example, someone may desire to fight in order to obtain food or may desire to abstain from a pleasant, though poisonous, drug in order to retain health. (See Nuntio Signoriello, Lexicon peripateticum philosophico-theologicum in quo scholasticorum distinctiones et effata praecipua explicantur, ed. novissima [Naples: Apud officinam Bibliothecae Catholicae Scriptorum, 1893], 19; Johann Micraelius, Lexicon philosophicum terminorum philosophis usitatorum, 2nd ed. [Stetini: Mamphrasius, 1661; repr., Düsseldorf: Stern Verlag Janssen, 1966], s.v. “appetitus.”)







CHAPTER IX: WHICH EXPLAINS HOW LIBERATION
FROM THIS SIN TAKES PLACE

§ 128. It remains to be explained how we are cleansed from that original stain. This happens in Baptism, which is “the washing of regeneration and of renewal” (Titus 3:5). Regeneration includes the remission of sins through the blood of Christ, which washes us of every sin. Renewal includes the mortification of the flesh and the beginning of new obedience, which is not completely perfect in every detail in this life because “the inner man is renewed day by day” (2 Cor. 4:16). But it will be perfected at some time in the future life when we will be whole, like the angels, and completely sinless. Thus the apostle teaches that the guilt of sin has been removed from the reborn (Rom. 8:21). Meanwhile, as far as depravity is concerned, original sin nevertheless remains (Rom. 7:17), and the devout mortify its deeds (Rom. 8:13) until they are restored into the full freedom of eternal life (v. 21).

Augustine (De peccat. merit. et remiss., bk. 2, ch. 7): “If perfect newness in the very soul, which is the interior man, happened in Baptism, the apostle would not say, ‘The inner man is being renewed day by day’ [2 Cor. 4:16]. Therefore he is not yet completely renewed, and to the extent that he is not yet renewed, he is under the old.” Again (on John, tractate 42): “ ‘Let sin not reign.’ He does not say, ‘Let sin not exist,’ but ‘Let it not reign.’ For as long as you live, it is necessary that sin exist in your members. At least let reigning be taken away from it; let what it orders not occur.”

The corrupt concupiscence which remains in the reborn is sin.

§ 129. Therefore the corrupt concupiscence which remains in the baptized and reborn has the true and proper nature of sin, as the apostle witnesses several times in clear words in the Epistle to the Romans, chs. 6–8. He frees us from the brute thunderbolt of the Council of Trent, which in session 5 denounces those who affirm this. 1 John 3:4: “Every lawlessness is sin.” But the corrupt concupiscence is lawlessness. For this reason, all the saints are compelled to pray for the forgiveness of sins (Ps. 32:6), and they complain that they are sold under sin (Rom. 7:14). They also pray to be freed from that wretched slavery of sin (v. 24). They admit that no one can boast that he is innocent before God (Exod. 34:7), and they pray earnestly that God not enter into judgment with them (Ps. 143:[2]). Surely, in regard to these two questions—namely, whether after Baptism anything that is truly and properly called sin remains in the flesh of the reborn and whether the impulses of concupiscence which are resisted through the Spirit are sins—regarding these questions, I say, we shall discuss them in more detail in the following treatise On Actual Sins [Commonplace XIII, §§ 36–79] and in our article On Baptism [Commonplace XXIII, §§ 128–64].





CHAPTER X: WHICH SETS FORTH THE USE OF THIS COMMONPLACE
AND THE DEFINITION OF ORIGINAL SIN

The use of the doctrine of original sin.

§ 130. The use of the doctrine of original sin consists in this: First, that we acknowledge the extreme corruption of our nature and the indescribable wretchedness into which we have fallen because of the sin of the first man, that we lament it with earnest groans and humble ourselves with all our heart before God. Thus the royal prophet deplores the defilement of his nature within himself (Ambrose, Apolog. Dav., ch. 11) and asks that he be cleansed of secret faults (Ps. 19:[12]; 51:7). Thus Moses, the man of God, acknowledges that this hidden evil is placed in the light of God’s face (Ps. 90:8). In fact, infants, at the very beginning of their birth, weep and cry and do nothing else but pray for its removal, as Cyprian (Letter ad Fidum) says. Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 21, ch. 14): “Infancy, which begins in this light [of life] not with laughter but with weeping, prophesies what ills it has entered without knowing how.” Bernard (Sermon 4 Hebd. poen., col. 122), imitating this, writes as follows: “We utter our first sound of weeping—indeed, with good reason—because we have entered the valley of mourning.”

Second, that, with the sickness recognized, we might sigh for Christ, our Physician, and ask to be freed by Him from this wretchedness of ours. He is that merciful Samaritan who descends from heaven to cleanse again the human race which has been robbed and wounded wretchedly by infernal robbers. By being compassionate toward us, He has come near to us and, by the granting of His mercy, has become our neighbor. In turn, He heals our wounds, binds us with His strict command, and fosters us with the remission of sins, etc. (See Ambrose, on Luke, bk. 7, ch. 47; Augustine, Sermon 37 de verb. Domin.; Macarius, Homily 30.)

Finally, that, with health restored in regard to this lethal sickness, we might avoid sins as the most dangerous of relapses; crucify the flesh “with its passions and desires” (Gal. 5:24); and “cleanse ourselves from every defilement of body and spirit, perfecting sanctification in the fear of God” (2 Cor. 7:1). Bernard (Sermon de coen. Domin., col. 126): “We have all fallen in the fall of the first man. But we have fallen onto a pile of stones and into the mud. For this reason, we are not just befouled but also wounded and seriously shattered. To be sure, we can be washed quickly, but for wholeness there is a need for much healing. Thus we are washed in Baptism because the handwriting of our damnation is erased [Col. 2:14] and this grace is given us: that now concupiscence would no longer harm us, if we yet abstain from consenting [to it].”

The definition of original sin.

§ 131. From the things which have been said, the following definition of original sin can be set down. Original sin is the intimate and very deep corruption of the entire human nature destitute of original righteousness, arising from the fall of the first parents and propagated by them into all their descendants through carnal generation, making those who are not reborn to eternal life from water and the Spirit subject to the wrath of God and to temporal and eternal punishments. This is stated briefly and powerfully in the Augsburg Confession, art. II [1–2]: “They” (our churches) “teach that after the fall of Adam all people propagated according to nature are born with sin—that is, without the fear of God, without trust in God, and with concupiscence—and that this ailment or defect of origin is truly sin which damns and now also brings eternal death to those who are not reborn through Baptism and the Holy Spirit.”

To our Savior, Jesus Christ, who died for us that sin might die in us, who comes to destroy in turn the works of the devil and to restore to us the good things lost through the fall, to Him be praise, honor, and glory forever. Amen.





COMMONPLACE XIII

ON ACTUAL SINS





Connection with the preceding commonplace.

§ 1. Actual sins, the countless offspring conceived by the mother, original sin, are brought to life by the midwifery of corrupt concupiscence so that original sin is no less fertile than Countess Mathilda of Holland, who, by a singular childbearing, miraculously produced 365 children. Guicciardinus, Erasmus, Ludovicus Vives, and [Wolf] (Cent. 13, p. 554) have written about her on the basis of the annals of Flanders (yet be sure not to extend that comparison farther than an equality of fertility). Just as “an evil tree produces evil fruits” (Matt. 7:17; Luke 6:43), as “poisoned waters also flow from a poisoned spring” (Jer. 6:7), and “as bitterness grows from a root of bitterness” into the branches on high (Heb. 12:15), so also countless sins of every kind proceed from the innate corruption of the heart as from a poisoned spring and a very bitter root (Matt. [15:19]), the very evil fruits of an evil tree.

CHAPTER I: THE NATURE OF ACTUAL SIN

Why actual sins are so called.

§ 2. These fruits are called “actual sins” to differentiate them from original sin. For as the latter is said to be original because it begins to inhere in us with the beginning of our nature, so the former are said to be “actual” from acting, because they are not innate in us, nor are they equal in all, but because they are acted out by us, namely, by deeds, words, and thoughts. For this reason, Augustine (Contra Faustum, bk. 22, ch. 27) defines actual sin: “It is a statement or a deed or a desire against the eternal Law” and “It is a transgression of the Law” (De cons. evang., bk. 2, ch. 4).

We accept both these definitions of Augustine, and thus Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et statu peccati, bk. 1, ch. 1) does us an injustice when he writes: “So great is the ineptness or shamelessness of some Lutherans that they are unafraid, without mentioning his name, to list the first definition of Augustine among the errors.” He seeks a pretext for this accusation from the fact that Hesshusius (De sexc. error. pontif., locus 4, no. 1) had written: “The Papists define sin in this way: that it is a word or deed or lust against the Law of God.”

We respond. Hesshusius is not disapproving the definition itself but the faulty application of the definition, because the Papists accept it as a general definition of sin and even apply it to original sin. Nevertheless it is only the definition of actual sins, as Bonaventure (commentary on Sent., 1, dist. 35, art. 1) notes correctly.

Whether all sins are voluntary.

§ 3. In the same place, it seems to Bellarmine that a mention of voluntariness is wanting in the definition of Augustine. To this objection he responds: “This word can be easily gathered from the other parts of the definition, because nothing is properly against the Law except that which is voluntary, and because the Law is not properly given except to those who have the use of free will.”

We respond. (1) Augustine says (De vera relig., ch. 14): “Every sin is voluntary.” Nevertheless he correctly adds (Contra Julianum, bk. 3, ch. 5): “This must be understood as a reference to actual sin, not to original sin.”

(2) But if it should be said in general that there is no sin except a voluntary sin—that is, except it be committed according to choice by the planning and action of one’s own will—the result will be the denial of original sin. Thus this axiom is attributed to the Pelagians by Augustine (De haeres., chs. 15 and 88; Ad Bonifac., bk. 4, ch. 7; De bono persever., bk. 2, chs. 5 and 11; De grat. et peccat. origin., bk. 2, chs. 6 and 13).

(3) What of the fact that not all actual sins are voluntary—that is, committed in the manner and way of those who have knowledge and choice—since some are misdeeds of ignorance and sins of infirmity?

(4) Yet every actual sin can be called voluntary in this manner and respect: insofar as it is opposed to compulsion. Man sins voluntarily, that is, not compelled, but freely.

(5) If Augustine calls original sin voluntary elsewhere, he explains it with the subtle explanation that it arose from the evil will of the first man (Retract., bk. 1, ch. 13), that it has a seat in that will of man, and that in adults the depraved nature consents to that sin.

(7) In connection with this, Bellarmine accepts this definition of Augustine as the general definition of sin (“Sin is a word or deed or desire against the eternal Law”). For in ch. 2 he divides sin, which he had defined in the first chapter, into original and actual sin. From this a Pelagian is quick to conclude: infants do not do or say or desire anything against the eternal Law, since the Law is not properly given except to those who have the use of free choice. Therefore in infants there is no sin in the proper sense.

(8) Hence sin is more rightly defined in general by the evangelist as “lawlessness” (1 John 3:4). This definition, remarkable in its brevity, expresses the true and proper nature of sin, namely, that it is an aberration from the Law or a disharmony with the Law, whether that is inherent in nature itself (such as original sin) or is found in words, deeds, and impulses of concupiscence (such as all actual sins). In fact, with its breadth this definition embraces the sin of omission, which is also “lawlessness.” Thus what Scaliger writes about the word αὐταυτὸς (which he made up, Exercit. 365, sect. 2) is most rightly attributed to St. John [the Evangelist], signifying that it expresses with remarkable completeness its own definition.

The explanation of the apostle’s definition: “Sin is lawlessness” [1 John 3:4].

§ 4. Sin is formally a defect. But every defect exists in some being, every privation exists in some subject, every evil in some good—thus sin also, since it is a privative entity. The form [formale]1 of sin, namely, a privation or defect itself, is expressed by St. John [the Evangelist] through the negative particle α-and has the nature of the genus in the definition. Furthermore, since privations are most accurately stated and understood through a comparison of qualities [habituum]—as when we say that darkness is the privation of light—and, on the other hand, because the norm of righteousness or conformity with God as the Archetype is the νόμoς (the Law itself), therefore the distinguishing characteristic of sin is taken from the Law, so that from it comes a definition from the contrary; and this is the best [manner] in describing privations since they are understood only through a definition of what is foreign to it [νόθῳλόγῳ]. Sin is ἀνoμία, that is, a discrepancy, an aberration, a turning away from the Law, whether this is found in the nature itself or in actions; since it happens “without Law” [ἄνευ νόμoυ], as self-chosen service, so also it comes with the name “lawlessness” [ἀνoμία]. Finally, because the Law obliges one to obedience or punishment, therefore it is easily concluded from this that guilt or obligation to punishment is joined with lawlessness by an indissoluble connection.

Philipp’s definition of sin.

§ 5. Master Philipp [Melanchthon] wanted to explain the remarkable brevity of this most exact definition in the definition which he brought out against Eck in the Colloquy of Worms in 1541, and which was previously approved by Dr. Luther: “Sin is a defect or inclination or action conflicting with the Law of God, offending God, damned by God, and making us guilty of the eternal wrath of God and of present and eternal punishments, unless remission should occur on account of the Son, the Mediator.” On the basis of this definition, it is easy to make judgment about any of the descriptions of the ancient fathers, many of which definitions are extant.

The definitions of the ancient fathers.

Ambrose (De parad., ch. 8): “Sin is a violation of the divine Law and disobedience to the heavenly Commandments.”

Augustine (Ad Simpl., bk. 1, question 1): “Sin is a turning away from the Creator and a turning toward inferior, created things.” De duab. anim. contra Manich. (ch. 11): “Sin is the will to obtain or retain what righteousness forbids.” De Gen. ad lit. imperf. (ch. 1): “Sin is the corrupt assent of the free will.” De vera religione (ch. 16): “Sin is to desire eagerly those things which Christ despises or to flee those things which He endured for our salvation.” De fide contra Manich. (ch. 8): “Sin is nothing else but to err in the precepts of truth or in the truth itself.” De lib. arbitr. (bk. 1, ch. 16): “All sins are contained in this one class: when someone is turned away from divine and truly enduring things and turned toward changing and uncertain things.”

Chrysostom (on Matthew 18): “Sin is not obeying God.”

Damascenus (Orthod. fid., bk. 4, ch. 23): “A deviation from the commandment is sin.”

Anselm (on Hebrews 2): “Sin is doing forbidden things or not doing what has been commanded.”

“Furthermore, it was not the intent of the devout ancients to establish an exact definition in those statements, a definition which would include all that is considered under the name of sin. Rather, they wanted to set down some descriptions which did not include the entire nature of what they were defining in dialectic fashion but in a fashion appropriate to the material about which they were speaking in some specific debates and homilies.” Those words are of Dr. Chemnitz (Loci theol., part 1, locus 7, ch. 3).

Whether every lawlessness is sin.

§ 6. What Andradius Payva (Defens. fid. Trid., bk. 3) and Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et statu peccat., bk. 1, ch. 1; bk. 5, ch. 14) say against this is frivolous, namely: “Not every lawlessness is sin, since the sins of nature and of art are a sort of ‘lawlessness.’ This very general definition of St. John [the Evangelist] does not fit them at all.”

We respond. The apostle is not speaking about any lawlessness taken in the most general sense, but about a discrepancy from the norm of the divine Law, something which the added article2 teaches as much in the subject as in the predicate of the proposition, which here argues that a certain lawlessness is being indicated and that a full definition (namely, reciprocal) of sin is being given. In Titus 2:14, we are said to have been redeemed by Christ “from all lawlessness.” How inept will that interpreter be who here wants to think about the errors of the arts or about the natural defects of bodies!


 

1 “Form” is that which gives the being of a thing or makes it what it is.

2 The Greek definite article (“the”) is used with “lawlessness” in 1 John 3:4.







CHAPTER II: THE NOMENCLATURE OF THIS SIN

The terminology or etymology of the word.

§ 7. Now that we have dealt with these matters concerning the definition of the apostle and of Augustine, we shall go on to explain the proper nature of actual sins and their various species. We shall begin this treatise with an interpretation of the word and an explication of its synonyms.

According to Cicero (Parad. 3), to sin is “like leaping over the lines.” Among the ancient Latins, peccatus [“trespass”]1 was used specifically for adultery, as if to say pellicatus [“concubinage”] (see Gellius, Noct. Attic., bk. 13, ch. 19). According to the interpretation of Augustine (Quaest. super Levit., bk. 3, ch. 20): “‘Failure’ [delictum]—as if ‘neglected’ [derelictum]; for he who fails, in what does he fail except the good?” In the same place, Augustine says that it does not appear [clear] to him whence it is called ἁμαρτία [“sin”]. But it is taken from ἁμαρτάνειν, which means shooting an arrow unaimed or missing the mark. On account of this, Suidas defines ἁμαρτία as “missing the good.” Some claim it is called ἁμαρτία as if it came from ἁμαρπτίαν, which is the alpha privative [α-] attached to μάρπτειν, which means “to attain.” Others deduce it from μὴ [“not”] and ἀρτάω [“fasten”], because it is something unfitting. In the same way it is called παράβασις [“transgression”] from παραβαίνειν [“transgress”], παράπτωμα [“trespass”] from παραπίπτειν (“to fall forward”), clearly because we fall beyond the right line of righteousness; or from παράπτεσθαι, which means “touching something rashly or with an erring hand.” It is called ἀδικία [“injustice”] from privation of δική [“judgment”], ἀσέβεια [“impiety”] from the alpha privative and σέβεσθαι [“revere”], ἀπoστασία [“apostasy”] from ἀφιστᾶναι [“renounce”], etc.

Synonyms.

§ 8. Certainly, since the crop of actual sins is extremely large and because of their various points of difference, various terms for sin occur, especially in the Hebrew and Greek languages. It is not beside the point to observe the proper meanings of these. Chemnitz (Loci theol., part 1, locus 7, ch. 2, p. 524) has collected the larger part of them, and we shall follow in his footsteps.

The Hebrews used these terms: (1) [image: ], and [image: ] from the root [image: ] (“he went astray, he deviated, he turned aside,” namely, from the target and the norm). The Septuagint renders it in various ways but most suitably with ἀνoμία. It is used for both original sin and actual sins (Ps. 51:3–5, etc.). Observe the text of Judg. 20:16, where it is used in its proper sense: “They used to sling stones at a hair and would not miss.” Some people assign the words from Job 5:24 here: “You will visit your tabernacle, and you will not sin,” that is, you will not go astray from it but will find it easily.

(2) The word [image: ] (“iniquity, perversity”), from the root [image: ] (“it was crooked”). Therefore it properly denotes crookedness. It is used as much for the evil of fault as for the evil of punishment,2 as much for original sin as for actual ones.

(3) [image: ] (“transgression”), from [image: ], which properly means “to transgress a covenant.” 2 Kings 8:20: “In his days Edom revolted from the rule of Judah.”

(4) [image: ] (“inconsideration, thoughtlessness”) properly indicates sins of ignorance or of weakness, which the Septuagint calls παραπτώματα [“trespasses”] and ἀγνoίας [“mistakes of ignorance”]. It is from [image: ] (“he acted inconsiderately”).

(5) [image: ] (“pride, a bubbling of the heart”), from [image: ] (“he swelled, he was arrogant”). Thus it indicates those sins which are committed out of stubbornness and deliberate choice.

(6) [image: ] (“an abominable crime” or even an “abomination”), that is, it indicates the guilt of sin. At times it is used for the victim which is sacrificed to make expiation for sin, from the root [image: ], which means becoming an abomination for others so that they detest him with a snort. The Septuagint renders it mostly with πλημμέλεια [“crime, disgrace”].

(7) [image: ] (“wickedness, restlessness”), from [image: ] (“he acted wickedly and seditiously”). Thus it indicates voluntary and continued sins.

(8) [image: ] (“defection, desertion, apostasy”), from the root [image: ] (“to recede from a superior, to throw off the domination of a superior”), because sin is a turning away from the highest good. Josh. 22:22: “Israel will know in rebellion or in transgression against Jehovah.”

(9) [image: ] (“aversion”), from [image: ] [“he turned back”], because through sin man is turned away from his Creator.

(10) [image: ] (“evil”), from the root [image: ] (“he was evil”) or [image: ] (“he acted wickedly”).

(11) [image: ] (“transgression”). This is properly used about voluntary sins against conscience and committed out of obstinacy, and it comes from [image: ] (“he surpassed, he set himself against the one to whom he ought to be inferior and obedient”).

§ 9. The Septuagint translators in the Old Testament and the apostles in the New use these terms: (1) ἁμαρτία and ἁμάρτημα, which are general words denoting original sin as well as actual sins. Matt. 1:21: “Christ will save His people from their ἁμαρτιῶν, from all their sins without exception.”

(2) Παράπτωμα (“fall, transgression”). This properly denotes actual sins and even those which are committed out of weakness. Gal. 6:1: “If anyone has been overtaken in a fault.”

(3) Ἀνoμία [“lawlessness”] is a general word denoting an aberration from the Law. 1 John 3:4: “Sin is lawlessness.”

(4) Παρακoή (“disobedience”) indicates voluntary sins.

(5) Παράβασις (“transgression”), though it includes the species of actual sin.

(6) Ἀδικία (“unrighteousness, iniquity”) properly indicates reigning, actual sin.

(7) Ἀσέβεια (“impiety”) properly denotes sins against the First Table of the Decalogue [Exod. 20:3–11].

(8) Ἀπoστασία (“defection”) properly indicates an extreme level of sin, namely, the rejection of all religion.

(9) Πλημμέλεια (“crime, disgrace”) occurs only in the Old Testament and is metaphoric, being taken from the flooding of rivers which destroys whatever it encounters. Augustine forms it from πλὴν [“without”] and μέλει [“concern”].

(10) In 1 Cor. 5:8 κακία and πoνηρία (“malice” and “evil”) are conjoined, and opposed to them are εἰλικρινεία and ἀλήθεια (“sincerity of faith and life”).

(11) Ἥττημα (“diminution, failure”), from ἡττᾶσθαι (“to have been overcome”), because they succumb to the sins of the flesh and to the temptations of Satan.

(12) Ὀφειλήματα (“debts”), because sins are the neglect of obedience owed, and thus they establish us as people indebted to punishment before God.

(13) Πταίειν (“to offend, to strike out against”) is used about daily sins committed out of weakness (James 3:2).

The differences between terms.

§ 10. Let us take a look at some differences between these words noted by others.

Demosthenes (Orat. περὶ στεφάνoυ): “One does injustice [ἀδικεῖ] willingly; one sins [ἐξήμαρτε] unwillingly.” But ἁμαρτία is used generically in the language of the Holy Spirit.

Phavorinus: “One sins [ἐξήμαρτε] against God; one retaliates [ἐξύφρισεν] against men.” But Scripture does teach that sin [ἁμαρτία] is committed against men: “If your brother sins against you” (Matt. 18:15); “The man who sins sexually sins against his own body” (1 Cor. 6:18).

Jerome (on Ephesians 2): “We are asking what the difference is between παραπτώματα and ἁμαρτίαι. For they say that παραπτώματα are like the beginnings of sin, when a silent thought creeps in and we ignore it to some extent, and yet it does not drive us to ruin; but it is sin when it works its consummation and achieves its end.” Yet the fall of Adam is called παράπτωμα in Rom. 5:18, and the first impulses of lust are said to be ἁμαρτία in Rom. 7:5, etc.

Augustine (Quaestion. super Levit., bk. 3, question 20): “Παραπτώμα indicates a failing; πλημμέλεια, negligence.” Ibid.:

If sin [peccatum] and transgression [delictum] were to differ from each other not at all, and if they were two names for one thing, Scripture would not be so concerned that there be one sacrifice for each. Sin perhaps is the perpetration of evil, while transgression is the desertion of good, because in a damnable life it is one thing to turn away from good and another thing to do evil, just as in a laudable life it is one thing to turn away from evil and another thing to do good.

Bede (on Leviticus 6): “Some think that transgression [delictum] is less significant than sin [peccatum].”

Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 1, ch. 1): “Sin [peccatum] is the name for the operation of evil, which is opposed to the operation of virtue. But vice [vitium] is the name of an evil habit3 which is opposed to virtue when virtue means a habit.” However, this distinction is not observed in the holy language which, to be sure, declares that all are constituted sinners through the fall, even those who did not actually sin in the likeness of Adam’s trespass (Rom. 5:[12–14]). Nevertheless, in the same place, the apostle declares that they all have sinned (v. 12). Therefore, in the idiom of Scripture, “sin” indicates not only actions contrary to the Law, nor merely vicious habits, but any lawlessness in general, whether it inheres in the nature or is seen in the actions.

The homonyms of sin.

§ 11. The homonyms of the word must also be examined. “Sin” is used (1) for the entire relation—that is, for sin and guilt as a unit—and it does this in a twofold manner: First, for the corruption inhering formally in the nature or actions and making people guilty of divine wrath and subject to its penalties. Examples of this meaning are met in many places throughout the Scriptures.

Second, it is used for sin not inhering formally but imputed, and for the guilt or the punishments following the imputation of another’s sin. Thus 1 Pet. 2:22: “Christ, who knew no sin” (that is, in whose nature or actions there was no formally inherent corruption of His own). 2 Cor. 5:21: “God made Him to be sin for us.” (That is, God imputed to Him our sins and placed upon His shoulders the load of our sins and the punishments due because of our sins, Isa. 53:12 and 1 Pet. 2:24.) The antithesis proves this explanation in this place: “Him who did not know sin God made to be sin for us, that we might be made the righteousness of God in Him” [2 Cor. 5:21]. Just as the righteousness of Christ is imputed to us, so our sins are imputed to Christ. Just as we are freed from the punishments for our sins through the imputation of the righteousness of Christ, so through the imputation of our sins Christ was made subject to the punishments which were owed to us. (See Chrysostom on this passage.)

(2) By synecdoche it is used for only part of the relation, and this again in two ways: First, only for the foundation, that is, for the corruption inherent in the nature and actions, without a connotation of guilt. Deut. 24:16: “Every man will be put to death for his own sin.” 2 Cor. 5:21: “Christ knew no sin.” 1 Pet. 2:22: “Christ committed no sin.” Second, only for the result, that is, for the guilt. Gen. 43:9 [Vg]: “I shall sin before you all my days,” that is, I shall be guilty of sin all my life. Exod. 5:16: “Your people sin,” that is, they are considered guilty of sin and thus are afflicted harshly. When sin is used for the sacrifices intended to expiate sins (of which meaning very many examples occur in Leviticus), the meaning can be assigned here. Hosea 4:8: “They feed on the sins of My people,” that is, on their sacrifices, according to the interpretation of Augustine (Contra duas epist. Pelag., bk. 3, ch. 6). In Heb. 12:4 “sin” seems to be used specifically for false religion.

Severe epithets for sins from the ancients.

§ 12. The devout ancients and especially Augustine add severe epithets to sin, which should justly instill a hatred of it in our souls.

Augustine (on John, tractate 49): “Sin is the death of the soul.” De baptismo contra Donatistas (bk. 1, ch. 11): “Sins are the darkness of souls.” De contrit. cord. (ch. 7): “Sins are the bonds of souls.” QQ. V. et N. T. (question 42): “In the Scriptures, sins are called ‘thorns.’” De ovibus (ch. 9): “By sinning, one makes himself an enemy of God.” De praesent. Dei ad Dard. (ch. 7): “By sinning, we place ourselves far away from God.”

Ambrose (Letter 18): “There is no heavier burden than the load of sins and the weight of disgraceful acts.”

Nazianzen (Orat. funeb. in patrem4): “Sin leads to death, for it is the destruction of the soul.” For the description of the defilement which Scripture attributes to sin, see our Medit.

(3) A sin is just as great an evil as the good is great from which we are turned away by that sin. But God is an incomprehensible good, from which it follows that it is impossible for us to comprehend how great an evil is mortal sin, by which one departs from God.

In the schools, it was customary to call sin “nothing,” not because it is a negative entity and should be esteemed as nothing, but (1) “on account of the fact that it is a defect, because formally sin is the corruption of a good and not something subsisting in itself; (2) on account of the fact that it is a defect, for sin annihilates a person and makes him defect from true being; (3) on account of the fact that it is despised, for it makes a person vile and unworthy of reward.” (These are the reasons which Bonaventure assigns in his Comp.)

Some sin is original; some is actual.

§ 13. The first division of sin (considered in man, for the sin of devils is not discussed here) is into original and actual. We spoke of the first type of sin above [On Original Sin, Commonplace XII]. It remains to speak about the latter.

Synonyms for actual sins.

The Holy Spirit calls actual sins “works of the flesh” (Gal. 5:19); “bad fruits of a bad tree” (Matt. 7:17–18; Luke 6:43); “the evils which an evil person produces from the evil treasury of his heart” (Matt. 12:34); “evil thoughts, words, and deeds which proceed from the heart” (Matt. [15]:19); “sins which are committed in the likeness of the transgression of Adam” ([cf.] Rom. 5:14); “the stains of the world” (2 Pet. 2:20); “fleshly passions” (1 Pet. 2:11); “the sins which indwelling sin and corrupt concupiscence produce and perform” (Rom. 7:8; James 1:15); “works of darkness” (Eph. 5:11); “acts of the old man” (Col. 3:9); “dead works” (Heb. 6:1); “evil works” (Col. 1:21); “iniquitous deeds” (2 Pet. 2:8); “works of iniquity” (Jude 15); “fruitless works” (Eph. 5:11), “whose end is death” (Rom. 6:21); etc. In the Old Testament, actual sins are called “the evil way” [Prov. 2:12; 28:10; Jer. 18:10; 23:22; 25:5; 26:3; Ezek. 13:22; 20:44; Jon. 3:8, 10], “the affairs of Belial” [cf. 2 Sam. 22:5 Vg], “transgressions” [praevaricationes], etc.

Some of these expressions have in view the proximate cause5 of sin, namely, the corruption of nature itself; some have in view the form itself, namely, “lawlessness” [ἀνoμία]; finally, some have in view the effect and consequence, namely, the wrath of God and temporal and eternal punishments. Augustine (Enchirid., chs. 44 and 50) calls them “added sins and one’s own sins,” and (ch. 64) “sins committed actively.” Chrysostom says, “We have increased the interest on the debt brought from Adam with our later sins.” Bernard (Homil. de pass.) calls them “personal sins,” because they belong to each person, just as original sin is common to the entire human nature, from which it is called “natural.”


 

1 The masculine noun peccatus (“fault, trespass”) is related to the neuter noun peccatum (“sin”).

2 An evil of fault (malum culpae) is an evil that is constituted by deliberate fault or guilt. An evil of punishment (malum poenae) is the punishment that God renders for sin according to His justice. This is not “evil” in the English sense of the word, but rather “bad” to the one who experiences it.

3 See above, p. 33 n. 1.

4 Read patrem with Cotta instead of partem.

5 A “proximate cause” is the nearest and immediate cause of something, also called “first cause,” because it moves the effect primarily and is linked with it most closely (Micraelius, Lexicon philosophicum, s.v. “Causa”). A proximate cause attains an effect through itself and immediately. For example, fire is the proximate cause of heat (Johann Adam Scherzer, Vade mecum sive Manuale philosophicum [Leipzig: Christian Kirchner, 1675; repr., Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: Frommann-Holzboog, 1996], part 1, s.v. “Causa”).







CHAPTER III: ON THE CAUSES OF ACTUAL SINS

§ 14. There are three causes of actual sins: (I) The corruption of the nature introduced into us through the fall of our parents (Matt. 15:19, etc.).

(II) The suggestions of Satan, which drive people to sins of various types. 1 Chron. 21:1: “Satan incited David to number the people.” John 13:2: “The devil had put it into the heart of Judas Iscariot, son of Simon, to betray Christ.” Acts 5:3: “Why has Satan filled your heart to lie to the Holy Spirit?”

(III) The stumbling blocks of the world. Matt. 18:7: “Woe to the man through whom the stumbling block comes.” Rom. 12:2: “Be not conformed to the world.”

Observe, moreover: (1) The term “efficient cause” is used broadly here. In fact, if we should wish to pursue philosophical precision, Dionysius the Areopagite (De div. nominibus) is correct in saying, “Evil is without essence, end, and efficient cause”; and from Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 12, ch. 7): “Of evil, it is not an efficient so much as a deficient cause that should be sought.” This is something which Thomas (Contra gentes, bk. 3, ch. 10) cites in this way: “The cause of a defect according to itself is not something positive but another defect, for an effect is the same sort of thing as is the cause according to itself.” Thomas again ([ST,] 1.2., question 75, art. 1): “Sin is an inordinate act. An act can have a cause according to itself in reference to the act, and it can have a cause in reference to the inordinateness in the same way as negation or privation have a cause.”

But two causes can be assigned for any negation: (a) A defect of cause; that is, the negation of the cause itself is the cause of the negation itself, for from the removal of the cause there follows the removal of the effect. (b) The cause of affirmation, which negation follows and is by accident1 the cause of the consequent negation. But because the disorder of sin is not a simple negation but the privation of that which ought to be present, it is necessary for the total disorder to have a cause which acts through accident.

[2] The first among these three causes is interior, the third is exterior, and the second is at once both interior and exterior. Bernard (De sept. pan., 3., col. 183) says: “Behold that enemy whom I cannot see, much less beware of. He attacks and persecutes us now openly and violently, now in secret and deceitfully, but always maliciously and cruelly.”

(3) Consequently, the first of these is the immediate, proper, and adequate cause2 of actual sins. Indeed, the devil can suggest, but he cannot compel, which must also be stated in reference to the temptations of the world.

§ 15. And this is the three-headed Cerberus,3 who zealously disturbs us with his howling: namely, the flesh, Satan, and the world. Augustine (De peccat. orig., bk. 2, ch. 37): “The instigator of vice is the slyness of the deceiving devil and the will of man who consents.” Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 85, col. 748):

The instigator is the devil; the instigator is the world; the instigator is the man. What is the man, you ask? Each one for himself. Do not be surprised. Man is such an instigator for himself and such a driver of himself that if you yourself restrain your own hands you need not dread what happens because of another instigator. The devil impels with the ill will of malice; the world, with the wind of vanity; and man, by the weight of his own corruption.

[Bernard] again (Medit. devotiss., ch. 14, col. 1200):

My enemies—namely, my body, the world, and the devil—have surrounded my soul. I am unable to escape from my body, nor am I able to drive it away from me. It is necessary to carry it around, because it is bound to me; it is impossible to shrug it off. I am forced to bear it; and when I fatten it, I nourish my own opponent against myself. But the world surrounds me and, indeed, besieges me and wounds me with its arrows through the five gates, that is, through the five senses of the body. The devil, whom I am unable to see and thus, all the less, to ward from me, bends his bow and sets his arrows to wound me suddenly, etc. The flesh suggests comforts; the world, vanities; the devil, bitter things. Therefore all the causes of sin must be reduced to these three sources. But it is sacrilege to ascribe the causes of sin to God. If someone lacks righteousness and piety, if he is carried headlong by his own will, if he is drawn by his own concupiscence and is deceived by his own persuasion, not the Father, not the Son, and not the Holy Spirit have any part in that at all, nor does any of the will of God intervene in such business.

([See] Augustine, Ad art. sibi falso impos., art. 10.) We have said more about this subject in the commonplace On Providence [Commonplace IX, §§ 107–41].

§ 16. The corruption of the nature and the perversion of the human will, which are the interior and proper cause of sin, can be divided into more parts for the sake of instruction. They can also be embraced under the following terms: (1) Corrupt concupis cence itself. James 1:15: “When concupiscence has conceived, it brings forth sin.”

(2) The consent of the will. Matt. 5:28: “Whoever looks after a woman to lust after her has already committed adultery with her in his heart.”
(3) Ignorance and darkness of the mind. 1 Tim. 1:13: “Formerly, I blasphemed and persecuted, but I did that out of ignorance.”

(4) The weakness of the flesh. Matt. 26:41: “The spirit indeed is willing, but the flesh is weak.”

(5) The voluntary and intended malice of the mind. Heb. 10:26: “If we sin deliberately, there no longer remains a sacrifice for sins.”

(6) Vicious habits contracted through frequent acts. Rom. 2:5: “By your hardness and your heart, ignorant of repentance, you are storing up wrath for yourself.”

(7) Sin itself is often the cause of another sin, as we have shown elsewhere [On Providence (Commonplace IX), §§ 140–41]. Isa. 5:18: “Woe to those who draw iniquity with cords of falsehood, who draw sin as with cart ropes.”

The cause of sin through accident.

The causes of sins through accident are the external objects which make inroads into the senses and entice them into being abused. Gen. 3:6: “When the woman saw that the tree was good for food and that it was delightful to the eyes,” etc. In fact, the holy and righteous Law of God itself increases sin through accident by forbidding those things which are pleasing to the flesh and by commanding those things which displease it. Rom. 7:8: “Sin, finding opportunity in the commandment, worked in me all kinds of concupiscence; for apart from the Law, sin was dead,” etc.


 

1 See above, p. 12 n. 6.

2 The total cause of something, which perfectly constitutes the essence of an effect (Micraelius, s.v. “Causa”). An effect proceeds from the whole adequate cause and from it alone (Scherzer, part 1, s.v. “Causa”).

3 In Greek mythology, the Cerberus was a three-headed hound that guarded the gates of the underworld.







CHAPTER IV: ON THE EFFECTS OF ACTUAL SINS

§ 17. There are various effects of actual sins: (I) The grief of conscience. In Gen. 3:10, Adam heard the voice of God after the fall and was afraid. Clearly, a fatal grief follows every wicked deed. Chrysostom (on 1 Timothy 1): “Sin has this sort of nature: before it is perpetrated, it has desirability; but when it has been committed, the desire ceases and gradually disappears, but immediately a great remorse and sadness enter.” Chrysostom again (on Genesis, homily 64): “As when a drunken person guzzles much wine and feels no loss from the wine, but afterward feels how much damage there is, so also, when sin is being committed, it darkens and corrupts the mind as if with a dense cloud. Then the conscience revolts and gravely gnaws at the mind like an accuser and points out the stupidity of the act.”

There is a memorable example in Dio [Cassius] in his life of Nero [Vita Neronis], who, fleeing after his mother was killed, trembled at everything, [even] if a cat would meow a little or a hen cluck or a shrub move.

(II) The wrath of God. The Prayer of Manasseh, v. 5: “The wrath which You threaten over sinners is intolerable.”

(III) A curvature, obliquity, and filthiness of the soul. For as a man who turns his face away from the sun remains turned away until he again turns his face toward the same sun, and as a finger deliberately bent retains that curvature until it is again straightened by a contrary action, so also the will which departs from God through an act of sin remains in that departure until it again comes back to God through repentance.

(IV) Guilt, which some claim is of two kinds: the guilt of fault (which is the worthiness of hatred, the unworthiness of grace, and the merit of punishment) and the guilt of punishment (which is the arrangement of or obligation of punishment). For even though a corrupt action may pass after it has been committed, yet the iniquity of the deed remains in the sight of God, is carefully observed, and is written in a book, so to speak. Hence the sighs of the devout: “No more remember my iniquities; erase my sins,” etc. [cf. Ps. 25:7; 51:1].

(V) Vicious habits inclining toward other sins. For sin is fertile, and where it begins, there it does not stop. John 8:34: “Whoever sins becomes a slave to sin.”

(VI) Temporal and eternal punishments of all kinds. One never leaves a former crime but punishment comes limping after.1 Thomas ([ST,] 1.2., q. 82, art. 1):

Because sin is a disordered act, it is obvious that whoever sins acts contrary to an order, and thus the consequence is that one is pushed away from the order itself, and the pushing away is the punishment. Whence according to the three orders to which the human will is subject, man can be punished with three punishments. (1) Human nature is subject to the order of its own reason; (2) to the order of the governing, exterior man; (3) to the universal order of divine governance. But each of these orders is perverted by sin, and thus man incurs threefold punishment: one from himself, which is the prick of conscience; the second, from man; and the third, from God.

The accidental effects.

§ 18. Sins, through accident, cause a person to be more cautious when repentance occurs, and they commend the mercy of God toward us. Rom. 5:20: “Where sin abounds, there grace is more abundant.” Rom. 8:28: “All things work together for good to them that love God.” Here the Glossa [ordinaria] adds: “even sins themselves.” Dr. Luther (commentary on Genesis 20): “Not only do passive evils which are imposed upon us turn into good, but even the active ones which we ourselves do.”2 He has taken this from the ancients. Augustine (Soliloq., ch. 28): “For the elect, all things, even sins themselves, work together for good, not by their nature but by the virtue and wisdom of God.” This is something that Chrysostom proves with the example of the physician “whose skill makes medicine out of poison.”

Others use this parallel: as fields are enriched and fertilized by manure, which in itself is disgustingly filthy, so also, out of the limitless grace of God, our sins become salutary to those who recognize their filthiness and become more humble and cautious. Lactantius ([Div. inst.,] bk. 6, ch. 24): “Also, when dumb animals are caught by trickery, if in some way they free themselves and take flight, they later become more cautious and always avoid all the things in which they sense tricks and traps. In the same way, penitence makes a person cautious and careful to avoid sins into which he once fell by deceit.”

Anselm (De mensur. crucis): “The goodness of God knows how to use our evils for good, for it often causes our defects to be profitable for the increase of humility, so that it may be true that the righteous man falls seven times a day and rises up stronger [cf. Prov. 24:16].” Savonarola (on Psalm 31): “Does not the apostle write: ‘All things work together for those who love God’ [Rom. 8:28]? Does not the misfortune through which they become more humble and more cautious work together for their good?” Here the wellknown statement of Gregory pertains: “God often corrects the hidden pride of the mind through an obvious destruction of the flesh”; and these words of his: “O happy fault, which merited so great a Redeemer!”3 This certainly must be understood as an accidental effect of sin. In respect to the proper effect of sin, it is more rightly said, “O wretched fault, which has made us unworthy of so great a Redeemer!”


 

1 Horace, Odes 3.2.31–32 (LCL 33 [1999], p. 176).

2 Cf. Lectures on Genesis (1535–45/1544–54), AE 3:334 (WA 43:115).

3 This is a reference to the “Exsultet” of the Easter Vigil liturgy, part of which reads: “O marvelous dignity of Your kindness toward us! O inestimable love of charity: to redeem a slave, You handed over Your Son. O certainly necessary sin of Adam, which was wiped out by Christ’s death! O happy fault, which merited having such and so great a Redeemer!” See Missale Gothicum, CCSL 159D, p. 438, lines 27–31; Philip H. Pfatteicher, Commentary on the Lutheran Book of Worship (Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 1990), 269.







CHAPTER V: ON THE DIFFERENT TYPES OF ACTUAL SINS

The divisions of actual sins.

§ 19. The divisions of actual sins are varied and numerous. To list them is beneficial so that we might learn how very true the statement of the royal psalmist is, Ps. 19:[12]: “Who understands his sins?” and that of the apostle, James 3:2: “We all err much.”

With regard to the efficient cause: (1) Some sins are voluntary, and some are involuntary. (2) Of the latter (involuntary), some are committed out of ignorance, and some, out of weakness; but the former (voluntary) are committed out of deliberate malice and stubbornness of the mind.

With regard to the act itself: (1) Some are sins of commission; some are sins of omission. (2) Some consist of a turning away from God; some, of a turning toward created things.

With regard to cause and effect taken together, some are only sins; some are at the same time sins and causes and punishments of sins.

With regard to their subject: (1) Some are interior; some are exterior. (2) Some are sins of the heart; some, of the mouth; some, of work.

With regard to their objects: (1) Some sins are committed against God; some, against people. (2) Some are committed against the First Table [Exod. 20:3–11]; some, against the Second Table of the Decalogue [Exod. 20:12–17]. (3) Some are outside the body, but, in the case of some, a person sins against his own body. (4) Some are sins of the flesh; some, of the spirit.

With regard to their adjuncts,1 some are secret sins, and some are obvious.

With regard to their degrees: (1) Some are severe sins which cry out to heaven, but some are the sort which God keeps secret because of His patience. (2) Some are capital, and some have arisen from these. (3) Some are greater and more serious than others.

With regard to how we participate in sins, some are ours; some are alien to us.

Through accident: (1) Some are venial, though by their own nature all sins are mortal (bringing death). (2) Some are reigning sins; some are nonreigning. (3) Some are sins of themselves; some, because of something else. (4) Some sin is dead; some is living. (5) Some sin remains; some is forgiven. (6) Some sins are forgivable, but some are unforgivable. We shall discuss in greater detail the individual parts of these divisions.


 

1 An “adjunct” is anything added to something else which is not part of its essence. An adjunct is really distinguished from its subject, even if it is proper to the subject. While adjuncts are often accidents (like wisdom in a man), they can also be substances (like wine in a bottle).







CHAPTER VI: ON VOLUNTARY AND INVOLUNTARY SINS

§ 20. The first division was this: some sins are involuntary, namely, those which are committed out of ignorance or weakness; some are voluntary and are committed out of the deliberate malice and stubbornness of the mind. Augustine (83 Quaest., q. 26): “Some sins are sins of infirmity; others, of inexperience; others, of malice.” The basis for this division is found in the following passages of Scripture: Num. 15:27–28 and 30–31: “If a soul sins through imprudence, he shall offer a female goat a year old for a sin offering. And the priest shall make reconciliation before the Lord for the soul who sins through imprudence, that is, because of ignorance. But the soul who does anything with a high hand blasphemes the Lord; he shall perish from his people because he has despised the Word of Jehovah and has made His precept of no effect.” Ps. 19:12–13: “Who discerns his errors? Cleanse me from hidden [faults], and keep me from acts of pride.”

Involuntary, unwilling sins are so called when a person sins out of the weakness of the flesh through inadvertence or out of ignorance. In Num. 15:24–25, 27–29 they are called [image: ] [“mistake”], while the Septuagint calls them ἁμαρτία ἀκoύσιoς [“unintentional sin”]. In Ps. 19:12 they are called [image: ] [“errors”]; in the Septuagint, παραπτώματα [“mistakes, trespasses”].

Those are called “voluntary” which someone commits knowingly and intentionally. In Num. 15:30 they are said to be [image: ], ἐν χειρὶ ὑπερηφανίας [“acts done with a high hand”], and in Ps. 19:13, [image: ], “sins of pride.”

§ 21. Examples of sins committed out of ignorance and unintentionally occur in many places throughout the Scriptures. In Gen. 20:2 King Abimelech of Gerar takes Sarah, and in v. 6 God says to him in a dream: “I know that you have done this in the integrity of your heart, and therefore I have kept you from sinning against Me.” Lev. 4:2: “The soul which has sinned by mistake” (through ignorance or inadvertence). In Num. 35:15 “cities of refuge” are established for those “who have killed by error.” Acts 3:17: “I know, brothers, that you have acted through ignorance.” 1 Tim. 1:13: “I have received mercy because I acted ignorantly.” Many passages of Scripture speak about this kind of sin. 1 Kings 8:46; 2 Chron. 6:36; Eccl. 7:[20]: “There is no person who does not sin.” Prov. 20:9: “Who can say, ‘I am clean of sin’?” Gal. 6:1: “If someone has been overtaken in any trespass, in some error, he should be restored.” James 3:2: “We all err much.” Augustine (De peccat. merit. et remiss., ch. 17): “Ignorance and weakness are vices because they hinder the will from being stirred to do a good work or from abstaining from an evil work.”

§ 22. Concerning sins committed willingly out of intended malice, by choice and stubbornness (which otherwise are said to be sins against conscience), the following passages speak: Rom. 6:15: “Shall we go on to sin because we are not under the Law? By no means!” Titus 3:10–11: “Avoid a heretic after one or two admonishments, knowing that such a person is overturned and sins as one self-condemned.” 2 Pet. 3:5: “They deliberately ignore that the heavens existed beforehand,” etc. Here some assign the words of Heb. 6:4ff. and Heb. 10:26, but in its own place [§ 108] we shall show that the discussion in those passages refers to the sin against the Holy Spirit, which is unforgivable, though the rest of the voluntary sins are forgivable and are forgiven if one turns away from them through repentance (Lev. 6:1ff.).

Twofold ignorance.

§ 23. Furthermore, ignorance is twofold. One sort is [ignorance] of the act, but another is [ignorance] of the Law; one, invincible, but one, studied. The former excuses and lessens the seriousness of the sin in a way, but not the latter. Luke 12:48: “The servant who did not know the will of his master and did what deserved a beating will be beaten with few strokes.” Augustine (De grat. et lib. arb., ch. 3):

It is more serious for a person to sin knowingly than in ignorance. Nevertheless there is no refuge to be sought in the shadows of ignorance, as though someone could find an excuse in them. Not knowing is one thing, but being unwilling to know is another. After all, the will is accused in the case of a person of whom it is said, “He is unwilling to know how to act well.” But even the ignorance which belongs not to those who are unwilling to know but to those who, so to speak, simply do not know does not excuse anyone in such a way that he would not burn in eternal fire.

Again (QQ. V. ac N. T., q. 67): “Not every ignorant person is immune from punishment, but that ignorant person can be excused from punishment who has not found someone from whom to learn.” Retract. (bk. 1, ch. 13):

These sins are not undeservedly called voluntary sins, because they are committed by people who are either ignorant or have been compelled, but they cannot be committed without any will whatsoever, since he who sins ignorantly certainly sins voluntarily, because he thinks that something which must not be done should be done. But the person who does not do the things he wants to do because the flesh lusts against the Spirit indeed lusts unwillingly, and in that point he does not do what he wishes. But if he is overcome, willingly assenting to his concupiscence and in this does nothing

(except)

what he wills, he is obviously without righteousness and a slave of sin.

This is why Thomas ([ST,] 1.2., q. 76, art. 2) distinguishes between “ignorance [ignorantia] and not knowing [nescientia].” Not knowing indicates a simple negation of knowledge, but ignorance introduces the privation of knowledge, namely, when someone lacks a knowledge of those things he was born apt to know.

A sin of malice is more serious than a sin of ignorance or weakness.

§ 24. Surely a sin committed out of deliberate malice is far more serious than sins of weakness; Thomas ([ST,] 1.2., q. 78, art. 4) proves this in three ways:

First, sin exists principally in the will; therefore the more the movement of the sin is proper to the will, the more serious is the sin, all other things being equal. In a sin committed out of malice, the will is moved of itself, but passion is an extrinsic impulse. Second, passion which inflames the will passes quickly, but the habit because of which a person sins out of malice is a quality which remains. Third, whoever sins out of malice is ill-disposed to the very end, which is the principle1 in matters of action, and thus his failing is the more dangerous.


 

1 See above, p. 14 n. 7.







CHAPTER VII: ON SINS OF COMMISSION AND OMISSION

§ 25. The second division of actual sins was this: some sins are of commission; some are of omission. The basis for this division lies in the divine Law itself, which not only forbids evil but also commands good. Not only does the Law command one to depart from evil, but it also orders one to do good. Therefore surely one sins against the Law not only by committing evil acts but also by omitting good ones. James 4:17: “To him who knows what is good and does not do it, it is sin.” Matt. 25:42: “I was hungry, and you did not feed Me; I was thirsty, and you gave Me nothing to drink,” etc. 1 John 3:17: “He who has the wealth of this world and sees his brother in need, yet closes his heart against him, how does the love of God abide in him?” The sentence of this sin is described in Matt. 3:10 and 7:19: “Every tree which does not produce good fruit is cut down and thrown into the fire.” Matt. 25:30: “Cast the worthless servant into outer darkness!” Luke 12:47: “The servant who knew his master’s will and did not prepare himself will receive many blows.” Luke 13:7: “Cut down the fruitless tree.” John 15:2: “The Father in heaven will remove every branch which bears no fruit.” Ambrose: “If you have not trembled, you have perished.” Nazianzen: “May the goats set on the left hand terrify you, not because they ravage, but because they have not trembled.”

Is a sin of omission voluntary?

§ 26. Some establish a twofold sin of omission, for, at times, good things are omitted, and at times adversities are rejected. The former comes from corrupt concupiscence which inclines the will to that omission; the latter, from a wrongful fear. But how do the Scholastics argue that this sin of omission may be voluntary? Some claim that in every sin there is an inner illicit act or exterior command: interior, as to wanting to omit or wanting not to do what has been commanded, or wanting to suspend the act which one is bound to do, or wanting to do an act that is incompatible1 with an act (which cannot happen with an act at one and the same time) to which he is bound. Regarding the exterior, as the doing of something at the time when one is bound to do something else which keeps him from what he is bound to do.

On the contrary, some argue that the sin of omission does not require such a positive act, for not doing what has been commanded is a sin of omission, and their opinion conforms more with the truth. Thomas ([ST,] 1.2., q. 71, art. 5): “If in the sin of commission that alone which of itself has the nature of sin is meant, then at times the sin of omission occurs with an inner act and at times absent any act, whether interior or exterior. But if in the sin of omission the causes or occasions for omitting are also meant, then it is necessary for some act to be present in the sin of omission.”

Occam and Biel, who followed him (Sent., bk. 2, dist. 42), argue clumsily against Thomas and say: “No one sins in that which cannot be avoided. Rather, whoever is bound to do this or that could not avoid the omission, for on the basis of the hypothesis he does not think about it. Therefore he does not sin by omitting.” Thus they prefer the opinion of Alexander of Hales that the sin of omission is a positive inner act of the will—or at least does not exist without such an act. But Thomas responds to this argument very correctly through a limitation: “No one sins in that which he cannot avoid, that is, if he himself has not fallen into that impossibility from his own fault; otherwise the rule does not follow. It is as if someone were to hurl himself voluntarily into a pit out of which he could not climb.”

Are the sins of omission and of commission different in species?

§ 27. They ask in addition: “Do the sins of omission and commission differ in species?” We respond. Thomas ([ST,] 1.2., q. 72, art. 6):

Sins are distinguished both materially and formally. The material distinction of sin is observed in the natural species of the acts; the formal, in relation to its own end. If we are speaking materially of the species of sins of commission and omission, they differ in species; but if we are speaking formally about the species of the sins of commission and of omission, they do not so differ in species because they are destined for the same purpose and proceed from the same motive. The greedy man both robs and does not give what he ought to give, for negation is always based on some affirmation.

Those are the words of Thomas. The question can also be resolved in the following way. We can discuss sin in the concrete or in the abstract. Sin taken in the abstract denotes privation. Sin taken concretely indicates not only privation but also a supporting habit or action. On the basis of the first consideration, sins of omission and of commission do not differ, because in both cases there are lawlessness and privation. But in the latter consideration they certainly differ, for the one is an act in the sin of commission and the other in the sin of omission.


 

1 Read incompossibilem with Cotta instead of in compossibilem.







CHAPTER VIII: ON SINS IN TURNING AWAY FROM GOD
AND TURNING TO CREATED THINGS

§ 28. The third division of actual sins comes next: some sins consist in turning away from God; some, in turning to created things. But, you say, all sin is a turning away from the highest good. How, then, will such a division of sins have a place? We respond from Scotus (Sent., 2, dist. 37):

The turning away from the ultimate end can be understood in two ways: formally and according to power. Formally, when in turning away one has the ultimate end as the object positively or privatively: positively, that is, that the will does not want the end with a positive act, and this not wanting is hating God; privatively, that is, that he does not want the ultimate end when he ought to want the ultimate end, and such not wanting is omitting the command “You shall love the Lord, your God” [Deut. 6:5]. It is understood according to power when something necessary to achieve the ultimate end is avoided. This potential turning away is common to every mortal sin.

§ 29. Whoever turns to created things because of an inordinate love turns away from God by the same action. Nevertheless, formally turning away from God is distinguished from turning to created things, for the former is considered with regard to the goal from which one begins, while the latter is considered with regard to the goal to which one heads. Jer. 2:13: “My people have committed two evils: they have forsaken Me, the fountain of living water, and they have hewed out cisterns for themselves, broken cisterns which can hold no water.” Ecclus. 10:[13]: “The beginning of pride is sin,” namely, through a turning away from God, for it is explained in this way in the verse immediately preceding: “The beginning of pride is man’s turning away from God and a turning away of the heart from its Creator.” Again, 1 Tim. 6:10: “The root of all evils is avarice,” that is, through an inordinate turning to created things.

Lombard (Sent., 2, dist. 42, letter K): “It is understood that both are said correctly” (namely, that pride is the beginning of all sin and that avarice is the beginning of all sin) “if it is understood that the categories of individual sins and not individuals of the categories are included in both statements. Indeed, there is no category of sin which at some time does not proceed from pride. There is also no category which at some time does not descend from greed. For there are some people who become prideful from avarice and some who become avaricious because of pride.”

Bonaventure (Sent., 2, dist. 42, art. 3, q. 2) treats this question: “Whether sin is able to be divided into aversion and conversion, as if by various differences.” He decides it in this way:

Aversion is understood in two ways: first, when it means a disordering concerning the act of conversion and, second, when it means an act distinct from conversion. In the first way, conversion is not numbered with aversion, nor do they cause different sins. In fact, in essence those two are included in every mortal sin. For the conversion is not fault except that it is inordinate, and it is not inordinate except that a person is turned away from God to whom he ought to be clinging as the ultimate end. Taken in the second way, aversion constitutes a different category of sin, for in this way turning away is holding in hatred, also because aversion is often taken into sin. So, since it means a disordering away from God as from the end, so also it means an inordinate movement against God. For thus it is that conversion and aversion are better established in regard to sin like constituent differences rather than as dividing differences.1


 

1 Differences divide a category (genus) and constitute a subcategory (species). For example, the difference “rational” divides the category “animal” into “human” and “brute.” In so doing, the difference establishes each of these as its own subcategory, different from the other. Here Bonaventure is saying that “sin” is part of what constitutes the subcategories of “conversion” and “aversion,” but “sin” is not what divides the two subcategories from each other.







CHAPTER IX: ON SINS THAT ARE AT THE SAME TIME THE CAUSE
AND PUNISHMENT OF SINS

Some sins are only sins; some are at the same time sins and the cause and punishment of sins.

§ 30. Now we come to the fourth division of sins. Some sins are only sins; some are simultaneously both sins and the cause and punishment of sins. Augustine teaches (Contra Julian., bk. 5, ch. 3):

Thus corrupt concupiscence is sin because in it there is a disobedience against the domination of the mind. It is both the punishment of sin, because it is the repayment due to the merits of disobedience, and the cause of sin, by the defection of the person who consents to it or by the contagion of the person who produces it. Thus a great many actual sins

(with the exception of the first sin of the first parents)

are the punishments of preceding sins and

(with the exception of the last sin of each person)

the causes of the sins which follow. Also, in strange and wretched ways a person who sins is caught and bound by the snares of Satan so that he slides from one sin into another.

Augustine (on Psalm 57):

Each person is bound by the tendrils of his own sins [cf. Prov. 5:22]. Sins are not just chains but also tendrils. They are tendrils because they do their work by entangling, that is, because you weave sins to sins. “Woe to those who drag their sins like a long rope,” Isaiah cries [5:18]. What else is this but: “Woe to those whose hands weave iniquity!” etc. [cf. Ps. 58:2; Ps. 57:3 Vg]? The first sin is pride, and the last punishment is eternal fire. Between that first sin and that last punishment are middle things which are both sins and punishments of sins. For the apostle says that a great many things that are detestable sins happen on account of these, and yet he says that these are punishments, etc.

Gregory (on Ezekiel 1, homily 11): “Sin which is not erased very quickly through repentance is sin and the cause of sin, or it is sin and the punishment of sin, or it is at the same time sin and the cause and punishment of sin.” See Lombard (Sent., 2, dist. 36, throughout).

How one sin is the cause of another.

§ 31. Dr. Chemnitz (Loci, part 1, p. 636) lists four ways in which one sin is the cause and punishment of another: “(1) As the efficient cause, that is, through accident, when it empties faith, grace, and the Holy Spirit. (2) As the disposing cause, because an evil cause leaves a disposition which inclines to similar actions. (3) As the material cause, the way gluttony is the matter of lechery and drunkenness is the matter of profligacy. (4) As the final cause, as when someone commits homicide in order to complete revenge.” See our earlier discussion On Providence [Commonplace IX], § 140.





CHAPTER X: ON INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL SINS;
ALSO ON SINS OF THE HEART, MOUTH, AND WORKS

Some sins are internal; some are external.

§ 32. We shall join the fifth and sixth divisions: some sins are internal, and some are external. Some are sins of the heart (namely, the internal sins); some, of the mouth and of work (that is, the external sins). Matt. 15:19: “Out of the heart come evil thoughts, murders, adulteries, fornications, thefts, false witness, blasphemy.”

Augustine (Enchirid. ad Laurent., ch. 64): “Active sins are committed by the heart, mouth, and in works.”

Lactantius (Instit., bk. 6, ch. 13): “No one can be without sin as long as he is burdened with the cloak of the flesh, whose weakness lies under the dominion of sin in three ways: in deeds, words, and thoughts.”

Gregory (on 1 Kings 13): “Every sin is committed by thinking, speaking, or doing.”

Bernard (Parv. serm. 30, col. 444): “There is an old [condition] in heart, mouth, and body: we have sinned in these three ways by thought, word, and deed. Within the heart are fleshly and worldly desires, that is, the love of flesh and of the world. Similarly, there are two old [conditions] in the mouth: arrogance and lawlessness. There are also two in the body: disgraceful and criminal acts. These are all the image of the old man.”

The two kinds of internal sins.

§ 33. In some way, external sins are recognized even by those who have not been reborn, since they make their own ugliness obvious. But the internal sins of the heart are removed and hidden from the recognition of people not yet reborn and become manifest only under the light of the divine Law.

Yet there are two kinds of internal sins: some are suggestions of the flesh, such as corrupt thoughts and the first stirrings of concupiscence to which consent and delight have not yet yielded; but some are the delights of the flesh, when we encourage the corrupt stirrings of concupiscence and take pleasure in them and even think about bringing the desires of the flesh to completion. Even reason in some way recognizes that thoughts of the latter kind are sins. But the fact that thoughts of the former kind—that is, suggestions of the flesh—are sins cannot be known except by the light of the divine Law and by the illumination of the Holy Spirit. Therefore we shall investigate two questions about them: First, should the desires of the flesh be classed under original sin or actual sins? Second, are they truly and properly called sins, especially in the reborn?

Do suggestions of the flesh belong to original sin or to actual sin?

§ 34. Dr. Chemnitz (Loci, part 2, ch. 8, members 3 and 4, p. 630) carefully explains the first question:

It must be observed that thoughts sometimes pertain to original sin, as when they are merely suggestions, and sometimes to actual sin, namely, when they signify deliberation or intent, as 1 Cor. 13:5: “Love does not think evil” (for, originally speaking, it is not free from evil thoughts). John 11:53: “They thought how to kill Christ,” etc. Concupiscence is original sin, but actual sin happens in this way according to Scripture: by living in evil concupiscence (Col. 3:5), by being obedient to desires (Rom. 6:12), by being driven by various desires (2 Tim. 3:6).

Page 633:

Because original sin is defined as a lack of original righteousness and as the corrupt habit or sinful inclination of human powers toward evil, this distinction can most correctly be taught and understood: besides the lack and inclining habit, anything in the man which erupts into some act conflicting with the Law of God is called actual sin, whether this act happens because of the omission of a due work or by the commission of an undue work. The ancients teach these grades of sin: (1) the kindling or inherent depravation which also includes a failure; (2) suggestions of thoughts and affections, that is, when original depravation stirs itself up by some inclination; (3) delight; (4) consent; (5) the deed itself. Of these grades, the first two pertain to original sin, and the other three, to actual sin.

Those are the words of Dr. Chemnitz.

§ 35. Most correctly do Dr. Luther (Assert. 3) and Dr. Chemnitz discuss these points against the Scholastics, who argue that original sin is an idle evil, a quiescent kindling, and a torpid quality. Nevertheless, since these inclinations are, strictly speaking, actions, but especially because the apostle bears clear witness in Rom. 7:8: “Indwelling sin wrought in me every concupiscence,” it will not be absurd nor, in fact, foreign to the opinion of Dr. Luther and Dr. Chemnitz to assign even these first stirrings of concupiscence to actual sins in some way. Therefore attend to the following theorems.

(1) In the case of adults, original and actual sins cohere in such a way that it is not easy to show a contentious person the mathematical point (so to speak) at which they are distinguished. (2) Original evil is not an idle thing nor a torpid quality. (3) But in original sin there are always actual sins because the kindling is something living and perpetually moving. (4) Original sin is like a cause; actual sin is like the effect. All this was said by Chemnitz with just the same words.

Therefore, since the corrupt stirrings of concupiscence are the proper, perpetual, and inseparable effect of original sin, and they flow forth by emanation, thus they must be assigned by us to original sin, though by logical precision they nevertheless belong to actual sins, indeed their definition properly fits them.

Lombard (Sent., 2, dist. 30, letter G): “Original sin, since it is not actual [sin], is not an act or movement of soul or body. For if it is an act of soul or body, then surely it is actual sin. But it is not actual, and therefore it is not an act or movement.” [Lombard again] (letter H, on the basis of Augustine, Sermon 45 de tem.): “Concupiscence is vice because it makes a little child expert in coveting and causes an adult to be one who covets.” Therefore let us say that the stirrings of corrupt concupiscence with respect to the (regenerate) mind are passions,1 whence they are called παθήματα (Gal. 5:24); and with respect to the flesh are actions, whence they are called ἐπιθυμίαι [“desires”].


 

1 That is, both the feeling of desire and something suffered passively.







CHAPTER XI: IS CONCUPISCENCE IN THE REBORN SIN?

§ 36. The second question is of greater significance, and thus is worthy of careful examination: Are the first impulses of corrupt concupiscence truly and properly sins before God, even if the consent and deliberation of the mind does not yet accede to them?

Observe that concupiscence is understood in three ways: (1) As the desiring [concupiscibilis] faculty, which is a natural potential which is in itself a good, with which the first man was also equipped in his state of innocence.

(2) As the good and [rightly] ordered operation of concupiscence,1 as in the appetite for food in a starving person. I evaluate its goodness with regard to its object, and its [good] order with respect to its manner.

(3) As evil concupiscence, and this again in three ways. (a) As concupiscence which inheres habitually, such as it is after the fall. (b) As its first impulses and actions to which full consent has not yet acceded. (c) As the evil fruits of concupiscence which it produces through the consent of reason.

Therefore let the related questions first be removed. (I) The question is not whether the following is sin: the concupiscence to which consent, pleasure, and the fulfillment of the thing have acceded, the concupiscence to which the corrupt impulses incline. For even the Papists concede that this is sin (though incorrectly they add that it is a venial sin by its own nature).

(II) Nor is the question whether the corrupt impulses of concupiscence were in man by a secondary actuality2 before the fall, for this they also deny with us.

(III) Nor is the question whether the rebellion of the flesh against the spirit is the punishment for original sin, for the Papists also concede this.

(IV) Nor is the question whether the remnants and punishments for original sin—namely, ignorance, difficulty, a propensity for evil, corrupt concupiscence—can be called the wounds of nature and the material for sin, a weakness of nature, and the kindling of sin, for the Papists also assert this.

(V) Nor is the question whether the first impulses of concupiscence to which consent has not yet acceded make reborn people guilty of wrath and eternal death before God, for we clearly deny this and say with the apostle, Rom. 8:1: “There is no condemnation for those who are in Christ.”

Therefore the entire question is about the concupiscence which is left in the reborn after Baptism, that is, the concupiscence habitually inherent as well as its first impulses, whether they are also of themselves and of their nature sins, if the umbrella of grace be removed. That is, does not an evil of fault3 conflicting with the divine Law make [Christians] actually guilty before God and subject to eternal death, even if by way of accident4 it is not imputed to the reborn, namely, for Christ’s sake? We answer affirmatively; the Papists deny it.

Arguments of the affirmative side.

§ 37. We prove the side which affirms the question with the following arguments, the first group of which we take from Romans 6–8.

First, concupiscence is called sin.

(I) Whatever Scripture calls sin in the proper seat [sedes] of this article is truly sin in the proper sense. Yet Scripture calls concupiscence sin in the proper seat of this article. Therefore it is truly sin in the proper sense. The major premise is evident because in an article of faith the letter must be adhered to closely, especially in its proper seat, as we showed in our treatise On the Interpretation of Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 2, §§ 148–49]. Bellarmine (De sac. Euchar., bk. 1, ch. 9, col. 489): “Important dogmas are not usually taught but in the proper words of Holy Writ; for figures have a place in prophecies to obscure a subject, or in praises to adorn the topic, or, finally, in exhortations to amplify the matter, but not in dogmas, which ought to be believed and kept precisely.” [Bellarmine again] (col. 492): “The common rule of explaining Scripture is this: that we never dismiss the proper sense of the words unless we are compelled to do so by some other Scripture or by some article of faith or at least by the common explanation of the entire church. For otherwise faith will perish, and only an opinion about divine matters will remain, and a door will be opened to countless errors.” [Bellarmine again] (ch. 12, col. 524): “The proper and literal meaning must always be chosen unless the contrary is proved clearly. Nor ought we be asked by our adversaries as to why we follow the proper sense of the words, for this would be as if someone were to ask those who are on a journey why they follow the common, well-trod path. For no sane person asks that, nor does he ask why we enter through the door rather than through the window.” Those are all the words of Bellarmine.

§ 38. The minor premise is also certain, for in Romans 6–8 the apostle calls the concupiscence of the flesh “sin” not once but several times. Rom. 6:2: “How can we who have died to sin still live in it?” Verse 6: “Our old man was crucified so that the sinful body might be destroyed, and we might no longer be enslaved to sin.” Verse 7: “For he who has died is justified from sin.” Verses 11–14: “Consider yourselves dead to sin. Let not sin reign in your body to make you obey its desires [concupiscentiis]. Do not yield your members to sin as instruments of wickedness. Sin will have no dominion over you.” Verses 16–19: “You are slaves of the one whom you obey, either of sin which leads to death,” etc. “You were once slaves of sin. You have been freed from sin. You once yielded your members to serve lawlessness unto lawlessness.” Rom. 7:5: “The passions of sins were at work in our members.” Verse 7: “I did not know sin except through the Law.” Verse 8: “Apart from the Law sin is dead.” Verse 9: “When the commandment came, sin revived.” Verse 11: “Sin deceived me.” Verse 13: “Sin, that it might appear to be sin, worked death in me through the good, so that sin might be sinful beyond measure.” Verse 14: “I am sold under sin.” Verses 17 and 20: “Sin which dwells within me.” Verse 23: “The law of sin in my members.” Verse 25: “With my flesh I serve the law of sin.” Rom. 8:2: “The law of the Spirit has freed me from the law of sin.” Verse 3: “He condemned sin in the flesh.” Verse 10: “The body is dead because of sin.”

The Jesuit Ribera (commentary on Hebrews 12): “The apostle usually calls the concupiscence of the flesh against the Spirit ‘sin.’”

Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. peccati, bk. 5, ch. 5, col. 367): “In Romans 6 and 7 the apostle frequently calls the concupiscence of the flesh that he experienced within himself ‘sin,’ though he was justified and holy.”

Therefore the conclusion that concupiscence is truly sin in the proper sense will stand firm. The Jesuit Tanner (Exam. relat. Hunn., ch. 13, § Sed quia): “It is wicked to dishonor the imitation of the Scriptures, [their] manner of speaking and the truth with respect to the subject itself, as a blasphemous and unheard of monstrosity.”

The counterarguments of Bellarmine.

§ 39. Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 5, ch. 10) counters: “Both in the sixth and in the seventh chapter [of Romans], concupiscence is quite often called ‘sin,’ but improperly through the figure of metonymy, because it is the cause of sin if one obeys it.”

We respond. We repeat the rule given earlier [§ 37] that in articles of faith one is not allowed to depart from the proper nature of the words unless Scripture itself demonstrates the impropriety5 and itself explains it.

Let Bellarmine then publish the very pressing reasons which force us to depart from the proper nature of the words in this place, especially since the apostle calls concupiscence “sin” in so many different places and nowhere adds that it is so called by metonymy. (I) Bellarmine says, “The apostle did not add that it is properly sin.”

We respond. On the contrary, because he did not add that it is sin by metonymy, it remains that it is called sin properly. The native meaning of words continues to have a place until it is transferred to another meaning by tropes. In the same way, the Pelagians would be able to respond to all the passages opposed to them, saying that nowhere is it added that those passages must be understood properly. Let Bellarmine recognize his own words cited a little earlier [§ 37].

(II) “A metonymic meaning of ‘sin’ in this passage is clearly concluded from the Scriptures, for the Scriptures bear witness that the word ‘sin’ is ambiguous and is sometimes taken for fault and sometimes for the punishment which is the effect of the fault, sometimes even for the cause of sin, and sometimes, finally, for the sacrifice which is the expiation of sin.”

We respond. It is not enough to show the ambiguity of a word. Rather, it must be shown that it is used here by metonymy and not properly, as we taught in On the Interpretation of Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 2, §§ 148–49]. Therefore it must be demonstrated from the very heart of the apostle’s context that we must follow a metonymic meaning to the exclusion of the proper sense. Let Bellarmine repeat his own words (De sacram. Euch., bk. 1, ch. 11, col. 518): “We do not deny that there is a trope in the word ‘cup’” (in the words of the Supper), “but in the same place the figure is explained very clearly, something which cannot be said about the trope which is established in the word ‘body.’”

(III) “Scripture teaches that sins, properly so called, are removed in justification, nor is it less certain that concupiscence is not removed in justification. Therefore it stands that the passages of Scripture which call concupiscence ‘sin’ must be explained in a figurative sense on the basis of the Scriptures themselves.”

We respond. Error is being piled on error. Sins are removed in Baptism and justification not in such a way that they utterly do not exist but that they are not imputed. Christ removed original sin, but on account of this has it been completely taken away from all men in actuality? That is the Anabaptist position. There will be more about this in its own place [On Holy Baptism (Commonplace XXIII), §§ 128–64].

(IV) [Bellarmine continues:] “The apostle testifies that this sin is in the body but not in the mind. Rom. 6:12: ‘Let not sin reign in your mortal body.’ Rom. 7:18: ‘Good does not dwell in me, that is, in my flesh.’ But now sin, properly so called, cannot exist in the body but in the mind; for where there is unrighteousness, where can righteousness have a place? But who will place righteousness in the members of the flesh? Therefore the apostle is clearly signifying that concupiscence is sin not properly but figuratively.”

We respond. The apostle does not here understand the word “flesh” to mean only the body or the sensitive appetite or the inferior part of the soul (as they call it) but also his entire self, insofar as he is still established under the old flesh or, as he himself says, “I am carnal and sold under sin” (Rom. 7:14), which very point we shall confirm in its own place [§ 51]. Let Bellarmine repeat his own words (De amiss. gratiae et stat. pecc., bk. 5, ch. 15): “The vice of concupiscence dwells especially in the flesh, that is, in the inferior part of a person, which is stated especially with regard to sense [sensualiter], as we have taught from the apostle, Romans 7. Furthermore, it must not be denied that even in the superior part a similar vice is found, for that part, too, is prone to desire, honors, vainglory, etc. For this reason, in Galatians 5 the apostle also assigns heresy and idolatry among the works of the flesh [v. 20].” Those are the words of Bellarmine.

§ 40. To this first argument [of ours] we add the following strength. If Scripture itself teaches that anything must be taken in its proper sense, that must surely be accepted in the proper sense. But Scripture itself teaches that concupiscence is properly called “sin.” Therefore the term “sin” must here be accepted in its proper sense. The major premise is placed beyond the shadow of a doubt. We confirm the minor in this way. The apostle calls concupiscence something “not good” (Rom. 7:15), but “evil.” And he describes this evil both privatively (“I cannot do the good,” v. 18) and positively (“The evil which I hate, that I do,” v. 19). There he calls it the sort of evil which is “worthy of hatred, which must be crucified,” and which must be “mortified and destroyed” (Rom. 6:6); which makes us “wretched before God” (Rom. 7:24); and from which one should pray with serious groans to be freed (Rom. 7:25 [cf. 8:26]).

Bellarmine counters: “Although concupiscence is not properly sin, nevertheless it is a corruption which incites one to evil, and thus cannot be called a good but both a privative and a positive evil.”

We respond. Concupiscence is not merely the evil of punishment but also the evil of fault. Every evil which is worthy of the hatred of God and of the devout, which must be destroyed and mortified, which makes us wretched in our spiritual life before God is an evil of fault. But concupiscence is just such an evil. Therefore it is an evil not only of punishment but also of fault. The major premise is obvious, for every evil of punishment insofar as it is such, and which is simply such [a punishment], is from God and, consequently, is not worthy of the hatred of God and of the devout.

The definition of sin fits concupiscence.

§ 41. (II) The second argument. If the proper definition of sin fits something, it is properly sin; that is obvious. And yet the proper definition of sin fits concupiscence. Therefore concupiscence is properly sin. I confirm the major premise from 1 John 3:4: “Sin is lawlessness.” Concupiscence is lawlessness. Rom. 7:7: “I would not have known concupiscence had not the Law said, ‘You shall not covet [concupisces].’” Therefore it is sin. Do not suppose that this syllogism affirmed in the second figure proves nothing; note that the major premise is reciprocal since it is an essential definition. Every sin is lawlessness, and every lawlessness is sin.

Bellarmine counters:

Concupiscence here does not mean the kindling but the voluntary act of desiring [concupiscendi], which is proved from the apostle’s context. For when the apostle said that the Law was not sin, that is, the cause of sin, but was the cause of the knowledge of sin, he proved this from the fact that people would not have recognized that their inner actions, like desiring another’s wife or property, were sins if the Law had not said, “You shall not covet” [Rom. 7:7]; and also from the passage of the evangelist, Matt. 5:28: “Everyone who looks at a woman to desire her has already committed adultery with her in his heart.” Christ said this against the Pharisees, who taught that internal disgraces were not sins, as is clear from Josephus (Antiq., bk. 12, ch. 13) and Rabbi Kimchi (on Ps. 66:17).

To this Bellarmine assigns the meaning of the words “he has committed adultery in his heart.” From those words he concludes that it is not the concupiscence of the flesh but the concupiscence of the heart which has been forbidden in the Law.

We respond. (1) In its own place [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), §§ 53, 179–80] we shall show that not only the voluntary act of coveting but even the first impulses of sinful concupiscence have been forbidden in the Decalogue.

(2) Here the apostle is asserting that the concupiscence that he could not recognize as sin except from the Law is the concupiscence which is forbidden by the Law. But now, surely he can recognize that a voluntary act of lusting is sin from the light of nature without the illumination of the Law. Even the better heathen have acknowledged this, something which is obvious from heathen authors, especially from Plato, Aristotle, and Seneca.

(3) Stapleton (Antidot., Romans 7, p. 364) writes: “The Jews, men most literal and dense, did not understand that mental adultery, homicide, and theft were sins also connected with the consent of reason.” And in the same book (p. 362), he writes: “Without the prohibition of the Law, great sinners do not know that the voluntary impulses of concupiscence are sins.” Yet the apostle Paul, even before his conversion to Christ, was not so literal and dense nor so great a sinner, [for] he recognized that the voluntary inner failings were sins. Phil. 3:6: “According to righteousness under the Law, blameless.” 2 Tim. 1:3: “I serve God with a clear conscience, as did my fathers.” Acts 23:1: “I have lived before God in all good conscience up to this day.” Stapleton (Antidot., p. 369): “The apostle lived in all good conscience before God.” Therefore he cultivated not only external righteousness but also true righteousness before God. Page 370: “The inner thoughts of a man who lives in all good conscience before God are not defiled with a corruption of the heart but are completely pure.”

(4) In this place the apostle asserts that concupiscence is sin and is forbidden by the Law, and he says about it, [Rom. 7:]15, that he does not do what he wants but what he hates; v. 17, that he himself is not doing it, that is, because he did not choose it, doing it with full and deliberate consent; v. 18, that it dwells in his flesh; v. 23, that it is at war with the law of his mind and makes man captive to the law of sin which is in his members. Yet all these things do not fit the deliberations but the first impulses of concupiscence.

(5) If this counterargument of Bellarmine finds a place, how many equivocations will be established in the words “sin” and “concupiscence”? To this it is cold to reply that equivocations do not obscure but adorn the meaning. For this can be said only about equivocations if they are used in praises to adorn the subject or in exhortations to amplify the matter. But in dealing with dogma, equivocations are inappropriate unless they are first explained.

(6) The apostle states, not in reference to other people but in reference to himself, that he did not know that concupiscence was sin except through the Law [Rom. 7:7]. Therefore from this statement the contrary is concluded, namely, that in this passage the subject is not a voluntary act of coveting [concupiscendi] (which the apostle was not unaware had to be considered in the number of sins) but the first impulses of corrupt concupiscence.

(7) In Matthew 5, when Christ cleanses the divine Law of the corruption of the Pharisees, He shows that not only the desires of deliberate concupiscence but also its first impulses are forbidden by the Law. Verse 22: “Whoever is angry with his brother without cause will be liable to judgment.” Here, with the word “anger,” He includes all the inner impulses in the mind, will, and heart that are not in harmony with the norm of the Fifth Commandment. In v. 28 He shows that the Sixth Commandment forbids every lustful desire [concupiscentia venerea] in the mind, heart, and will, in the senses, commands, gestures, speech, etc. He expressly names the heart, sight, and desire [concupiscentia] under which the Hebrew includes the rest by synecdoche, because in the Fifth Commandment He had explained those grades by name. The proposition πρός [“in order to,” Matt. 5:28] does not limit the concupiscence of the heart to a voluntary act but indicates that what is meant is the sort of looking by which the heart is titillated within and is kindled with lust, or when the heart, seething with lust, gives itself to the eyes and seeks the desire [concupiscentia] of the eyes that the lust of the heart may be fed and inflamed all the more from it. For this reason, in 1 John 2:16 the concupiscence of the flesh and the concupiscence of the eyes are tied together.

(8) Therefore what Bellarmine says, that “the concupiscence of the heart and not the concupiscence of the flesh is forbidden in the Law,” is false and unfounded, because Scripture uses the word “heart” to mean all the powers of the soul, and the word “flesh” to mean the entire man still established under the old flesh. Therefore the Law accuses the concupiscence of both the flesh and the heart. This is something that will be more fully understood from the following [§ 42], when we shall prove that even the first impulses of concupiscence are truly at war with the Law of God: “You shall not covet [concupisces]” [Exod. 20:17]. Here we shall follow the footsteps of Bellarmine and proceed to free from his corruptions the arguments drawn from Romans 6–8.

Arguments from the Epistle to the Romans.

§ 42. (III) The third argument. The apostle asserts that the following is sin and is forbidden by the Law: the concupiscence through which and because of which “he was carnal” and “sold under sin” against his will (Rom. 7:14). And yet this is the concupiscence of the flesh through which a person becomes a sinner, even though the consent of the will has not yet acceded; in fact, it happens contrary to the will, something which is clear from v. 15: “What I hate, that I do”; v. 16: “What I do not want to do I do”; v. 19: “I do not do the good I want.” Therefore even the concupiscence of the flesh—that is, the first impulses of concupiscence—are sins and are forbidden by the Law even if consent has not acceded.

Bellarmine objects: (1) “Some of the ancients claim that the apostle is speaking not about himself and other regenerate people but in the persona of the wicked, who by the very kindling of sin are drawn into various disgraceful acts, and yet who meanwhile somehow recognize and hate them by the light of reason.”

But this is too weak. The words and circumstances of the text clearly refute that explanation, and Augustine already disapproved of it when he, writing against the Pelagians, retracted it later after using it himself. Stapleton writes (Antidot., at this passage): “In his own persona and in that of a reborn person the apostle is saying, ‘I am carnal [Rom. 7:14].’” In fact, Bellarmine himself attributes very little to it, for he prefers the second explanation.

Therefore he again counters: (2) “The Law is not kept by the justified as far as the end is concerned, that is, as far as perfection is concerned, which is the end of the commandment and, consequently, is not properly in the commandment. Yet it is possible for it to be kept quite well according as there is a need to avoid sin.” Stapleton (Antidot., at v. 16) sets this forth as follows: “The Law forbids the first impulse of concupiscence not by way of obligation but by way of teaching, because this is the end and perfection of the Law: that we lack every corrupt desire, something which is fulfilled not in this life but in the next.”

Does the Law forbid some things only by way of teaching?

§ 43. This is a strange distinction which conflicts with the very subject that is to be distinguished, for the genuine and proper nature of the Law is not only to teach what is good but also to obligate one to the good, not only to teach what is sin but also to prohibit it. Therefore let us hear with what colors Bellarmine paints it. He says:

It should be known that at times in the commandments only the means to an end are indicated, as when it is says: “Fight against the foe. Provide medicine to the sick.” For these are means—the former, to victory; the latter, to health. Sometimes both the means and the end are signified, as if one should say: “Overcome the foe. Heal the sick.” For here not only the fight and cure, which are the means, are being commanded, but also the end—victory and health—is indicated. Furthermore, the obligation of a commandment consists properly in the means which it orders, not in the end. He is a transgressor who neglects the means, not the person who does not achieve the end. For the person who is told “Conquer the foe,” does not sin if he does not conquer, provided he fights bravely, nor is the person sinning who is told to heal the sick even if he cannot cure him, provided he apply himself to the healing. For in a commandment the end can be indicated, but it cannot be enjoined. Thus the command “You shall not covet [concupisces]” [Exod. 20:17] is of the type that includes means and end at the same time. The means are to resist desires [concupiscentiis], never to assent, never to yield to them. These are binding in such a way that whoever does not do this continues to be guilty. The end is to uproot desires completely and to accomplish this in such a way that no impulse in the flesh develops contrary to reason. But the Law sets forth this end that we may understand whither we must strive with the help of God, not that we would become guilty if we do not do that which is not in our power to do and which pertains to the blessedness of the life to come, rather than to an obligation of this life. For thus St. Augustine teaches (Letter 200 ad Asellicum): “The Law has set this forth by saying, ‘You shall not covet,’ not because we have the strength to do this but because we strive for this as we do it.” Also (De nupt. et concup., bk. 1, ch. 29): “He does much good who does what is written: ‘Do not follow after your desires [concupiscentias]’ [cf. 1 Pet. 2:11]. But he is imperfect because he does not fulfill what is written: ‘You shall not covet [concupisces].’ Therefore the Law says, ‘You shall not covet,’ for this reason: that when we understand that we are laid low with this disease, we may seek the medicine of grace, and that we may know in that commandment both whither we should strive in this mortal life and to what height we can reach in that blessed immortality.”

After setting these things forth, Bellarmine adds such a paraphrase of the apostle’s words:

“The Law is spiritual,” that is, it wholly requires spiritual things: that it be preserved perfectly even as far as its end is concerned. “But I am carnal,” that is, I am not yet completely spiritual the way I shall be after the resurrection. “I am sold under sin,” that is, I am still awaiting the redemption of the body. So therefore the apostle was not yet completely perfecting the spiritual law “You shall not covet [concupisces]” in the part in which he was still carnal. But yet he was not sinning, because the Law does not obligate him not to feel the impulses of the flesh, but rather not to consent to them.

§ 44. Bellarmine (De monach., bk. 2, ch. 13, col. 474) repeats this same distinction so that he can maintain that the Law can be fulfilled perfectly in this life. But we respond to this fabricated distinction in the following points.

(1) Bellarmine conflicts with himself. If only the concupiscence of the heart—that is, voluntary concupiscence, but not the concupiscence of the flesh—is forbidden in the law “You shall not covet [concupisces]” (which Bellarmine asserted in response to our second argument), why does he argue here that even the first impulses of concupiscence, that is, the very concupiscence of the flesh, is also forbidden by the Law?

(2) It is inconsistent to say that the Law forbids some things by way of obligation but other things only by way of teaching, for every prohibition is an obligation. Therefore whatever the Law prohibits, it prohibits by way of obligation. Thus the Law teaches in such a way that it makes clear what ought to be done or avoided. And thus bare knowledge is not enough; it also requires practice. The form of the Law consists of obligation, because by its own nature it is a norm, measure, and rule. Therefore it obligates one to whatever it teaches.

(3) The Law obligates one not only to the means but also to the end itself in whatever way the “end” of the Law is understood. The internal end of the Law is perfect and absolute uprightness, and righteousness in every detail, and conformity with God, the Archetype. 1 Tim. 1:5: “The end of the commandment is love from a pure heart, a good conscience, and a faith unfeigned.” Surely the Law obligates to this end, because all the commandments of the Law are summed up in the command about love. Rom. 13:8–9: “He who has loved his neighbor has fulfilled the Law. The commandments ‘You shall not commit adultery, You shall not kill, You shall not steal, You shall not covet,’ and any other commandment, is summed up in the sentence” (as if it were reduced under one heading) “ ‘You shall love your neighbor as yourself.’” Matt. 22:37–40: “You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your mind. This is the greatest and first commandment. And the second is like it: you shall love your neighbor as yourself. On these two commandments hang all the Law and the prophets.” If the Law were not to obligate one to this internal end, it would not obligate at all, because all the rest of the things to which it obligates are included in this one command about love.

The external end of the Law is the attainment of eternal life, and the Law also obligates one to this. For thus it requires perfect obedience from man so that through it he might attain eternal life. Therefore by obligating one to perfect obedience, it also obligates one to eternal life. Matt. 19:17: “If you would enter life, keep the Commandments.” To the lawyer asking, “What can be done to have eternal life?” (Luke 10:25), Christ responds: “What is written in the Law? How do you read?” [v. 26]. And when he recites the commandment of love (v. 27), He responds (v. 28): “This do, and you will live.” Therefore, properly speaking, the Law promises eternal life and obligates one to achieve eternal life.

(4) Therefore since the commandment about not coveting [non concupiscendo] pertains to the internal end of the Law, then surely the Law obligates one not to covet [concupiscere]. It is unscriptural to assert that “do not covet” pertains only to the end which the Law shows and not to the means to which the Law obligates, since it pertains to the perfect righteousness that the Law requires.

(5) In this place belongs the observation: the apostle has one and the same opinion concerning the command about not coveting [concupiscendo] and the commandments about not committing adultery and not killing (Rom. 13:9). Therefore as the Law obligates one not to commit adultery and not to kill, so also it will obligate one not to covet. Yet it does obligate one not to commit adultery, not to kill, etc., as the means of attaining eternal life. Therefore it will obligate in the same way not to covet. To all the Commandments of God is added the general statement, Deut. 27:26 and Gal. 3:10: “Cursed is everyone who does not continue in all that is written in the book of the Law.” Therefore whatever has been written in the Law obligates us under the curse of eternal punishment.

(6) The comparisons which Bellarmine provides about the soldier who is bound only to fight energetically but not to conquer, and about the physician who is obliged to care zealously but not to heal, are dissimilar and foreign to this passage. It has never been in the powers of any soldier to fight in such a way that he always conquers; it has never been in the powers of any physician to give care in such a way that he always cures. Yet the Law was given to man before the fall when he was equipped with perfect strength, through which he could render the perfect obedience [required], so that he might not feel the first impulses of concupiscence.

Therefore we turn those comparisons on their head in this way. As the soldier who has the power to conquer is bound not only to fight energetically but also to conquer, and as a physician who has the power to heal is bound not only to take zealous care but also to heal, so also the first man was bound by the Law not only not to go after his own desires [concupiscentias] but also not to desire. The same obligation still endures, for though those powers were lost through the fall, nevertheless no part of the Law’s obligation has receded because of this. This can be made clear with the example of a debtor who, reduced to the final limit of poverty by his own fault, is unable to pay, yet still is bound to pay. Here pertains the statement from Thomas Aquinas (cited in § 26) that the declaration “No one sins in that which he cannot avoid” must be understood with this limitation: “if he has not fallen into that impossibility by his own fault,” such as someone who voluntarily hurls himself into a pit from which he cannot come out by his own power.

(7) The words of Augustine do not yet prove that which Bellarmine wanted to carve out of them. Augustine says, “It is impossible to fulfill the Law about not coveting [non concupiscendo] in this life.” From these words Bellarmine wants to prove that “we are not bound” to fulfill that commandment, but these words are certainly not of equal meaning. Augustine is saying that in eternal life the Law will be fulfilled perfectly by us, but nowhere does he add that we are not bound to it in this life. On the contrary, because Augustine says that our ailment is recognized from the Law and that we are bound to seek a physician for the soul, he surely is presupposing that we are bound by an obligation to that Law, for he writes (Letter 200 ad Asellicum): “The usefulness of the Law is that it convinces man of his weakness and forces him to ask for the medicine of grace which is in Christ.” In De nupt. et concup. (bk. 1, ch. 29) he says: “Much good is done by the reborn, but nevertheless the Law is still not perfected by them, that is, perfectly fulfilled—which fact cannot be overturned by any sophistry.”

§ 45. But lest Bellarmine appear too generous in his concessions, after he had argued at length that even the first impulses of concupiscence in some way are forbidden by the Law of God, he adds: “Also probable is what others teach, that the commandment ‘You shall not covet [concupisces]’ by no means forbids involuntary impulses but only the assent.” You see the rashness of those people; they invent and depict all things in accord with their own judgment, lest the genuine meaning of Scripture be acknowledged. He had just conceded that the first impulses of concupiscence are forbidden by the Law of God, and a bit later you will hear him not only deny this but even overturn it with arguments, whether they occur [in reality] or not [κεῖται oὐ κεῖται]. But how does he prove that only a voluntary corrupt concupiscence connected with assent is forbidden by the Law of God? [Bellarmine writes:]

(1) “This is called ‘the law of the mind’ by the apostle in Rom. 7:23 because it was given to the mind and not to the flesh.”

We respond. The “law of the mind” means the propensity of a person reborn through the Spirit to show perfect obedience to the Law, as we shall demonstrate in its own place [cf. §§ 47–48; On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), § 3]. It is false to say that the Law is not given to the flesh but only to the mind; on the contrary, the Law is given to the entire man, just as original righteousness was the uprightness of all his powers.

(2) “All the Commandments of the Decalogue are meant in reference to actions which are free and wholly voluntary. Therefore this commandment about not coveting [concupiscendo] also [was so meant].”

We respond. Both the antecedent and the conclusion itself are false: the former, because in Matthew 5 Christ interprets the command about not killing in such a way that He shows that even the first impulses of wrath are forbidden by it [v. 22]; the latter, because that which is quite obscure in the rest of the Commandments according to the letter of the words is made quite clear in the final commandment about not coveting, about which we say more elsewhere [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), § 179].

§ 46. (IV) The fourth argument. The “mind” of blessed Paul, reborn as it was through the Spirit, and the Law of God wanted the same thing. Rom. 7:16: “But if I do what I do not want to do, I consent to the Law because it is good.” Yet the mind of the blessed apostle did not want to feel the impulses of concupiscence. Therefore even the impulses were conflicting with the Law of God. For this reason Augustine (Sermon 5 de verb. apost.) says: “What do you say, O Law? ‘You shall not covet [concupisces],’ and I do not want to covet. My weakness does not fulfill the Law, but my will does praise the Law.”

Here Bellarmine is deceitful: (1) He repeats his own distinction between the prohibition of the end and the means, which we refuted earlier [§ 44]. (2) He says that the consent of the blessed apostle with the Law consists in this: not that Paul and the Law want and do not want the same thing, but that Paul wants and does not want that which the Law orders him to want, that is, to resist desires [concupiscentiis].

We respond. The Law requires not only that one resist covetous desires [concupiscentiis] but also that he not covet [concupiscatur]. The apostle, who has been reborn through the Holy Spirit, wants both. But because he is still partly established under the old flesh, he still does what he does not wish nor approve of, namely, he feels the desires of the flesh.

(3) He asserts that “it is more easily said that both the mind of the apostle and the Law do not want concupiscence as an object. Meanwhile, with his coveting the apostle is not yet transgressing the Law, since he is not coveting voluntarily, just as involuntary killing is not against the Law.”

We respond. If only that which is voluntary in actuality is a transgression of the Law, then all sins of ignorance and weakness will be removed. If only that which is voluntary in actuality is sin, original sin will be denied altogether. There will be a discussion of involuntary killing in its own place [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), § 157]. Furthermore, the solutions of Bellarmine overturn each other. For if even the first involuntary impulses of concupiscence are prohibited by the Law, then the consent of the Law and mind cannot be established while resisting covetous desires [concupiscentiis], and in this way the second response undoes the first. In turn, if the mind of the apostle and the Law of God do not want concupiscence as an object, then surely they are willing against the same thing, and in this way the third response overturns the second.

§ 47. (V) The fifth argument. The apostle complains that when he wants to do good, evil lies close at hand (Rom. 7:21). Therefore concupiscence is surely the sort of evil which excludes the perfect fulfillment of the Law and, as a consequence, is sin.

First, Bellarmine complains about the obscurity of this passage, and then adds that the meaning is this:

“I find that the Law is something good to me, I who want to do good, that is, who want to do good works and to live according to the Law. But the reason why I find that the Law is something good is because the evil of concupiscence lies close to me, for while, on the one hand, the evil which is close by urges me to sin, on the other hand, the Law of the Lord draws me back from sin.” And thus it is impossible to make it out from this passage that the Law cannot be kept or that involuntary concupiscence is a sin.

We respond. Some people separate the words “I find it a law” from those which follow, and they compose this kind of paraphrase of them: “I am constituted in such a way that the Law is received through creation.” Others explain it this way: “I find that, when I want to do something good, it is a law” (that is, this law has been imposed) “that evil lies close to me.”

Ambrose asserts that “the Law of Moses gives to his will a consent against the sin which dwells in the flesh,” and Augustine (Contra duas epist. Pelag., bk. 1, ch. 10) follows this explanation.

Theophylact translates it in this way: “I find that the Law protects me when I want to do good, but I do not do it because evil lies close to me.”

Erasmus takes the word “that” specifically, in this sense: “When I try to obey a good law and I am dragged toward evil by conquering cupidity, I feel that the evil is within me and not within the Law.”

Whatever it is, since it adheres to him, one cannot doubt that the evil about which the apostle is complaining is concupiscence. Because it adheres to him when he wants to do good and impedes him in his perfect fulfillment of the Law, it is surely sin. We place the strength of our argument in the opposition of good and evil. Bellarmine understands “the evil near at hand” to mean the evil of punishment, but the opposition of good and evil shows clearly that the evil of fault is to be understood. The word “law” we take as a reference to the law of sin clinging to the members, according to the explanation in [Rom. 7:]23.

§ 48. (VI) The sixth argument. Anything that conflicts with the law of the mind (reborn through the Spirit) and holds a man in the law of sin is surely sin. But such is concupiscence (Rom. 7:23). Therefore it is sin.

Bellarmine counters: “Not everything which militates against the Law is sin,” and this, he says, is “beyond controversy.” But, my good man, this is not only controversial but is also clearly false. In fact, the apostle provides this definition: “Sin is lawlessness” (1 John 3:4).

Whether everything which conflicts with the Law is sin.

Therefore, according to the most common rule, whatever is lawlessness is sin. Whatever the definition fits, to that must be attributed what has been defined, for, as Damascenus (Dialect., ch. 8) teaches: “A perfect definition is one that is reciprocal with regard to the thing defined.”

Therefore Bellarmine sees that this is not beyond controversy, and thus he tries to prove it: (1) “A sinner militates against the Law, and yet man as sinner is not properly sin.”

We respond. But this is wretched sophistry. A sinner is at war with the Law not because he is a man, but because he is a sinner. Therefore whatever in man conflicts with the Law—that is, whatever departs from the rule of the Law with which it ought to be in harmony—is sin, understood formally. (For there is another understanding if you take the lawlessness materially, so that the subject to which the lawlessness and sin cling is meant.) Bellarmine knows this as exactly as the palm of his hand, because he himself distinguishes between the material of sin (which he not very suitably calls “substance”) and the form of sin (which he calls its “proper nature”) (De amiss. grat. et stat. peccati, bk. 1, ch. 1). He says: “The substance of sin is a voluntary action or voluntary omission of an action. The nature of sin is the actual turning away and departure from the rule in the action or its omission.” These are the words of Bellarmine here, who was pleased in this passage to engage in sophistic deceit by confusing the material and form.

(2) “An unjust law is at war with a just law, and the law of one ruler is contrary to that of another, yet neither of these is properly sin.”

We respond. An unjust law is opposed to a just law in a contradictory fashion, but sin is opposed to the Law privatively. These things should not be confused. As far as positive laws are concerned, their nature is different from that of the divine Law, for the former can vary with regard to circumstances, but the latter is an eternal and immutable rule.

After setting forth these things, Bellarmine responds to the argument: “Concupiscence is at war with the Law not as an action that departs from the rule, since it could and should be in harmony with the rule, but it is at war as a contrary law that drives one to evil, as the devil also is at war with the Law, as well as anything which stirs one to transgress the Law.”

We respond. Subordinates must not be opposed to each other.6 Concupiscence is sin because it departs from the rule of the Law, and it drives one to sin because, when it has conceived, it gives birth to sin. Therefore we turn Bellarmine’s solution on its head. As a law which commands evils is not only the cause of lawlessness but also is actually lawless (for such a law which commands evils is a law only in terminology and in name alone), and as the devil who drives one to sin is not only the cause of sin but is himself a sinner, so also the concupiscence of the flesh is not only the cause of actual sin but is also itself sin. The words which Bellarmine adds are treacherous: “anything which stirs one to transgress the Law.” They are understood as external objects which do not incite to sin by their own nature nor of themselves but only accidentally, insofar as corrupt concupiscence lies hidden in a person exciting him. They should not have been cited here.

§ 49. (VII) The seventh argument. Anything that makes people wretched in their spiritual life before God and from which they are freed only by Christ must be considered as sin. But the former fits concupiscence. Therefore also the latter. Rom. 7:24–25: “Wretched man that I am! Who will deliver me from the body of this death? Thanks be to God, through Jesus Christ, our Lord.”

Bellarmine counters: “This is a very clumsy argument because the apostle is speaking about the wretchedness of punishment and hopes for liberation from his mortal body.”

We respond. It is expressly added in the major premise of our argument that only something which makes a person wretched in his spiritual life and before God and from which he is freed only by the grace of God through Christ is the evil of fault. As is obvious, all these things cannot be attributed to the evil of punishment. The apostle was glorying in his tribulations (Rom. 5:3), but he laments so miserably because of the concupiscence still clinging to his flesh. Very often “wretchedness” [ταλαιπωρία, cf. Rom. 7:24] is taken as a reference to the misery of fault. Rom. 3:16: “In their paths is wretchedness.” Rev. 3:17: “Not knowing that you are wretched and pitiable and poor and blind and naked,” all of which are understood to mean spiritual nakedness, blindness, and misery. Bellarmine is correct in saying, “The apostle is praying for freedom from his mortal body which is subject to passions.” But should not the reason why the apostle is praying for this freedom also be added? Rom. 8:10, because “the body is dead because of the sin which dwells in it,” that is, because it would be subject to death, not only temporal but also eternal death, if its sins were not forgiven for Christ’s sake. In the following verse, the apostle teaches that he has this in view: “I give thanks to God through Jesus Christ” [Rom. 7:25]. In Rom. 8:1 he adds the reason why sin which dwells in the flesh does not make devout people subject to eternal death, namely, because they are in Christ through faith and are mortifying the deeds of the flesh through the Spirit. “There is no condemnation for those who are in Christ, who walk not according to the flesh but according to the Spirit” [Rom. 8:1, 4].

§ 50. (VIII) The eighth argument. He who does good but does not perfect it has not yet fulfilled the Law perfectly. But the apostle testifies about himself and all the reborn: they indeed do good but do not perfect it. Rom. 7:18: “To will is within my power, but I do not discover how to perfect the good.” Therefore they are not yet fulfilling the Law perfectly, on account of adhering concupiscence. As a consequence, the concupiscence which prohibits the perfect fulfillment of the Law is sin.

Bellarmine counters: “For someone to sin by not acting, it is required that he ought to do it and can do it; but not desiring [concupiscere] in the flesh is not within our power.”

We respond. The obligation of the Law must not be evaluated according to the status of man after the fall, but on the basis of the gifts and powers for fulfilling the Law which we understand to have existed in the first man. Surely, through original sin, we are subject to the wretched necessity to sin (as Augustine and Bernard say) so that we are unable not to covet7 [concupiscere], nevertheless the rigor of the Law is not lessened, nor is our obligation, on that account. We proved this earlier [§ 44 (6)] with the example of the debtor who was reduced to poverty because of his own fault, and we shall demonstrate this in greater detail in its own place in our article On the Law [Commonplace XV, §§ 181–202].

§ 51. (IX) The ninth argument. Anything that is hostility toward God and anything that is death—that is, the cause of death—is sin. But “the mind of the flesh is hostility toward God” (Rom. 8:7) and “death” (v. 6). Therefore it is sin.

Bellarmine counters: “The word ‘mind’ in this passage does not mean concupiscence itself but the excessive concern and anxiety in providing the things which are pleasing and suited to the flesh, which the apostle removes from himself.” Bellarmine accuses “our rashness” under this charge: that we are “confusing and mixing up everything” and that we are taking our “arguments from those passages which have nothing to do with the subject.”

We respond. “The mind of the flesh” means the affections, senses, intelligence, and wisdom of carnal people who have not yet been reborn, and the affections, interests, and thoughts of the flesh in the reborn themselves. In regard to this mind, the apostle declares that it is “hostility toward God,” that is, that it is not only subject to the Law but also is hostilely opposed to God and to His Law, as the apostle explains himself. The apostle does not totally remove the mind, the affection of the flesh, from himself, because he has already before confessed that he was not yet completely spiritual but was still partly carnal, that is, that he still was to a certain extent under the old flesh (Rom. 7:14). But he denies that he is in the flesh or that he walks according to the flesh; that is, [he denies] that he brings to completion the mind of the flesh. He denies that he indulges in the affection of the flesh but asserts that through the Spirit he is mortifying the desires of the flesh and urges other reborn people to do the very same thing (Gal. 5:24). Therefore since the expression “the mind of the flesh” also includes the first impulses of concupiscence as a certain species, it is not the case that the impulses of a corrupt concupiscence are declared free of enmity against God and the Law of God.

Genesis 6:5: “Every thought of the heart is only wicked.”

§ 52. So that is the prior group of arguments taken from Romans 6–8. The latter class, drawn from other passages of Scripture, comes next. In discussing it we shall also follow the footsteps of Bellarmine.

(I) Gen. 6:5: “Every thought of the heart is only evil at all times,” Gen. 8:21: “from youth.” If the imagination of the human heart is only evil at all times, surely corrupt concupiscence cannot be absolved of the accusation that it is sin.

Bellarmine counters: “The actual sin of those who lived before the flood is being described, because they walked according to the flesh and thought only of the things of the flesh.” Again, where he produces the sort of declaration that completely denies original sin, he says, “That inclination to evil is a wound left over from original sin, but it is not properly sin unless it comes forth in a voluntary action.” Add the rest of the syllogism: “In the case of infants, that inclination does not yet erupt into a voluntary act. Therefore they are without sin, properly speaking.”

We respond. By this statement Moses intended to show the very source of actual sins, namely, what sort of human nature remained after the Spirit of God had been removed, that is, the sort which is completely carnal, as it is of itself and of its own nature after the fall. Also, because the same words are repeated to Noah when he left the ark with his family, it is obvious that they cannot be assigned only to those who lived before the flood but are being said in general about the nature of man after the flood as it is in itself, if considered outside of the regeneration and renewal of the Spirit.

The Hebrew truth reads in this way, Gen. 6:5: [image: ] [image: ] (“Every imagination of the thoughts of the heart is only evil every day”). The words are very emphatic.

(1) With the word “heart,” the Holy Spirit in Scripture, and especially in the New Testament, means not only the appetitive but also the rational faculty of the soul,8 and for this reason it attributes to the heart not only affections but also intellect and will. From the thoughts which are attributed to the heart, it is clear that the word “heart” is taken in this sense in this passage. For example, in Matt. 15:19, Christ says, “Out of the heart come evil thoughts.”

(2) Therefore Moses attributes to the heart of man [image: ] and [image: ]. The former word properly signifies “to shape, to make up, to imagine, to think up” and is attributed to a potter who is shaping a vessel. The latter word means “to think up with the intention of the mind,” διαλoγίζεσθαι. In Exod. 35:32 it is used in reference to the craftsmen of the tabernacle who are creating their handiwork with their unique industriousness. Therefore in these two words all the impulses and thoughts of the heart are embraced, whether they are the first involuntary impulses or whether they are drawn out with singular diligence and intent of the mind. In the same manner these words are joined in the same sense in 1 Chron. 28:9: “The Lord searches every heart and understands every imagination of its thoughts.” It is for this reason that the rabbis generally call corrupt concupiscence [image: ] [image: ] (“evil imagination”).

(3) The Holy Spirit calls all these thoughts of the heart “evil,” that is, not in conformity with the Law of God but stained with sin and impelling toward actual sins. For though the word [image: ] is used at times to refer to the evil of punishment, nevertheless the circumstances of this passage show clearly that it must be understood here to mean the evil of fault, since the Holy Spirit is here engaged in a description of the causes of the flood.

The imagination of thoughts is said to be [image: ], “only evil,” which the Latin translator renders too feebly: that the thought of the heart is “intent on evil.” This is also a word both of exclusion and of extenuation according to Förster in his lexicon. Therefore the meaning is that the imagination of thoughts is wholly and always evil, even to the most insignificant impulse.

(5) The evil is continual or, as is explained in Gen. 8:21, [image: ], “from his” (man’s) “infancy.” The word [image: ] is used in Scripture both about a child and an infant. Therefore our infancy first begins it, and, in fact, as soon as our days begin, the imagination of the thoughts of the heart is evil. You see that in these words of Moses the astonishing description of original sin (whose constant, inseparable effect is the corrupt lust of the flesh) is set forth for us. We have been explaining it up to now as we follow the careful lead of Dr. Polycarp [Leyser].

Psalm 19[:12]: “Cleanse me from hidden faults.”

§ 53. (II) In Ps. 19:[12] the psalmist complains: “Who understands his errors? Cleanse me from hidden [faults]”; and in Ps. 51:[10] he asks that a clean heart be created for him. Therefore he is acknowledging the clinging stains of sins and admits that the number of his sins escapes his knowledge.

Bellarmine counters: “These passages in no way pertain to original sin or to concupiscence in the reborn, since in justification all sins are remitted, since concupiscence is not a hidden thing, and since prayer should not be made for the involuntary impulses of concupiscence, according to Augustine (Letter 200). Therefore David is speaking about venial and secret mortal sins.”

We respond. (1) Sin is remitted not in such a way that it does not exist but that it is not imputed—more on this subject in its own place [§§ 67–69].

(2) Corrupt concupiscence is a hidden sin of the heart and is recognized only by the reborn through the light of the divine Law (Ps. 90:8). David knew that corrupt desires [concupiscentias] were sins, but he admits that he does not know how many times he felt those sinful impulses, which two ideas Bellarmine confuses in his sophistry. The reborn understand that they have sin, but they do not know how often and how seriously they have sinned.

(3) Bellarmine will never persuade us that prayer must not be made concerning even the involuntary impulses of corrupt concupiscence, since Moses complains about secret sin (Ps. 90:8); and David, about hidden faults (Ps. 19:[12]); and especially since the apostle (Rom. 7:[23–]24) so wretchedly laments the law of sin which clings to his members.

These are the words of Augustine:

Man begins to be renewed in the inner man according to grace so that he may do in the mind what he loves, and not consent to the flesh which is doing what he hates, that is, that he might not covet [concupiscat] at all, but that he not go after his desires [concupiscentias]. To be sure, this is so great that, if it were done in every respect, and though the desires of sin are in us while we are in the body of this death, nevertheless we would offer our consent to none of them; this would not be why we say to our Father who is in heaven: “Forgive us our debts,” etc. [Matt. 6:12; Luke 11:4].

Augustine is showing that we are so far away from being able to show perfect obedience to the Law about not coveting [non concupiscendo] that we even very often give our consent to corrupt desires [concupiscentiis]. It is for this reason that prayer must be made by us every day for our debts, that is, for the forgiveness even of our daily actual sins. Thus on the basis of this hypothesis, one which is indeed naturally impossible in this life, Augustine does not pronounce absolutely that prayer should not be made for the forgiveness of the impulses of corrupt concupiscence, which he elsewhere testifies are clearly forbidden with the law. How, then, could he simply and absolutely say that prayer should not be made for their forgiveness?

Moreover, Augustine elsewhere bears clear witness that this prayer should be made daily because of the adhering defects and remnants of original sin: “Forgive us our debts.” For thus he writes (Letter 29): “So long as love can be increased, surely that which is less than it ought to be is from vice, because of which vice there is not a just person on earth who does good and does not sin [cf. Eccl. 7:20]. Because of this vice, if we say that we have no sin, we are liars, etc. [cf. 1 John 1:8]. On account of this, every time we commit it, it is necessary for us to say, ‘Forgive us our debts,’ though all our words, deeds, and thoughts have already been forgiven.” Augustine again (Sermon 2 de verb. apost.): “You say that it is enough for me that I receive the remission of all my sins in Baptism. But is my weakness ended because my iniquity is blotted out? You still are carrying the frail flesh, etc. You are surely still saying until your weaknesses are cured: ‘Forgive us our debts.’”

Jeremiah 17[:9]: “The heart of man is corrupt.”

§ 54. (III) Jer. 17:9–10: “The heart of man is corrupt and perverse, who will understand it? I the Lord examine the heart and test the reins [renes].” Here he is claiming so great a corruption and perversity of the heart in people that not even he himself can understand it completely. Who will deny that this is sin?

Bellarmine counters: (1) “A corrupt heart is not a heart defiled with sins but is a cunning heart and difficult to penetrate, because the expression in Hebrew is [image: ], which the Septuagint translators have rendered as βαθεῖα καρδία [“a deep heart”].”

We respond. Bellarmine will have to fear the thunderbolt of the Council of Trent if he wishes to depart from the Vulgate version, which nevertheless is not unfitting here. The word [image: ] is taken from “sole” or “heel,” and thus describes the corruption of the human heart with a metaphor taken from a road which is frequently traveled and consequently becomes beaten down, rough, and hard, but which is also ruined by the treading. Jerome translates it “corrupt”; the Targum and rabbis, “crafty and deceitful”; Münster, “perverse”—just as in Ezek. 36:26 it is called “a stony heart,” and in Rom. [2:5], “a hard heart.” In Mark 16:14; Rom. 11:25; and Eph. 4:18 it is called πώρωσις, as if to say “callousness of the heart.” Thus the prophet is complaining that from the beginning man was indeed created upright by God but was deprived of that uprightness through sin, and that the depravity of the heart took its place.

Second, he says the heart of man is [image: ] (“wretched”); Junius and Tremellius, “death-bringing”; Münster, “stubborn and hopeless,” to signify that this evil is incurable, an illness without hope of a cure. Jer. 15:18: “My wound has become incurable.” Mic. 1:9: “Hopeless is her wound.” According to the interpretation of Dr. Chemnitz (Loci, p. 574): “Thus this is a very sad description of original sin. It is without hope of a cure, not by nature nor by medicine nor by any healing work. It cannot be removed unless it is swallowed up by death. It is a mortal ill (1 Cor. 15:53).”

Finally, the heart is said to be corrupt [image: ] (“above all things”) and, in fact, beyond what can be known or thought. For this reason Symmachus translates it ἀνεξερεύνηταν [“unsearchable”]. In fact, it is so corrupt and perverse above all things that no one except God, the searcher of hearts, knows its perversity sufficiently. Therefore it is vain that Bellarmine says that it is not the heart defiled with sin that is here described but only the heart which is cunning and difficult to penetrate. But are not cleverness for evil and hardness of heart truly corruption and sin?

(2) He says, “Here only the inclination to evil, which is not properly sin, is being attributed to the heart.”

We respond. How is the heart’s profound corruption and prone inclination to evil not sin, since it is like the seed of all sins, embracing in itself every potentiality [of sin]? Poisoned streams bear witness to the poison of the spring.

(3) Finally, he adds: “The prophet is speaking about the wicked, whose heart is truly corrupt and unclean, since, on the contrary, the reborn are said to be clean of heart (Matt. 5[:8], their hearts purified by faith (Acts 15[:9]. The end of the Law is said to be love from a pure heart (1 Tim. 1[:5]).”

We respond. The context of the prophet’s words clearly demonstrates that the prophet is speaking not only about people manifestly wicked and of a profligate impiety but about all people in general. In [Jer. 17:]5 he says, “Cursed is the one who trusts in man”; in v. 7: “Blessed is the one who trusts in the Lord.” In vv. 9 and 10 he adds that man’s heart is so corrupt and inscrutable that it does not wish to appear as if it does not trust in God, but he says that God searches the heart and tries the mind. In fact, he even includes himself in this description, v. 14: “Heal me, O Lord, and I shall be healed; save me, and I shall be saved.” Thus he describes the human heart such as it was by its own nature, from its very beginning, before it was regenerated and cleansed through the Spirit; or when it lost the Spirit and was left to itself; or, if it should be considered of itself, in the reborn themselves outside of the renewal of the Spirit. For even though the hearts of the reborn are purified by faith—that is, even though the perfect purity of Christ is imputed by faith to the reborn and even though the Holy Spirit purifies, cleanses, and heals the hearts of the reborn through renewal—nevertheless that renewal, purifying, and healing are never so perfect in this life that they must not be increased and perfected daily. It is for this reason that some “hardness of heart” (Mark 16:14) and “slowness to believe” (Luke 24:25) are still attributed to the disciples of Christ (who surely were reborn and renewed through the Holy Spirit). Although the reborn are in general clean and holy, nevertheless they are commanded to cleanse themselves “from every defilement of flesh and spirit and to perfect sanctification” (2 Cor. 7:1). They are, and are called, “unleavened” (1 Cor. 5:7), and yet are ordered to “purge out the old leaven.” They have been renewed through the Spirit of God, yet they are commanded to be “renewed in the spirit of their minds” (Eph. 4:23) and “to put on the new man who was created after the likeness of God” (v. 24).

Matthew 6[:12]: “Forgive us our debts.”

§ 55. (IV) The Lord’s Prayer includes all people under sin. For whoever prays that the Lord’s name be hallowed, that God’s kingdom come, and that the will of God be done [Matt. 6:9–11] is by that very prayer confessing that he is not yet completely doing the will of God, that he is still partly corrupting the name of God, and that he is partly the servant of the devil because of sin. This is the argument of Dr. Luther (Assert. art. 2, Oper., Latin, vol. 2, f. 297).9

Bellarmine counters: “This is an extremely foolish objection since, according to Cyprian, this prayer deals only with perseverance in sanctification and with the kingdom of glory, and our prayer that God’s will be done properly applies to unbelievers. The fact that in Matt. 26[:39] Christ prays that the will of God be done also urges this.”

We respond. Anyone who prays that the name of God be hallowed, that the kingdom of God come, and that the will of God be done in such a way that he simultaneously prays that his debts be forgiven him thereby confesses that he is not hallowing God’s name and fulfilling His will fully and in every respect. Yet all the reborn pray in such a way that God’s name be hallowed, etc. Bellarmine cites the explanation of Cyprian (Expos. orat. Domin.); therefore let him listen to it.

We pray and implore that we who have been sanctified in Baptism may persevere in that which we have begun, and we pray for this every day. We have a need for daily sanctification

(Bellarmine omits this.)

in order that we who sin every day may wash away our sins by zealous sanctification.

And later:

There is need for unceasing entreaty and prayer that we not fall away from the heavenly kingdom as the Jews, to whom it had first been promised, fell away, etc. We pray that we do what God wills because the devil blocks us so that our mind and actions are not obedient to God in every detail. We pray and implore that the will of God be done in us. That this may be done in us we need the will of God, that is, His aid and protection, because no one is strong by his own might but is protected by the kindness and mercy of God.

And later:

We ask that the will of God be done on earth as it is in heaven because both pertain to the completion of our will and salvation. For since we possess our body from the earth and our spirit from heaven, we ourselves are earth and heaven, and we pray that in both—that is, in body and in spirit—the will of God be done. For there is a daily wrestling and contesting between flesh and spirit, incongruous and opposing each other, so that we do not do the very things which we wish: the spirit seeking heavenly and divine things, while the flesh lusts after terrestrial and secular things. And thus we pray zealously that the help and aid of God would create a harmony between these two that the soul may be preserved while both spirit and flesh (which is tested by God) are doing the will of God. Finally, we are admonished most necessarily, providentially, and wholesomely that we who are sinners are, because of our sins, compelled to pray that, while the indulgence of God is sought, the mind of our conscience would remember, lest anyone become pleasing to himself as if innocent and perish by extolling himself too much: let it be instructed and taught that it sins daily while it is commanded to pray for its sins daily.

All this is from Cyprian and wonderfully gives its approval to the argument of Dr. Luther drawn from the Lord’s Prayer. See also the most beautiful exposition of Hieronymus Savonarola which he wrote about the Lord’s Prayer.

Luke 10: A wounded person is healed gradually.

§ 56. (V) In Matthew 13 and Luke 10, Christ shows in parables that man is not freed from all sin immediately but gradually, and that, because of this, some sin remains to be cleansed.

Bellarmine counters: “When Scripture teaches that a person is cured and makes progress gradually, it is not speaking about the forgiveness of sins but about the healing of a weakness left because of sin.”

We respond. But the weakness of the nature, the corrupt concupiscence, is an ailment of the mind and is therefore surely sin. The weakness is the privation of the due health. The health of the soul was uprightness, integrity, and complete conformity with the Law. Therefore what sort of evil and ailment this evil is can be recognized very correctly from the opposite condition [habitus]. An ailment of the body is merely the evil of punishment, but an ailment of the soul is both the evil of fault and the evil of punishment. (See Augustine, Sermon 2 de verb. apostoli.)

John 15[:2]: The branch that bears fruit is pruned.

§ 57. (VI) Christ says that the disciples must be pruned (John 15:2). Nevertheless He had said that they were clean (John 13:10). Therefore the inherent cleanness in this life is imperfect.

Bellarmine counters: “Cleansing in the justified is necessary because of actual sins which creep in every day, and not because of original sin, which is completely remitted [remittitur] in Baptism.”

We respond. On the contrary, daily sins are the fruits of original sin and offer open testimony about it. Indeed, original sin is forgiven [remittitur] completely in Baptism, but nevertheless it is not removed in such a way that absolutely nothing of it remains left in the flesh. [Ius canonicum,] De consecrat., dist. 4, c. Per baptismum: “Sin is remitted in Baptism not so that it does not exist, but so that it is not imputed,” from Augustine (De nupt. et concup., bk. 1, ch. 34). We shall treat this subject in greater detail in our article On Baptism [Commonplace XXIII, §§ 128–64].

Augustine (on John, tract. 80): “Who is there in this world who is so clean that he does not need to be cleansed more and more? ‘If we say here that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us. But if we confess our sins, He is faithful and just to forgive our sins and to cleanse us from all iniquity’ [1 John 1:8–9].” Therefore, on account of indwelling sin, our cleanness is not yet perfect and absolute in every detail.

Hilary (on Matthew 7): “When He said, ‘If you who are evil know how to give good gifts to your children,’ etc. [Matt. 7:11], the Lord taught that the apostles, though cleansed and sanctified now by the word of faith, did not lack evil through the condition of origin common to us.” Augustine (Contra Julian., bk. 2) cites these words of Hilary. Therefore, on account of “the condition of common origin”—that is, on account of the remnants of original sin—the apostles were still partly evil and unclean.

Galatians 5[:17]: The flesh lusts against the Spirit.

§ 58. (VII) Gal. 5:17: “The flesh lusts [concupiscit] against the Spirit.” If the flesh still lusts against the Spirit in the reborn, then sin is surely still dwelling in their flesh.

Bellarmine counters: “This concupiscence is not properly sin while the Spirit is wrestling with it, because it exists only in the flesh, which cannot be the seat of sin.”

We respond. Bellarmine is clearly contradicting both himself and the apostolic text. He writes (De amiss. grat. et statu pecc., bk. 5, ch. 7, in response to argument 2): “In many passages of Holy Scripture the word ‘flesh’ undoubtedly means all the powers, inferior as well as superior, which have been corrupted through sin. This is why we also see in Gal. 5[:20] that heresy is listed among the works of the flesh,” etc. He clearly contradicts this here, when he takes the word “flesh” to mean the body alone, which, he thinks, cannot properly be the seat of sin because sin must not be sought in the flesh but in the mind. Therefore Bellarmine includes three false statements in these few words: (1) That the concupiscence of the flesh is not sin when the Spirit wrestles against it.

(2) That corrupt concupiscence is not in the mind but only in the flesh, since in this passage the apostle clearly attributes to the flesh such ailments as only fit the mind.

(3) That the flesh is not the seat of sin, even though original righteousness, the lack of which is sin, has a seat in the entire person. But now, deprivation and disposition [habitus] exist in the same subject. We shall say more about this topic later when we examine the arguments of Bellarmine [§ 74]. Stapleton (Antidot., Rom. 7:17, p. 394) writes more correctly: “ ‘Flesh’ seems to be able to mean either the inferior, carnal appetite which fights against the mind and superior reason or some carnal, inordinate affection in the mind itself and the superior reason.” In fact, Bellarmine himself opines more correctly in ch. 15 of this book where he says:

It must not be denied that we also find a similar fault

(of the corrupt concupiscence)

in the superior part. For this part of the soul is also prone to desiring [concupiscendos] honors, empty glory, and other vanities; and, despite our unwillingness, it sometimes produces desires of this sort. Wherefore when the blessed Paul said in Galatians 5

(Note this!)

that the flesh lusted [concupiscere] against the Spirit, he immediately listed the works of the flesh and named not only fornication, drunkenness, and others of that sort but also idolatry, heresy, enmity, etc. Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 14, chs. 2–4) noted this carefully, and he proves that flesh is at times used for the entire person such as it is without the grace of God after the fall of Adam, etc. Thus, though the vice of concupiscence has a seat especially in sensuality, yet it also has one in the mind. Therefore, in his books against the Pelagians, St. Augustine is almost everywhere speaking about the sin of sensuality because this sin reveals itself more in sensuality, and not because he was unaware of the fact that it also had a place in the mind.

Those are Bellarmine’s words, who opposes himself so much that there is no need for a detailed response.

Ephesians 4[:23]: The reborn are ordered to be renewed in the spirit of their mind.

§ 59. (VIII) In Eph. 4:23 the reborn are ordered to be “renewed in the spirit of their mind.” Therefore they are still partly under sin and the old flesh.

(1) Bellarmine counters: “ ‘Old flesh’ must be understood as the evils left over from sin, but not as original sin, because Augustine (Contra Julian., bk. 6, ch. 5) says clearly that grace makes man completely new.”

We respond. The evil left in us from the first sin of our first parents is original sin itself, remnants of which remain also in the reborn because the nature of their origin has been retained. Imagine that “old flesh” means only the evil of punishment which resulted from the first sin of Adam and which has been propagated into us. Will you not actually be denying original sin? Augustine (loc. cit.) does say that a person is renewed perfectly, but he explains himself clearly: this prevails as far as liberation from absolutely all sins is concerned, but not liberation from all evils. For in the same place he explains in greater detail in what sense he wants this to be taken:

Why is the flesh mortified by the faithful if nothing remains after Baptism to lust [concupiscat] against the Spirit? Why does the very temple of God mortify itself if there is nothing to resist the Spirit of God? But if the guilt which had bound us had not been destroyed through the forgiveness of sins, it would not only be in us but also would harm us seriously.

And later:

But who is so imprudent; so impudent; so insolent, obstinate, and headstrong; and, finally, so totally mad and demented as to deny that the concupiscence of sins is evil when he admits that sins are evil? Even if it is not allowed to conceive and bring forth sins while the Spirit desires against it,

(What sort of an evil is it? Take note, Bellarmine!)

yet since it is such and so great an evil only because it is within, how would it not hold one in death and draw him into the ultimate death if its bonds were not unshackled in the remission of all sins which occurs in Baptism?

Augustine again (De pecc. merit. et remiss., bk. 2, ch. 7):

If in the very heart—that is, the inner man—a perfect newness were to occur in Baptism, the apostle would not be saying this. Although our exterior man is corrupted, nevertheless the inner man is renewed from day to day, for surely he who is renewed from day to day [2 Cor. 4:16] is still not completely renewed insofar as he is still under the old flesh and because of the remnants of that old flesh.

In the same place Augustine says: “There must also be a groaning within the reborn themselves: ‘If we say that we have no sin’ [1 John 1:8],” etc. Therefore let it remain firmly fixed that the old flesh which still remains in part of the reborn is not only the evil of punishment but also the evil of fault; for through the regeneration of a person it does not stop existing at all or being that which it was before regeneration, but rather ceases making a person guilty in actuality.

Elsewhere the old flesh is called “the old man” (Rom. 6:6), and to it are attributed “desires of deceit” (Eph. 4:22). It is also called “the old leaven” (1 Cor. 5:8), to which malice and wickedness are attributed. All this clearly shows that the old flesh is the evil not only of punishment but also of fault.

(2) Therefore Bellarmine also counters:

That oldness must also be taken to mean actual sins and evil dispositions [habitus] contracted from them, and in this sense in Col. 3:9 the reborn are ordered to take off the old man with his deeds, and in Eph. 4:22 they are commanded to put off the old man which belongs to their original way of life. This is later explained to mean that they should put aside lying.

We respond. In this and similar statements it is shown in what way the old man can and should be put aside, namely, by resisting corrupt desires [concupiscentiae] and by mortifying them, but nowhere is it taught that the term “the old man” must mean only actual sins. In fact, the mandate to take off the old man and to renew the spirit of the mind is perpetual, and there is no time in this life when the reborn will not need these exhortations. This clearly proves that the “old man” (which elsewhere is called “the flesh,” “the old Adam,” “the concupiscence of the flesh,” etc.) must be understood as something habitual and perpetually inherent.

Augustine writes (De Trin., bk. 14, ch. 17): “The renewal” (which he had discussed in the previous chapter on the basis of Ephesians 4 and Colossians 3) “does not occur in the single moment of conversion in the same way as renewal in Baptism happens in one moment by the remission of all sins. Rather, the first cure is to remove the cause of the weakness; this happens through the forgiveness of all sins. The second cure is to heal the weakness itself; this happens gradually by progressing in the renewal of this image,” etc.

Colossians 3[:5]: “Mortify your members on earth.”

§ 60. (IX) The reborn are commanded to mortify the members of the old Adam, Col. 3:5: “Mortify your members which are on the earth: fornication, impurity, passion, evil desire [concupiscentia], and avarice.” Therefore sin is surely still dwelling in their flesh.

Bellarmine counters: “‘Members on the earth’ means the corrupt concupiscence which in Rom. 7:23 is called ‘the law of the members.’ This is to be mortified in such a way that assent is not given to it.”

We respond. Quite right, but what else will follow from it except that in the reborn there still survives something of the old man which must be mortified and crucified? Therefore, just as the body of sin is ordered to be destroyed (Rom. 6:6) so that we are not slaves to sin, so also in this passage the members which are on earth are ordered to be mortified; that is, there must be resistance to the corrupt affections of the flesh with all the power of the mind, nor should sin be permitted to rule within us. Therefore sin surely clings in the heart; the members of the old man surely are still moving in the reborn.

Augustine (Contra Julian., bk. 6, ch. 5): “How does” (the reborn person) “obey the apostle when he says, ‘Mortify fornication’? [In no other way] except that he fights against his desires, to which he does not consent. Even if those desires are not absent in those who do well and do not at all fornicate either by consent or action, nevertheless they diminish daily.” In the same place he shows in many ways that these desires are sin.

Hebrews 12[:1]: “Put aside sin which surrounds.”

§ 61. (X) In Heb. 12:1 the reborn are ordered to put aside sin which surrounds; therefore sin surely dwells in their flesh.

Bellarmine counters:

“Sin which surrounds” cannot mean corrupt concupiscence, which indeed cannot be put aside. Rather, it means something extrinsic, namely, the opportunities and perils of sin or sins themselves which lie in wait for us everywhere. These are said to be εὐπερίστατα [Heb. 12:1] because they surround and besiege us readily, and, as they encircle us, they are contrasted to a cloud of holy examples.

We respond. According to Varinus, περίστασις means “tribulation introduced from every side, causing anguish,” [that is,] evils which assail on every side. Therefore εὐπερίστατoς ἁμαρτία is that sin which has occupied all one’s might, all his members, and thus the entire person. Thus it is correctly translated by Erasmus as “sin which clings tenaciously.” The prefix εὐ is used as an intensifier: “powerfully and strongly.” Others translate it as “surrounding us easily,” something which also explains the nature of original sin, for it always tries to hold us captive and subjugate us unless we resist strongly. For this reason the apostle: (1) Calls it a burden or weight, because it weighs down the human nature created after the image of God. It also burdens and slows down his actions, making them inclined toward evil and slow toward good.

(2) He teaches that there must be a struggle against this sin. In fact, the law of sin in our members is at war with the law of the mind in the reborn and captivates them (tries to captivate them) (Rom. 7:23).

(3) He calls itεὐπερίστατoς ἁμαρτία [“easily besetting sin”] because it sweeps over all the powers and faculties of a person and clings to them very tenaciously. The apostle orders people to put this sin aside as regards the pursuit, attempt, and desire of the reborn, though it cannot be put aside perfectly in this life as far as actuality is concerned, just as we are ordered to take off and put aside the old man (Eph. 4:22; Col. 3:9), which nevertheless cannot be done perfectly by us in this life. Bellarmine says: “ ‘Surrounding sin’ means something extrinsic”; but a little later he adds: “This expression means intrinsic temptations.” (Unless perhaps there is a typographic error.) Following Thomas Aquinas he writes: “The opportunities and perils of sin are denoted in this passage.” Nevertheless these are not said to be put aside in the proper sense, because only that is put aside which weighs us down and oppresses us like a burden.

James 1[:18]: “That we should be a kind of beginning of His creation.”

§ 62. (XI) James 1:18: “God brought us forth by the word of truth that we should be a kind of beginning of His creation.” Therefore we are not yet perfectly new creatures, but the remnants of sin remain in our flesh in this life.

Bellarmine counters: (1) “Luther is philosophizing ignorantly in claiming that the reason we are said to be a beginning is that we are justified incompletely and that sin always remains in us in some part.”

We respond. This is obvious calumny. Nowhere does Luther say that we are justified incompletely. Rather, he says that our inherent righteousness is imperfect because of adhering sin.

(2) “The word ἀπαρχή does not mean ‘beginning,’ but ‘primary’ or ‘chief.’ Accordingly, James means that the saints are the firstfruits, that is, an utterly perfect part of creation.”

We respond. Bellarmine is putting himself in jeopardy of the anathema of Trent when he departs from the Vulgate version. We connect Rom. 8:23 to this passage, where the reborn “receive the firstfruits of the Spirit”—not the perfect fullness but only the firstfruits. Therefore their holiness in this life is imperfect (the holiness being understood as inherent). In Rom. 11:16 the word ἀπαρχή means firstfruits offered according to Levitical law for the sanctification of the whole crop. In Rom. 16:5 and 1 Cor. 16:15, Epaenetus is called “the firstfruit of Achaia” because he was the first of the Achaians to have been converted to Christ. Explaining it regarding a chief and more worthy part has no place here.

(3) “From Luther’s opinion it follows that Christ rose only inchoately and not completely, because He is said to be ‘the firstfruits of those who are rising again’ (1 Cor. 15:20).”

We respond. Christ is not called the firstfruits of those who are rising again because He is the most important among those who have risen again (something which nevertheless is very true) but with regard to rank, cause, virtue, and merit. For the fact that others rise must be considered a share in the resurrection of Christ. The word ἀπαρχή refers to the Law of Moses concerning the offering of the firstfruits by which the whole crop was sanctified. Therefore the apostle means: if Christ avoided death as a firstfruit, surely the rest of the people grafted into Christ will not always be liable to death and corruption but, just as in the case of the firstfruits, they will be gathered into the granary of eternal life as fruit which pleases God. This is the way the apostle explains himself in [1 Cor. 15:]23: “Each in his own order: Christ, the firstfruits, then at His coming those who belong to Christ.”

1 John 1[:8]: “If we say we have no sin,” etc.

§ 63. (XII) 1 John 1:8: “If we say we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us.” Therefore in all the reborn sin still exists, though it has been forgiven and mortified.

Bellarmine counters: (1) “John is speaking about tiny, daily, actual sins.”

We respond. He is speaking about both the remnants of original sin and daily sins of weakness which are the fruits and sprouts of original sin. He carefully says that the reborn do have sin. Therefore he is properly speaking about sin which is ἑκτικός, so to speak, that is, habitual and perpetually inhering in the reborn even when they are unaware of actual sins. Augustine (Letter 29 ad Hieronym.) clearly applies this statement not only to actual sins but also to the remnants of original sin in the reborn: “Who is without some sin? Who is there without some fault, that is, without some kindling, or as if without the root of sin, though he may be lying in the bosom of the Lord? ‘If we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves.’” (See also Contra duas epist. Pelag., bk. 4, ch. 10; on John, tract. 41; etc.)

(2) Bellarmine adds: “It is possible for someone to be without sin, even venial sin, at least for a short time. Yet because Job is correct in saying, ‘If I have been a just man, my soul will not know this’ ([cf.] Job 9[:21]), thus no man can affirm about himself that he does not have sin. For this reason John is correct in not saying, ‘If we say that someone does not have sin,’ but rather ‘If we say we have no sin.’”

We respond. The apostle’s statement is utterly true at all times and for all the saints without exception: “If we say that we do not have sin, we deceive ourselves.” That is why Scripture elsewhere declares in general that no one is innocent before God, that no one can boast about the purity of his heart, that all are forced to pray: “Lord, forgive us our debts,” etc. Augustine condemns the Pelagian opinion that some people have been excepted from this universal pronouncement of the apostle so often and so seriously in his books Contra Julianum, Contra duas epist. Pelag., and in many other places that it seems strange for Bellarmine to bring it again into the forefront of the church. It is also Pelagian to say that we must confess having sin more out of humility than out of truth. Augustine (De nat. et grat., chs. 34 and 36) writes correctly about this:

For this reason John adds “and the truth is not in us,” though it perhaps would have been enough to say “we deceive ourselves,” if he had not noticed that some people thought that the words “we deceive ourselves” are here because a person who praises himself is puffed up even in regard to a truly good deed. Thus note that “and the truth is not in us” shows clearly that it is not at all true if we say that we have no sin, lest humility, placed at the side of falsehood, lose the reward of truth…. If we were able to assemble all the holy men and women and ask them if they lived without sin while they were living here, what do we think their answer would be? Would it be that which he

(Pelagius)

says, or what the apostle John says? I ask you: regardless of the excellence of holiness they may have had in this body, if they could have been asked this, would they have exclaimed unanimously: “If we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves,” etc., or would they perhaps be answering more humbly than truthfully? But it already pleases, and correctly pleases, this fellow not to place the praise of humility at the side of falsehood. So if they are speaking the truth, they have sin, they confess it humbly, the truth is in them. But if they were lying in this, they would still have sin because the truth would not be in them.

Job’s statement is quoted by Bellarmine ineptly. Its genuine meaning is this: God is oppressing me with such great terrors that the things that could be offered in defense of my righteousness do not come to my mind.

(3) Bellarmine finally concludes: “Chemnitz shows that he is very foolish in this, because he applies this opinion also to babies and to people who are sleeping, though the apostle is speaking only about those who can speak, that is, those who have the use of speech and of reason.”

We respond. But truly Bellarmine is a Pelagian when he denies that this universal declaration of the apostle pertains also to babies and to people who are sleeping. From this it quickly follows that there are many people, namely, the reborn, who though not yet adult can boast that they have no sin; and that reborn adults are very often without sin, namely, when they are sleeping and are not actually staining themselves with actual sin, when their concupiscence is at rest, or when they are resisting it in such a way that it does not yet snatch up their will into consent. On the other hand, St. Augustine declares that this is the voice of all the saints. The apostle requires of reborn adults that they confess that they have sin, yet he is not denying that people have sin if they lack the use of speech and of reason and cannot yet confess.

The testimonies of the ancients that concupiscence is sin.

§ 64. We come now to the testimonies of antiquity. Although we could assign many statements of the ancient fathers to this point—namely, those in which they teach that sin still dwells in the reborn, that the Law of God cannot be perfectly fulfilled by us in this life, that good works are not perfect and absolute in every detail, that no one is without sin, etc.—nevertheless we will be content with those statements in which they call the concupiscence left in the reborn “sin” and attribute to it the sort of things which, properly speaking, fit sin alone.

Augustine (Contra Julian., bk. 2.) cites the testimonies of Cyprian, Hilary, Nazianzen, and Ambrose; therefore we shall listen to him. The more carefully we do this, the more upset Bellarmine becomes that we possess their unanimity. For this reason he is unafraid to write: “Undoubtedly Chemnitz is going to suffer unending punishments in hell for his impudent wickedness in perverting the words of Cyprian and Hilary.”

Ambrose (Contra Novatianos): “All of us men were born under sin; Paul himself was born of men in sin; thus his flesh was the body of death.”

From these words Augustine draws the following conclusion:

Was Paul not baptized? Or did he not have some original sins or some of his own sins? Had he not been forgiven sins of ignorance or knowledge? Why, then, would he say such things? The law of sin which is in the members of the body of this death has also been forgiven by spiritual regeneration and remains in the mortal flesh, forgiven, that is, because guilt is removed in the sacrament by which the faithful are reborn. But [sin] remains, because it creates desires against which believers also wage war, etc. He

(the apostle)

knew that we are cleansed by grace from the impulse of concupiscence. We are saved from its original guilt by a spiritual rebirth.

Augustine contrasts these words to the argument of the Pelagians that “it appears to be the consequence that, if some evil remains in baptized spouses, from whom evil people are born, not all sins are remitted in Baptism.” Augustine is responding on the basis of Ambrose that Paul also had been baptized, and yet complains about the law of sin; thus concupiscence is remitted in terms of guilt but remains in actuality.

Cyprian (Letter de orat. Dom.): “Between the flesh and the Spirit there is a mutual, daily wrestling and battling, so that we do not do the very things we want to do. While the Spirit is seeking heavenly and divine things, the flesh is lusting [concupiscit] after earthly and secular things.”

Augustine points out that “Cyprian is instructing a baptized people to ask God for harmony between the flesh and the Spirit, which is nonetheless not completed in this life because, according to the same Cyprian (Letter de mortal.), the apostle Paul wants to meet his end and be with Christ so that he may be subject to no sins and vices of the flesh” [cf. Phil. 1:22–23].

Gregory [Nazianzen] writes (Apolog.): “Within our very selves we are being attacked by our own vices and passions. Day and night we are pressed hard by the burning goads of the body of this humility and the body of death.” Augustine again bids us to observe that “Gregory is speaking in reference to a baptized person, that he is assaulted by his own sins,” and he adds:

Do you now see,

(Julianus,)

do you now perceive, do you now understand that in Baptism there is a remission of all sins and that there remains with the baptized something like a civil war of inner vices? For the vices are not the sort which must be termed “sins”

(Understand these as connected with actual guilt, as Augustine explains himself in De nupt. et concup., bk. 1, ch. 24, and in many other places.)

if concupiscence does not draw the spirit to unlawful works and conceive and give birth to sin. They are not only outside us, etc. They are ours; they are passions; they are vices; they must be bridled, restrained, cleansed; and while we live in this life, they do not cease to exist. The venerable Hilary does not hesitate to say that all flesh is from sin.

(Augustine goes on and, on the basis of the ancients, proves his point against the Pelagians:)

The baptized are at war against the evil with which they were born and not the evils which they did of themselves because of the evil custom of their former life.

Ambrose (commentary on Luke, p. 58) says, “The dissent between heart and soul has, through the transgression of the first man, embedded itself into man’s nature.” In De Isaac et anima: “A good horseman reins in and calls bad horses back and urges good horses on. There are four good horses: prudence, temperance, fortitude, righteousness; and four bad horses: wrath, concupiscence, fear, iniquity.” From this Augustine draws the following conclusion:

We universally understand those horses as our vices which resist the law of the mind in accord with the law of sin. Why have they not been lost in Baptism? Or will you not yet confess that their guilt has perished but that their weakness remains? Not the guilt in which they themselves had become guilty, but that in which we had made ourselves guilty in evil works, into which they had drawn us. Nor did the weakness remain in such a way as some animals are weakened. Rather, they themselves are our weakness. Nor should it be thought that the iniquity which is destroyed in Baptism is meant by those bad horses, for that is the iniquity of the sins which we committed. They have all been forgiven and no longer exist at all. Their guilt remains, when they were committed and when they passed. But the law of sin of this remaining guilt was forgiven at the sacred font; for this reason he called it “iniquity,” because it is iniquitous that the flesh lusts [concupiscat] against the spirit, no matter how present righteousness might be in our renewal, in which it is just that the spirit strives [concupiscat] against the flesh.

[Ambrose] again (De paradiso, ch. 12): “If you understand it as pleasure, it is something opposed to the divine command and hostile to our senses. That is why St. Paul says, ‘I see another law in my members at war with the law of my mind and holding me prisoner in the law of sin’ [Rom. 7:23].” From this passage Augustine draws this conclusion: “It is obvious what kind of pleasure that teacher says it is, because, in order that we may understand, he cites the testimony of the apostle, who says, ‘I see another law in my members,’ etc. This is pleasure.”

The same author [Ambrose] (De sacram. regenerationis): “It is not enough that vices die unless the pleasures of the body waste away and the links of all the carnal bonds are broken, etc. Let no one flatter himself, for we do not do what we want to do, but do what we hate [Rom. 7:15]. Sin works many things in us, and very often pleasures are reborn and rise up in us despite our resistance. We must wrestle against the flesh; Paul wrestled against it.” Augustine adds:

Note well, Julianus, how, due to this law of sin, the concupiscence of the flesh and the pleasure which is contrary to the intent of the will perform their own passions when aroused, even if they do not complete their actions since they are restrained. Note well how every man is born from this law of sin, and thus brings with him original sin. St. Ambrose says this in the same book De regeneratione.

The same author [Ambrose] (commentary on Isaiah): “We should see that no regeneration of ours occurs after the course of this life. For just as it is called a regeneration of washing through which the filth of sin is wiped away, [and] we are renewed in regeneration when the Son of Man is seated, so it appears to be called regeneration through which we are regenerated for eternal life, purified from every bodily stain on our concreated [nature], when the understanding of the soul is cleansed.” From these words Augustine draws the following conclusion:

This holy and truthful man has distinguished the justification of this life which takes place through the washing of regeneration from the perfection of that life when our bodies will have been renewed with immortality, etc. You Pelagians want man to be perfected here. And would that it were by the gift of God and not by the free will—or, rather, by the will bound to its own desire! Surely justification is granted to us in this life according to these three things: first, by the washing of regeneration by which all sins are remitted; second, by a battle with the vices from whose guilt we have been absolved; third, when our prayer is heard in which we say, “Forgive us our debts.”

Let us listen to that most victorious martyr Cyprian (in his Letter de mortalit.): “Our battle is with avarice, shamelessness, anger, ambition; our zealous and troublesome wrestling is with carnal vices, with the enticements of the world. Man’s mind is besieged and surrounded on all sides by the attacks of the devil and scarcely stands up against each one, scarcely resists them. If avarice is knocked flat, lust springs up. If lust is crushed, ambition takes its place. If ambition is held in contempt, wrath provokes, pride inflates itself, drunkenness attracts, envy breaks harmony, jealousy cuts apart friendship,” etc. From this passage Augustine draws this conclusion:

Cyprian was not greedy nor shameless nor ambitious, etc., because he strongly resisted these wicked impulses which come partly from his origin and partly from habit, nor did he agree to be what they tried to make him be. Nor indeed was he smitten by some hostile weapon in so laborious and burdensome a struggle when he said in his Letter de eleemosynis: “Let no one flatter himself over having a pure and spotless heart such that he depends upon his own innocence and thinks that medicine need not be applied to his wounds, since it is written: ‘Who shall boast that he has a clean heart, or who will boast that he is clean of sins’ [cf. Prov. 20:9]? Again, in his Epistle, John lays it down and says, ‘If we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves’ [1 John 1:8]. But if no one can be without sin, and whoever says that he is blameless is either prideful or foolish, how necessary and how kind is the divine clemency which, since it knows that those who have been healed do not lack for wounds afterward, has at last given salutary remedies to cure and heal the wounds.”

Hear also most blessed Hilary, where he hopes for the perfection of man: “The Law teaches that in this dwelling place of the earthly and mortal body we cannot be pure unless we receive cleansing through the washing of heavenly mercy, after the change of the resurrection of our earthly body, our nature being made more glorious.” Again, he says in the same sermon: “Although the very apostles had been cleansed and sanctified by the word of faith, He taught that they nevertheless did not lack evil through the condition of origin common also to us, saying, ‘If you, who are evil, know how to give good gifts to your children’ [Matt. 7:11].” Augustine adds: “You see in what way the venerable, catholic debater does not deny our cleansing in this life, and yet hopes for human perfection, that is, for a [human] nature of a more complete cleansing at the final resurrection.”

The same [Hilary] in a homily on the Book of Job says: “You recall and are aware that our very bodies are the material for all vices because of which we are corrupted and defiled and because of which we find nothing clean, nothing innocent, within ourselves. Let us rejoice to be their foe, and let us fight in the battle against them.” In his explanation of Psalm 1, he says that the vices of our nature carry us to sin. Augustine adds: “He accuses the faults with which we are born,” etc. “Our nature is damaged by the transgression of the first man.”

Hilary, on Psalm 51: “The works of righteousness are themselves insufficient for the merit of perfect blessedness, unless the mercy of God in this will of righteousness also does not impute the faults of human fickleness and impulses.” Augustine adds: “Do you see that this man of God belongs to that number of the blessed of whom it has been said, ‘Blessed is the man to whom the Lord has not imputed sin’ [Ps. 32:2; Rom. 4:8]? For he also confesses the sins of the just, asserting that they place their hope in the mercy of God rather than placing confidence in their own righteousness.”

§ 65. From all this it is apparent that the ancients cited by Augustine against the Pelagians call the concupiscence which remains in the reborn: (1) sin; (2) infirmity; (3) iniquity; (4) a stain; (5) evil impulses; (6) the vices of nature; (7) a pleasure contrary to the divine command; (8) the sort of evil which is at war with the law of the mind; (9) the sort of evil whose guilt has been forgiven in Baptism, but whose actuality remains; (10) something through which our bodies are the raw materials for all vices; (11) the wickedness inherent in us through the condition of our common origin; (12) the evil because of which the body of the devout is still the body of death; (13) the very vices and passions of the body; (14) the sort of evil by which even the children of the reborn are born subject to original sin; (15) something on account of which we cannot be perfectly clean in this life; etc.

Therefore what does Bellarmine find lacking here? (1) He gravely accuses Chemnitz that “he collates things which occur in different sermons of Cyprian.”

We respond. But what crime has he committed in this? Are not even the statements of Scripture compared with one another? In addition, he is following Augustine, who collates these sermons.

(2) But [Bellarmine says:] “Augustine cites the latter statement of Cyprian, that no one should flatter himself about having a pure and spotless heart, for this purpose: to prove that no one can live so perfectly in this life that he never slips into any venial sin. Chemnitz quotes it for this purpose: to prove that even those faulty impulses of the flesh which one resists are sins.”

We respond. On the basis of Cyprian, Augustine is teaching two things: that all sins are forgiven in Baptism and that nonetheless there must be a struggle with carnal vices. In this contest, the reborn themselves are at times smitten by a hostile dart and, consequently, cannot flatter themselves with the idea that they have a pure and spotless heart, for which reason full perfection must only be hoped for in the life to come. The daily sins of weakness arise from the flesh and therefore bear witness that sin is still dwelling in the flesh. The corrupt thoughts which creep in at times despite our unwillingness testify that the heart is still corrupt and is not totally spotless. Cyprian resisted those impulses, and yet would not flatter himself as though he had a pure and spotless heart.

(3) [Bellarmine again:] “Augustine wants to prove from the testimony of Cyprian that whoever had original sin can nevertheless work righteousness; but Chemnitz teaches the contrary of this: that all the works of the reborn are sins.”

We respond. Augustine is citing the words of Cyprian to the end that he may prove that human nature is nevertheless capable of justification through the grace of God, but he does add that the perfection of righteousness must not be hoped for in this life, which is something we ourselves say and support.

(4) [Bellarmine again:] “The ancients say that we have a crown if we resist desires [concupiscentiis]. Therefore corrupt desires are not sins per se.”

We respond. There must be a distinction between that which, of itself, applies to a guilty person and that which, through accident, is ultimately attributed to him. Corrupt desires [concupiscentiae] are sins of themselves and by their own nature, but they become the material for a crown of glory through accident for those who believe in Christ. For very many, however, they are the material for destruction, which proves clearly that in the case of desires they become the material for the crown only through accident.

(5) Bellarmine explains the remaining statements as references to “daily venial sins, to an inclination to evil, to a corrupt arrangement of nature, to a weakness opposed to the Law in a merely material way, etc.—none of which is properly [sin].” But let the clarity of the statements speak for us.

(6) He finally adds the atrocious calumny: “Lutherans claim that all the works of the reborn are mortal sins.”

But who of us has ever taught or written in that way? We teach that all the works of the devout are contaminated and unclean, but we have never taught that they are mortal sins. But, in fact, since Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 1, ch. 4) confesses that we retain the distinction between venial and mortal sins, with what conscience can he say that we call all the works of the devout mortal sins? How could one who calls some sins venial call good works mortal sins?

§ 66. Let us listen to some of the ancients, but especially to Augustine, who had been stirred up by the Pelagian heresy and who treated this point of Christian doctrine accurately.

Irenaeus (Contra haereses, bk. 5, p. 560) teaches: “As an olive tree neglected in the wilderness for some time bears wild fruit according to its kind and becomes a wild olive, so also people who are established in negligence also bear the desires [concupiscentias] of the flesh like wild fruit and are justly established as fruitless according to their own condition.” Therefore sin surely continues to exist in the flesh even after Baptism, and if it is treated with neglect, it produces corrupt fruit of its own kind.

Macarius (Homily 15, p. 188):

If you persevere in saying that after Baptism sin has no place in the heart to be nourished or collected, then you must not know how many people have been baptized from the coming of the Lord until now and nonetheless have at times had corrupt thoughts, etc. Do we not discover that after Baptism many sins are committed and that very many people fall away? Thus after Baptism a thief has sustenance and license to transgress and act as he will. For it is written: “You will love the Lord with all your heart” [Deut. 6:5]. You speak the truth when you say, “I love and have the Holy Spirit.” Do you have a memory of, a love for, and a burning desire for the Lord? Are you overcome for Him day and night? If you are indeed endowed with this love, you are pure. But if you are not endowed with it, go on to ask where earthly business or shameful and corrupt thoughts have intruded, or if you have not inclined yourself toward these.

Page 225:

The sin which comes in stealthily works in a hidden and secret fashion in the inner man, and the mind is at war with his thoughts. Yet men are unaware that they do these things impelled by a foreign power, but rather think that these are natural, etc.

Read the entire homily. [Macarius] again (Homily 16, p. 231): “The evil within us works with all power and perception, suggesting obscene desires.” Page 236: “Evil adheres in us because it dwells in our heart and reveals its might there, suggesting corrupt and obscene thoughts, and does not permit us to pour out pure prayer, but it holds our mind captive through this life,” etc.

Jerome (on Matthew 5) says that “πρoπάθεια, or ‘first movements or emotions,’ have blame, though they are not held to be crimes.”

(Bellarmine counters: “Jerome is not speaking about habitually inherent concupiscence but about the first movements of concupiscence, which are neither completely voluntary nor completely involuntary.” This concession suffices for us, because Bellarmine elsewhere clearly states that there is no sin which is involuntary, and that the first involuntary movements of concupiscence are not sins.)

[Jerome] (Letter ad Ctesiph., ch. 1) proves in great detail that “no one can be without sin in this life.” On Amos (bk. 1): “The first sin is to have thought things that are evil; the second is to have acquiesced to perverse thoughts.”

§ 67. Finally, let Augustine come forth. He explains his opinion clearly in Contra Julian. (bk. 5, chs. 3–5). For here he responds in this way to Julianus, who argued that corrupt concupiscence or disobedience of the heart is praiseworthy since it is the punishment for sin:

Praise also the evil angels through whom God inflicts deserved punishments on sinners who nevertheless are nothing but liars or wicked people. Praise the blindness of the heart, which was a just punishment and, at the same time, the great evil of unbelief and the cause of great sin, etc. Just as the blindness of the heart by which one does not believe in God, which only God the Illuminator removes, is [both] sin and the punishment for sin, by which an arrogant heart is punished with worthy punishment, and is also a cause of sin, because some sin is caused by the error of a blind heart, so the concupiscence of the flesh, contrary to which the good Spirit yearns, is also sin because within it lies a disobedience against the sovereignty of the mind, and it is the punishment for sin because it is given due to the deserts of a disobedient person, and it is a cause of sin by the failure of a person who consents to it or because of the contagion of birth…. Discern the evils which we endure through patience from the evils which we restrain through continence.

He calls concupiscence “a vice, a disobedient impulse, concerning which the apostle says, ‘I see another law in my members’ [Rom. 7:23].” Ibid.: “While we are living here, where the flesh lusts [concupiscit] against the spirit and the spirit against the flesh, no matter how much we conquer in that conflict, nevertheless if we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves with excesses of pleasure which creep into the very impulses and passions of our thoughts.”

Contra Julian. (bk. 6, ch. 5): “Who is so imprudent and impudent; so stubborn, perverse, and obstinate; finally, so mad and insane that, though confessing that sins are evil, denies that there exists an evil concupiscence of sins, even though it is not permitted to conceive and produce sins when the Spirit is yearning against it? Because just so great an evil exists within him, how would it not hold him in death and draw him into an ultimate death, if its shackles were not broken in the remission of all sins that occurs in Baptism?” In ch. 6 Augustine had said: “The concupiscence of the flesh is remitted in Baptism not so that it does not exist, but so that it is not imputed as sin; yet it remains, with its guilt removed.” From this Julianus drew the conclusion that concupiscence in the reborn was no longer sin. To him Augustine responds in this way:

You are saying such things as must be said to those who affirm that, through Baptism, the concupiscence of the flesh has been made holy and faithful, yet it remains in them, in those regenerated, etc. Although its guilt—not that it was itself a guilty thing (for it is not a person), but that by which it originally made man guilty—was forgiven and vacated, yet far be it from us to say that it is sanctified with that which they hold as necessary for regeneration. [Rather,] if they have not received the grace of God in vain, they fight against it as an enemy in an internal warfare, and they desire and wish to be cleansed of this pestilence.

Chapter 8: “There is no absence of iniquity when superior things are in a disgraceful service to inferior ones, or when inferior things stubbornly resist superior ones even if they are not permitted to conquer.”

De pecc. merit. et remiss. (bk. 2, ch. 7): “Not every old infirmity is taken away from someone the very hour when he is baptized, but renewal begins with the remission of all sins, and to the extent that one hungers for spiritual things, to that extent is he renewed, etc. Surely, someone who is being renewed from day to day [2 Cor. 4:16] has not yet been completely renewed, and to that extent he is still under the old flesh.”

On John (tract. 41): “Examine any person who is extremely just in this life. However much he may now be worthy of the word ‘just,’ he is still not without sin, etc. Someone will ask, ‘Why is there no perfect liberty?’ Because ‘I see another law in my members at war with the law of my mind, for I do not do the good that I would, but I do that which I hate’ [Rom. 7:23, 15].’ ‘The flesh lusts against the Spirit’ [Gal. 5:17], etc. In part there is liberty; in part, slavery.” Ibid.: “Since all our iniquity has been blotted out in Baptism, has no weakness remained? If it did not remain, we would be living here without sin. But who may dare to say this unless he were prideful, unless he were unworthy of the mercy of the Deliverer?” etc. “The apostle does not say, ‘Let sin not exist,’ but ‘Let sin not rule in your body’ [Rom. 6:12]. As long as you live, sin must exist in your members, and here God is said to hate this sin in the reborn.”

Letter 29: “As long as love can be increased, surely whatever is less than it ought to be is of vice, because of which vice ‘there is not a just person on earth who does good and does not sin’ [Eccl. 7:20]; and on account of which vice ‘if we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves’ [1 John 1:8]; and because no matter how far we may have advanced, it must be said, ‘Forgive us our debts’ [Matt. 6:12].”

De nupt. et concup. (bk. 1, ch. 25):

If someone asks how the concupiscence of the flesh remains in a reborn person in whom a remission of all sins has taken place, how he is conceived through it and how a carnal offspring is generated with it even from a baptized parent—or, at least, if it can exist in a baptized parent and yet not be sin—why, then, is the very same thing sin in the offspring? To this let the response be that the concupiscence of the flesh is remitted in Baptism not in such a way that it does not exist but in such a way that it is not imputed as sin, etc. It is an affection of an evil quality, like a weakness, etc. We are forbidden to obey its desires, lest sin rule in our body.

Chapter 27: “It passes as far as guilt is concerned but continues in actuality.”

§ 68. From these references, the place in which the concupiscence of the flesh in the reborn is held by Augustine is clear, for he calls it: (1) sin, (2) the sort of evil which must be restrained through continence, (3) which indeed is remitted in Baptism but remains in actuality. (4) He says that guilt is not removed from concupiscence itself but from the person. (5) To the contrary, he calls it a vice against which virtue must be placed; (6) iniquity; (7) a weakness which succumbs to the Law; (8) a disobedient impulse; (9) a weakness which resists our salvation; (10) the sort of evil which is at the same time sin and the cause and punishment of sin, (11) which is so great because it is inherent, holding a man in death unless its shackles are broken in Baptism; etc.

What can Bellarmine respond against this light? (1) He accuses Luther of making a false charge because “Augustine nowhere says that concupiscence remains in the reborn in such a way that it exists as sin but is not imputed, nor that it makes them guilty, nor that it is sin.” Ulenbergius (Causa 14 of his own apostasy) adds: “Philipp confessed this error of his at the Diet of Worms.”

We respond. Augustine is saying both: that concupiscence does remain in the reborn and that it is by its own nature sin, though it is not imputed as sin. In De nupt. et conc. (bk. 1, ch. 25) he says that “concupiscence is remitted in Baptism, not so that it does not exist but so that it is not imputed as sin.” He explains that in this way (Contra Julian., bk. 6, ch. 6): “Guilt is not removed from concupiscence itself but from the baptized person; meanwhile, concupiscence is and remains an evil thing and, in fact, the sort of evil thing which is a sort of stupidity, whereby the baptized people do not know the things which are of the Spirit of God, which is surely sin.” Indeed, in the preceding ch. 5 he proves that “concupiscence is worse than this ignorance.” Thus as far as Augustine is concerned, “concupiscence” and “sin” are synonymous.

(2) [Bellarmine] denies that the guilt of concupiscence means [the guilt] which rises from [concupiscence] and is founded in it, but rather the guilt through which it occurred. This is something which is obviously opposed to the statements of Augustine. For since Augustine asserts that original sin is especially based on that concupiscence, how would he not attribute the sort of guilt which rises from it and is founded on it to this concupiscence?

(3) He argues: “Concupiscence is called ‘sin’ not because it is sin per se but because it is sin only materially.”

We respond. Augustine is saying two things, which therefore are subordinates and consequences of each other. Bellarmine takes them as opposites and disjunctions.

(4) He concedes that “concupiscence is evil, it is unholy, it is a disorder and corruption.” Yet he denies that it is sin.

We respond. If the full proposition as set forth in Augustine is considered, then it will be clear that concupiscence is called not only the evil of punishment but also the evil of fault. But wherever he denies that concupiscence is sin, he understands sin as connected with actual guilt, for he explains himself in this way (De nupt. et concup., bk. 1, ch. 26): “Not having sin is not being guilty of sin.”

Bernard (Sermon 6 de adventu Domini, col. 12) imitates Augustine: “I say to you, that type of sin which disturbs us so frequently (I am speaking of concupiscence and evil desires) can and should be repressed by the grace of God so that it does not rule in us, but it is not cast out except in death.” Sermon de coen. Domini (col. 126): “In the fall of the first man we all fell. But we fell upon a heap of stones and in the mud, and from there we are not just defiled but also wounded and severely shaken. To be sure, we can be washed quickly, but for our healing there is much need of curing. Thus we are washed in Baptism, and this grace is given to us that concupiscence may no longer harm us, if we yet abstain from consenting to it.”

The testimonies of our adversaries themselves.

§ 69. Moreover, the Papists themselves bear witness to the truth of this opinion of ours. Cassander (Consult., art. 2):

On the basis of Augustine and the rest of the ecclesiastical writers, it is agreed that the apostle and Augustine, who followed him, at times call the concupiscence remaining after Baptism “sin” not only because it was made from sin but also because it is the kindling for sin and resists the control of the mind. Certainly the great theologian openly asserts that sin remains even in the reborn, though it is not imputed, etc. If you establish the nature of sin in fault and iniquity, weakness and ailment, which must be resisted by the Spirit, lest it produce illicit actions, then it is not inappropriately called “sin.” But if you understand the nature of sin to be situated in the actual offense against God and in guilt to which punishment and condemnation answer in turn, then it is not sin in the regenerate because if the will does not consent to it, it is not imputed as sin.

(We also say the same thing.)

Driedo (De grat. et lib. arbit., bk. 1): “Original sin indeed is forgiven in this life by the regeneration of Baptism, not so that it does not exist but so that it is not counted as fault.”

Ludovicus Vives (commentary on Augustine’s De civ. Dei, bk. 1, ch. 9): “So powerfully does a cupidity for sexual things cling to our inner parts that we cannot even think about fulfilling our lust without being touched by I know not what sort of hidden pleasure, which very many people want to be a venial sin.”

Stapleton (Antidot., Romans 7, p. 363): “In some sense, even to the reborn themselves, this concupiscence in itself with regard to its first emotions and corrupt desires is contained in this commandment” (“You shall not covet” [Exod. 20:17]), “not because this commandment obligates them under the punishment of mortal or venial sin, but because it teaches the ailment of our nature and how to seek the medicine, and because by its teaching it arouses us to a daily progress.” (If concupiscence is forbidden by God’s command, how will it not be sin? He tries in vain to escape through a distinction between a prohibition by means of doctrine and one by means of obligation.)

Bellarmine himself admits in many places: “Concupiscence is the law of one’s members at war with the law of his mind; it is the vitiated power of the mind; it is similar to canine rabies; it is iniquity; it is sin in the flesh materially, in the mind formally; it is a vice. It is at war with virtue; it is illicit; God considers it with hatred; it conflicts with the Law of God. It has a place not only in the flesh but also in the mind; it fights against the Spirit unto death; it impedes reason; it is far worse than the concupiscence of the beasts,” etc. How, then, can he deny that it is sin in itself and by its own nature?

Why does Bellarmine depart from Lombard, who writes clearly (Sent., 2, dist. [21], letter E): “There is an internal temptation when an evil is suggested to us invisibly from within. This temptation comes at times from the enemy and at times from the flesh. For the devil invisibly suggests evil things, and an illicit impulse and a corrupt titillation arise from the corruption of the flesh. Thus a temptation which is of the flesh does not occur without sin. But that which comes from an enemy does not have sin unless it is consented to, but rather it is material for exercising virtue.” [Sent. ] (3, dist. 17, letter B): “In Christ the flesh did not lust [concupiscebat] against the Spirit because, as Augustine says, there is sometimes a vice when the flesh lusts against the Spirit.” [Sent. ] (3, dist. 19, letter C): “Thus far we are waiting for the redemption of the body. But according to our souls we are already redeemed in part but not in whole, from fault not from punishment, nor even altogether from fault. For we have not been redeemed from it in such a way that it does not exist, but that it does not rule.”

The arguments which prove that concupiscence is sin.

§ 70. Let us take a look at how Bellarmine responds to the arguments drawn from Scripture in favor of our position.

(I) “Even the involuntary impulses of concupiscence are illicit; therefore they are surely also sins.” Bellarmine counters: “They are illicit because it is not permitted to obey them, not because they are not permitted to be endured with an unwilling spirit.”

We respond. They are illicit in both ways, not only with regard to consent but also in and of themselves, because they are prohibited by the divine Law. The Law says two things: “You shall not covet [concupiscas]” [Exod. 20:17] and “Do not follow after your desires [concupiscentias]” [1 Pet. 2:11]. The example which Bellarmine gives about “the person who commits a shameful act either because he is forced or from ignorance” is foreign to this point, because even though the desires of the flesh are a bother to the spirit, nevertheless they delight the flesh. What must be stated in regard to involuntary actual sins shall be given in its own place [§ 101].

(II) Concupiscence of itself draws one to evil. Therefore it is forbidden no less than the evil itself. Bellarmine counters: “The evil itself is not forbidden properly except to the extent that it is in our power to commit it or to be aware of it. Therefore all the more is concupiscence not otherwise forbidden.”

We respond. In this way, all sins, weaknesses, and ignorance which we cannot avoid in this frail flesh will be removed. It is enough for us to have received the power to avoid such things formerly in the first man.

(III) He who cannot resist compelling desire [cupiditas] and thus sins, nonetheless truly and properly sins. Therefore he also sins who, though unwilling, feels the desires [concupiscentiae] of the flesh.

Bellarmine counters: “The involuntary impulses of concupiscence are by no means within our power, but the voluntary desire to sin is within our power, if not immediately—namely, when we have been abandoned by divine judgment and do not have the powers with which to be able to resist the compelling desire—then at least mediately, because we can ask God for the help of His grace.”

We respond. The nature of both cases is the same. As God with His just judgment hardens and blinds impenitent people so as to be unable to resist the voluntary desires of sin which nonetheless are truly and properly sins, so also, because of the sin of our first parents, by the just judgment of God we fell into that wretched necessity of sinning so that we cannot but feel the corrupt impulses of concupiscence which nevertheless are truly and properly sins.

(IV) God and the reborn persecute corrupt concupiscence with hatred; therefore surely it is sin.

Bellarmine counters: “Concupiscence is thought of with hatred by God, and still it is not sin but merely an evil.”

We respond. Any evil that God hates is an evil of fault, for evils of punishment are inflicted by God. How, then, does God hate them? The reborn should not hate evils of punishment, to the extent that they are such, but should bear and endure them with a patient mind. Furthermore, Bellarmine is contradicting the Council of Trent, which claims that God hates nothing in the reborn. Therefore [according to the council] concupiscence in the reborn is not thought of with hatred by God.

Bellarmine responds: “The council must be understood to be referring to the hatred which falls back upon the person, but God surely does not hate the reborn themselves because of the concupiscence which is in the reborn.” This is most correctly stated, to be sure, but it is not in conformity with the statement of the council, for that statement was opposed to us and with an anathema strikes down our position by which we claim that sin, truly and properly so called, does dwell in the reborn, though it does not cause the reborn to be guilty and condemned in actuality. Therefore Bellarmine fails to understand either the opinion of the council or our counsel.

(V) Concupiscence is not from God. Yet every punishment is from God. Therefore concupiscence is not only the evil of punishment but also the evil of fault.

Bellarmine counters: “Death is also not from God.”

We respond. God indeed does not cause death (Wisdom 1:13); that is, He does not subject man to death because of any absolute hatred. Nevertheless He makes man subject to death and various calamities with His just judgment because of sin. Augustine (Contra Julian., bk. 1, ch. 7): “God brought on death, not as its first Creator but as the avenger of sin.” Thus the argument here is not equal in both cases. Death is merely punishment but not fault, but corrupt concupiscence is at the same time punishment and fault, just as some actual sins are at the same time punishment for earlier sins.

(VI) There is no punishment in this life which cannot be desired for the sake of a good end, but concupiscence cannot be rightly desired for any end.

Bellarmine counters: “Ignorance of the things necessary for salvation and of the temptations of Satan are punishments for sin, which nevertheless ought not be desired.”

We respond. We are not using the argument to which Bellarmine responds, yet [he responds] in such a way as to confirm our opinion. For if ignorance of the things necessary for salvation and corrupt concupiscence must be considered in an equal position, then surely concupiscence is simultaneously sin and the punishment for the first sin. Far be it from us to say that the blindness of the mind introduced into his descendants by the first sin of Adam is not sin. Indeed, Lombard (Sent., 2, dist. 21, letter E) demonstrates that there is a difference between the temptations of Satan and those of the flesh.

(VII) Christ became similar to us in all things but is without sin. Yet He was not subject to the same corrupt concupiscence.

Bellarmine counters: “Christ also did not wish to assume ignorance, which is nevertheless not sin, if it is totally involuntary.”

We respond. Therefore is the ignorance introduced into all descendants by the first sin not sin? Thus what sin or what sort of sin is original sin in infants? But observe that the strength of the argument is restrained more strongly if it is added that the Papists claim that corrupt desires [concupiscentiae] arose from the very condition of matter when the bridle of original righteousness was removed. Thus the condition of matter is either not in Christ, and so He will not be ὁμooύσιoς with us, or else some restraint of righteousness must be added to it, and so sin will be in Him by primary actuality.10

(VIII) Every lawlessness is sin. Corrupt concupiscence is lawlessness.

Bellarmine counters: (1) “This is eluded by many through jest,” which scorn pertains to sophistical ways of responding.

(2) He concedes that “concupiscence is sin materially and in a broad way, and in this way even faults of nature and art can be called sin.” But this proves our argument that concupiscence is properly and formally sin, which indeed departs from the norm of the divine Law.

(3) Thus he responds in another manner: “Not everything which departs from the norm of the Law is lawlessness. Rather, the discord, the warfare, and the departure are themselves formally sin. Although the devil and the human will depart from the divine Law, nevertheless they are not properly sin.”

We respond. But [he says this] as if it were unknown to Dr. Chemnitz, who in his Examen gravely attacks Andrada because of that puerile jest. Concupiscence of itself is an indifferent impulse, but to the extent that corruption inheres in it, it is lawless, and, in that respect, lawlessness is attributed to it.

(4) “Concupiscence conflicts with the Law but is not the formal conflict itself, nor does it conflict as an act which departs from the norm of the Law nor as a power nor as a person which is bound to follow the norm. Instead, it conflicts as something which incites and impels toward the violation of the Law in the same way as the devil conflicts with the Law.”

We respond. Corrupt concupiscence means both habitually inherent concupiscence and its first impulses. In both ways it conflicts with the Law and departs from the norm of the Law. These two [ways] are of the same force here. Therefore Bellarmine’s attempt is in vain, for it depends on this hypothesis: as if concupiscence conflicted with the Law only in inciting to sin and is not also a habit which departs from the norm of the Law, though Scripture attributes both to concupiscence.

Earlier in ch. 10, in reference to God’s commandment “You shall not covet [concupisces]” [Exod. 20:17], Bellarmine conceded that even the first impulses of concupiscence are prohibited. (If he had not conceded this, we would prove it in detail from the inner parts of the divine Law, concerning which see Dr. Chemnitz, Loci comm., ch. De lege Dei.) How, then, can he deny that corrupt concupiscence is lawlessness and a deviation from the Law?

Therefore we invert what Bellarmine adds about the devil in this way. As the devil’s suggesting of corrupt thoughts to a person not only incites him to sin (and thus conflicts with the Law) but in so doing also sins himself (and thus departs from the Law), so also the corrupt concupiscence of the flesh not only incites the reborn mind to sin but is also itself infected with sin, and thus not only conflicts with the Law but also departs from the Law. The suggestions of Satan are always sin; even if ours are not (especially if they are not allowed to enter), nevertheless they are the sins of Satan. Thus the suggestions of the flesh are also sins, not someone else’s but our own, because they develop in our flesh. The statement of Lombard—that temptation which comes from the flesh does not occur without sin—pertains here. The matter is very clear and obvious, and Bellarmine will never cover it up with cloudy sophistry in such a way that the splendor of the truth does not shine forth.

(5) “John never says that every lawlessness [ἀνoμία] is sin but that every injustice [ἀδικία] [is sin]; [injustice] is the species, but lawlessness is the genus.”

We respond. What finally will be the end of his sophisms? The apostle says clearly: “Everyone who commits sin also commits lawlessness” and “Sin is lawlessness” (1 John 3:4). From this it follows immediately that lawlessness and sin are reciprocal terms, for the apostle is here discussing the faults of neither the body nor art, which are not lawlessness, properly speaking, because they are not aberrant from the norm of the divine Law. “Injustice” is used either universally—and so every sin is an injustice, since justice contains within itself every virtue—or it is used particularly, in which case injustice is a species of sin. But what can Bellarmine elicit from this against our opinion? He argues that Chemnitz had said that “every lawlessness was sin and that every injustice was sin” since the apostle clearly declares both of these [statements].

Furthermore, that it may become clear how close Bellarmine is coming to the Pelagian camp, we may carefully take note of what he writes here:

It is true that the depravation of the human nature is not in harmony with the divine Law if the Law is being dealt with in a universal sense, but not if the discussion concerns the Law, whose violation produces guilt and which is sin properly speaking. For though the depravation which is in the will is truly sin, if we understand it as a turning away from God, nevertheless the depravation which is in the intellect or in the flesh, which is a proneness of the will to obey the desires of the flesh and a difficulty in obeying God, is not contrary to any law whose violation is sin properly speaking and therefore is not sin, in itself and of its own nature. For as far as concerns the law of the first institution of nature, it is not that moral Law whose breaking establishes the guilty party as a transgressor. For God has not commanded a person to be born with original righteousness in this or that way; rather, He created man’s nature as He wished and equipped it with the gifts with which He was pleased to adorn it. He also gave it the elements from which it could be propagated. But if it sometimes happens that the situation develops differently from the way in which God instituted it, there is indeed in that situation a sin of nature, but not the sort of sin which is worthy of punishment, etc. In regard to the law of nature, which requires us to lead our life according to reason, which law we cannot keep by the powers of our corrupt nature, I say that it is possible for that law to be considered in two ways: First, to signify the moral Law, which properly commands the will to follow the lead of reason, not agree to the desires of the flesh, etc. In this way it is the true Law, but the violation of it is not original but actual sin. Second, to signify the natural order and harmony which requires the superior part to command, the inferior part to be subject, etc. And in this way, that law of nature is the same as the institution of nature against which the rebellion of the flesh and the difficulty of the will do battle. But these are not sin properly speaking, but the punishments of sin and defects following from the material, just as rust is related to an iron knife.

With all these words Bellarmine no longer does battle for Pelagianism indirectly, but openly.

The antithesis of the adversaries, that concupiscence is not sin.

§ 71. Now that these things have been said for the confirmation of our position—that the concupiscence remaining in the reborn is truly sin—let us see what the opinion of the Papists is in regard to this concupiscence.

The Council of Trent (sess. 5): “This holy synod declares that the concupiscence which the apostle sometimes calls ‘sin’ has never been understood by the Catholic Church as being called sin in such a way that it is truly and properly sin in the reborn, but because it comes from sin and inclines toward sin. But if anyone believes to the contrary, let him be anathema.”

Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et statu peccati, bk. 5, ch. 7) explains the statement of the council in this way: “We assert that the corruption or concupiscence of nature such as remains in the reborn after Baptism is not original sin, not only because it is not imputed but also because it cannot be imputed, because it is not of itself or of its own nature sin.” [Bellarmine again] (De amiss. grat. et stat. peccat., bk. 4., ch. 2): “Zwingli teaches that the ailment which spreads to all men from the sin of the first man is not sin properly but by metonymy; that is, it is the effect and cause of sin. In this Zwingli agrees with Catholics and disagrees with Luther.” [Bellarmine again] (bk. 5, ch. 10): “It is not the concupiscence of the flesh but of the heart—that is, voluntary concupiscence—which is forbidden in the law ‘You shall not covet [concupisces]’ [Exod. 20:17].” (He is describing [the argument] from Johannes à Daventria in Refutat. art. secund. Augustan. Confess., who also writes: “ ‘You shall not covet’ [concupisces] is not a commandment for the flesh, nor for the sensitive soul, but for the intellective [soul].”)

The Jesuits of Bordeaux (Inventaire, bk. 2, ch. 12, Du Peché originel., p. 79): “We assert that the proclivity to evil which is in man, the concupiscence and stain of nature by which we are inclined to evil, is not sin. But in fact it is so subject to reason and free will even without the aid of the Holy Spirit that nothing could be more so.”

Molanus (tract. 5, ch. 27, concl. 4): “Many thoughts against faith and impure imaginations are not sins.” In the same way, Bellarmine (De amiss. grat., bk. 5, ch. 7, col. 374) [writes]: “Titillation and incitement, even when connected with pleasure, are not sin in the true sense unless they have the consent of the mind in some way.”

From these [statements] it is apparent that the Papists not only do not consider habitually inherent concupiscence—that is, original sin itself—to be sin properly speaking but also do not consider the first impulses of concupiscence in the reborn [to be sin either], surely so that they will be able to establish the perfection, merit, and supererogation of good works before the judgment of God.

Arguments from Scripture.

§ 72. Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 5, ch. 5), reporting our position by way of calumny, attributes this to Chemnitz: “He claims that not only concupiscence but even the mass of the flesh, even though the parts of the body may not yet have been formed, are truly and properly sin.”

We respond. Chemnitz never says that the mass is sin but that it has been contaminated by sin, which contamination has the true nature of sin according to David’s confession [in Psalm 51]. Against the testimony of his own conscience, Bellarmine confesses these two things: that it is sin and that it has been contaminated by sin, and yet in the following ch. 6 he complains about the lies and false accusations of our people, none of which exist if their words were but carefully examined, as we have shown earlier in different places [e.g., On Original Sin (Commonplace XII), § 91].

Let us examine the arguments of Bellarmine.

James 1[:15]: “Concupiscence, when it has conceived, gives birth to sin.”

(I) “James 1:15: ‘Concupiscence, when it has conceived, gives birth to sin; and sin, when it is full grown, brings forth death.’ Therefore concupiscence—that is, the inclining power—and its first impulse are not yet sin without consent.”

We respond. (1) The apostle says that concupiscence gives birth to sin, but nowhere does he say that it is not sin.

(2) But no firm conclusion can be elicited from the apostle’s words, for in a similar way I could conclude from Rom. 5:12 and 19 (“Sin came into the world through one man…. By one man’s disobedience many were made sinners…”) that therefore the [first] man was not a sinner, that therefore his disobedience was not sin.

(3) But rather, if concupiscence gives birth to sin, it is itself sin, because that which gives birth and that which is born share with each other at least the genus, if not always the species.

(4) The inclusion of the one is not immediately the exclusion of the other, so it is not permitted to conclude: “Concupiscence gives birth to sin; therefore it is not itself sin.”

(5) But in fact the apostle is distinguishing the grades of sin and is seeking the source from which mortal, actual sin arises. But he responds that it comes from corrupt concupiscence and not from God. Although habitually inherent concupiscence in the reborn and the first impulses of concupiscence which one resists through the Spirit are not mortal, actual sins, nevertheless it is ignorantly inferred from this that they are not sins in any way at all. This would be to proceed from the negation of species to the negation of genus, which is unphilosophical.

(6) Christ proceeds in the contrary manner. He teaches that judgment is to be made concerning the badness of a tree on the basis of its bad fruit, and He convicts us of the depravity of our heart from its thoughts and other corrupt impulses, etc. (See Matt. 7:17; 15:19; Luke 6:43; etc.)

(7) What of the fact that actual, mortal sins are themselves causes of each other, and yet do not cease being actual, mortal sins in and of themselves? Eph. 5:18: “From wine” (or drunkenness) “is debauchery.” Nonetheless drunkenness and debauchery are mortal, actual sins. All the less is it permissible to conclude: “Concupiscence which conceives and produces sin produces mortal, actual sin; therefore it is by no means itself sin.”

(8) The commentaries of Augustine, Cyril, and Bede on this passage are not opposed to us. They assert that concupiscence produces sin, that all sin has pleasure as its precursor, that resisted concupiscence produces the crown of life. This is something none of our people denies. Nevertheless this does not yet prove that concupiscence is not sin by its own nature.

Romans 7[:20]: “It is not I who do it, but sin.”

§ 73. (II) “Rom. 7:20: ‘Therefore it is not I who do it, but sin which dwells within me.’ Verse 18: ‘For I know that nothing good dwells within me, that is, in my flesh.’ Therefore concupiscence which dwells in the flesh of the reborn and which drives them to sin is not sin.”

We respond. It is amazing that with some skill he can chisel out from this passage the statement that concupiscence is not sin, even though it is clearly called “sin”!

Bellarmine counters: “This is concluded obviously enough from two points, for the apostle first says that the impulse of concupiscence is not his own work, and thus cannot be imputed to him. For by what right can something be imputed to me which is not mine? Second, he adds that an evil of this kind is not in himself but in his flesh. But it is evident that the flesh is incapable of sin, properly speaking.”

We respond. The apostle is not absolutely and simply denying that the impulses are his work; rather, he is stating that (insofar as he has been reborn) he is displeased with that work. In v. 19 he expressly says that he does the evil which he does not wish to do. How, then, would he absolutely deny that those impulses of corrupt concupiscence are his own? Rather, it is for this reason that he says that it is not he who does them: because they do not please him, he who through the Spirit does not want to feel them.

Augustine (De nupt. et concup., bk. 1, ch. 27):

The concupiscence of the flesh does something even when it does not exhibit the consent of the heart. It reigns there in the members or tools by which its command is fulfilled. But what does it do except evil and shameful desires? Hence the apostle addresses us as if speaking from his own persona, saying: “For the good that I would I do not do, but the evil which I hate, that I do,” that is, “I covet [concupisco],” because he did not wish to [covet] so that he could be perfect in every respect. Because he did not wish to covet and yet coveted, but by no means served the covetousness by consenting to it, he adds these words, saying, “But now it is no longer I who do it, but sin which dwells within me.”

[Augustine again] (Contra duas epist. Pelag., bk. 1, ch. 10): “The apostle says, ‘But now it is no longer I who do it, but sin which dwells within me.’ What is this ‘but now’ except ‘now, at length, under the grace which has liberated the pleasure of my will from consenting to cupidity’? For ‘it is not I who do it’ cannot be better understood than that he does not consent to present his members to sin as tools of iniquity. For if he lusts [concupiscit] and consents and acts, how is it that he himself is not doing it, though he may grieve that he does it and deeply bemoan the fact that he is overcome?” [Augustine again] (Sermon 5 de verb. apost.):

“I do what I do not want; but what I hate, this I do.” What do I do? I covet [concupisco]. Although I do not consent to concupiscence, and though I do not go after my desires, nevertheless I still covet, and surely even in that part I am myself, for I am not one person in the mind and another in the flesh. But what, then, am I myself doing, because I am both in the mind and in the flesh? For these are not two contrary natures, but one man exists from the two, because God is one, from whom man was made.

(And later:)

“Evil lies close to me, and this is mine” [cf. Rom. 7:21]. Now, my flesh is mine—or is it of another substance, or of another principle, or is the soul from God and the flesh from a generation of shadows? Nonsense!

All those are the words of Augustine, and they are of immovable truth. For since the coveting [concupiscens] flesh itself is the flesh of the apostle, how could he absolutely deny that the impulses of concupiscence in his flesh were his? Sin is not a substance foreign to the apostle himself, is it? Finally, if something that is not his own—that is, what he does not do with deliberate intent—cannot be imputed to him, then original sin will again be expressly denied.

What the word “flesh” means in Romans 7.

§ 74. To the latter part of Bellarmine’s counterargument we respond that here the word “flesh” does not mean the body itself nor merely the inferior part of the soul (as they say), but the entire human being, insofar as he is still under the old flesh, in the most customary phraseology of Scripture. Bellarmine expressly concedes that in many passages of Scripture, such as John 3, Galatians 5, etc., “flesh” means all [human] powers, both inferior and superior, corrupted by sin; but he denies that it means the whole human being in Romans 7, and he does this by setting forth various lines of reasoning:

(1) “The apostle would not be speaking truly in saying, ‘It is not I who do this,’ if the entire man were meant by ‘flesh,’ for how does he not do that which his flesh and mind—that is, his total self—do?”

We respond. Surely the apostle, renewed by the Spirit, would not consent to the desires of the flesh but would resist them. Yet his very soul, no less than his body, was still in some way under the old flesh. Thus the apostle denies that he is doing the impulses of concupiscence, not simply (because actions belong to the whole person [suppositum],11 and the coveting flesh was the apostle’s own flesh), but with respect to the consent of the renewed mind. He is distinguishing between the subject which [subjectumquod] and the subject by which [subjectum quo].12 I am not doing that, namely, by the mind, insofar as it has been reborn; but sin is doing that, that is, I do it because of the sin which still remains in the flesh.

(2) “By way of correction, the apostle adds that sin dwells not in him but in his flesh. Therefore it was not in his entire self.”

We respond. This is an explanation, not a refutation; a clarification, not a correction. For since he had been renewed in the spirit of his mind, he hated the impulses of concupiscence, and that is why he says that he is not doing them, that is, insofar as he is spiritual; for he was doing that which he hated, insofar as he was carnal, sold under sin ([Rom. 7:]14). The apostle contrasts himself as he is renewed by the Spirit to the sin still dwelling in his flesh; thus there is a contrast “of the same thing” but not “according to the same thing,” as is clear from the verses following. If the impulses of concupiscence were not in any way at all the work of the apostle Paul, why does he call himself wretched because of them and pray to be freed from them [Rom. 7:24]?

(3) “The apostle clearly distinguishes between mind and flesh, that is, the one part of the human being from the other.”

We respond. He is certainly distinguishing mind from flesh, but with the word “mind” he understands the entire soul to the extent that it has been renewed, and with the word “flesh” he means the same whole soul to the extent that it is still under the old flesh. Bellarmine (ch. 15 of this book) himself admits that the fault of corrupt concupiscence is found in the very mind of the reborn, that is, as he himself says, in the superior part of the soul.

(4) “The apostle says in Rom. 6[:12] that this evil is in the mortal body, and in this passage he prays to be freed from the body. Therefore sin dwells only in the body.”

We respond. There is a great emphasis in the apostolic speech, for he is contrasting the present life, in which we are sold under sin and carry sin and death within ourselves, to eternal life, in which there will be a perfect renewal of the entire human being and when we shall be freed from all sin so that not only will it not reign in us, but also it will not be in us at all. He calls it “the body of death” because we are subject to death on account of the sin which still dwells within us, which must be defined not only as the destruction of the body but also as the wretched grief of the soul which has been forced to depart from its own proper dwelling place.

Chrysostom (on Romans, sermon 13): “When you hear what he says, ‘Who will save me from the body of this death?’ do not think that he is accusing the flesh.”

Augustine (De nupt. et concup., bk. 1, ch. 13): “It is understood as pertaining to ‘the body of this death’ that another law in his members is at war with the law of his mind, while the flesh lusts [concupiscit] against the spirit, even though it does not make it subject because the spirit also yearns [concupiscit] against the flesh.”

Observe that here, according to Augustine, “flesh,” “members,” “body of this death,” etc., mean the same as what is meant in Gal. 5[:17]: the flesh which is at war with the spirit. But now, Bellarmine (commentary on Galatians 5) confesses: “The word ‘flesh’ means the entire person, insofar as he has not yet been fully renewed; this is demonstrated also by the matter at hand. For it cannot be denied with any appearance of truth that even the reborn are persuaded by the flesh toward heresy, arrogance, greed, etc.”

(5) “The apostle understands the word ‘mind’ to mean the inner man, which means the soul (2 Cor. 4[:16]); the word ‘body’ means the exterior man.”

We respond. The apostle states that the inner man is being renewed from day to day. Therefore it is surely not yet completely renewed, and to the extent that it is not yet renewed it is still under the old [condition] (and under sin), as Augustine (De peccat. merit. et remiss., bk. 2, ch. 7) correctly concludes. By “flesh” Bellarmine himself understands not only the body but also the inferior part of the soul. But the inferior part of the soul is really undivided and immortal along with the soul itself. Thus how is it that the “flesh” and the “exterior man” (Romans 7; 2 Corinthians 4) are supposed to mean the same thing?

(6) “When ‘flesh’ is used in an evil sense, it is attributed only to wicked people.”

We respond. Does the apostle not clearly say: “I am still carnal” (Rom. 7:14) and (concerning the reborn themselves) “The flesh lusts [concupiscit] against the spirit” (Gal. 5:17)? Therefore, though the reborn are freed by the Holy Spirit from the guilt of sin and from the dominion of the flesh (in which respect it is denied that they are of the flesh), yet they are still partly struggling under the weakness of the flesh and are still aspiring to attain perfect renewal (in which respect they are said to be carnal).

(7) “Likewise, Augustine takes the word ‘flesh’ to mean only the body and the inferior part.”

We respond. Augustine clearly writes (De pecc. merit. et remiss., bk. 2, ch. 7): “Setting aside the body, perfect renewal cannot occur in the soul itself, which is the inner man, and the old man is being put off inwardly and the new man is being put on inwardly as well.” Contra Julian. (bk. 6): “Against its own impulses, which it has according to the spirit, the soul sets forth its other impulses which it has according to the flesh; and again, against its impulses which it has according to the flesh, it sets forth its other impulses which it has according to the spirit. And thus it is said that the flesh lusts [concupiscit] against the spirit and the spirit against the flesh. But on account of this it is also said that the soul itself is renewed from day to day.”

It suffices for us that, according to Augustine (De civit. Dei, bk. 14, ch. 2, and in many places elsewhere), the word “flesh,” as used in Galatians 5, means the entire human being to the extent that he is still under the yoke of sin. But now, the reborn are not yet fully and wholly freed from that concupiscence of the flesh even in the superior powers of the soul. Therefore the word “flesh,” as used in Romans 7, surely means the entire human being, since the apostle is speaking in the persona of the reborn. And lest any doubt remain in regard to this subject, we urge the following arguments.

(1) Where Scripture uses the word “flesh” to describe the corruption of human nature introduced by sin, it means the corruption and contamination of all parts of the soul. But in Romans 7 the word “flesh” describes the corruption of the human nature introduced by and remaining from sin. Therefore, etc.

(2) In regard to the reborn, the apostle testifies (1 Cor. 3[:16–17] and 6[:16, 19]) that their bodies are the temples of the Holy Spirit, no less than he says in this passage of Rom. 7[:25] that they serve the Law of God with their mind. Therefore no difference can be established between the body and the mind of the reborn, as if the whole mind had been renewed and the whole body were still under the old [condition]. Instead, “flesh,” “body,” and “members” mean the old Adam, the whole man, to the extent that he is still carnal. The words “mind” and “spirit” mean the new man, that is, also the whole man, to the extent that he has been renewed.

(3) When the works of the flesh are listed in Gal. 5[:19–21], such misfortunes are attributed to the flesh which (as is evident) befit neither the body alone nor the inferior faculties of the soul, but the superior part of it (as they say). But in Romans 7 the apostle is speaking about the same flesh of the reborn. Therefore the word “flesh” surely means the whole man to the extent that he has not yet been fully renewed in all his powers.

(4) In Romans 7 the apostle means that [flesh] to which he later (Rom. 8:6–7) ascribes the mind. But thinking is a superior faculty of the soul. Therefore this is also included under the word “flesh.”

(5) In Romans 7 the word “flesh” indicates anything that still lacks renewal in the reborn. The conclusion is clear because the word “flesh” is used not only for the substance itself but also as the old flesh which is to be renewed. But the reborn still lack the renewal of the spirit of the mind (Eph. 4:23). Therefore the word “flesh” means the mind of the reborn to the extent that it has not yet been fully renewed.

These arguments must be brought against Stapleton (Antidot., Romans 7, p. 419), who calls our position “a profane and unheard-of novelty of verbiage.” He adds (p. 410) that it is “absurd” and attacks it tragically. Bellarmine has seen that the arguments for our opinion can be sought in the text itself, and thus adds:

Even if we were compelled to take the word “flesh” to mean all the powers of the soul, nevertheless it would be completely necessary to say that, in regard to the justified, the word “flesh” does not pertain to the will or mind except as the first unintentional impulses [of them]. But the superior part of the soul is incapable of sin, properly speaking, since the judgment of reason is previous to its movement; because righteousness cannot be in the inferior or even in the superior part of the soul, since the judgment of the reason is prior to it. Therefore sin, properly speaking, cannot be in it.

We respond. Therefore where will original sin in infants, who do not yet have the use of reason, be relegated? (And what do these words mean: “the inferior part of the soul, as also the superior”?) To the extent that the judgment of reason comes before its activity, is it incapable of righteousness? Or was not part of original righteousness the complete subjection of the inferior part to the superior and the conformity of all the powers of the soul? Yes, of course.

Romans 8[:1]: “There is no condemnation for those who are in Christ.”

§ 75. (IV) “Rom. 8:1: ‘There is no condemnation for those who are in Christ Jesus.’ Here the apostle is saying that even if the reborn feel concupiscence, there is yet nothing worthy of condemnation in them.”

We respond. Of his own accord, Bellarmine adds that there is nothing worthy of condemnation in the reborn, that is, anything because of which they could be condemned by the just judgment of God, if He wished to remove the umbrella of grace and to call them into judgment. The apostle does not say this, since he had asserted in the previous chapter that sin still dwelt in him and in all the reborn, something which he is not denying in this passage. Rather, he is asserting that they do not have to fear condemnation; that is, he denies that concupiscence is the sort of sin in them which in actuality would make them guilty and subject to condemnation, namely, because they are in Christ, that is, they receive forgiveness of this sin through faith. And because they do not walk according to the flesh but according to the Spirit—that is, because they do not permit concupiscence to have dominion but mortify it—thus from this they are not rendered liable to condemnation, though otherwise concupiscence is sin by its own nature, and as a consequence it can make a person subject to condemnation if it is neither forgiven nor mortified.

Bellarmine’s objection is frivolous: “There was no need for the apostle to teach that the reborn are not yet condemned in actuality and reality, since the sentence of condemnation is not carried out until after this life.”

We respond. Surely, because of the sin adhering to the reborn, they quite often fear the sentence of damnation and acknowledge that because of it they can be determined to be guilty of divine wrath and of eternal damnation. Therefore they had to be lifted up by this consolation: that they will not go into judgment. Christ says, John 3:18: “He who does not believe has already been judged,” but the revelation of this is reserved for the final judgment. In the case of the reborn, the situation is exactly the same: “In them there is no condemnation,” which will not be revealed until the Last Day. Therefore let it remain firmly fixed that in the reborn there is no condemnation because of concupiscence (against whose impulses they fight), not because it is not a sin worthy of condemnation by its own nature, but because its guilt is forgiven for Christ’s sake.

Bellarmine attacks this in many ways: (1) “Guilt is the form of sin, and therefore the guilt of concupiscence is removed in Baptism. Concupiscence certainly ceases to be sin.”

We respond. Properly speaking, the form of concupiscence and of all sin is lawlessness, a turning away from the norm of the Law. When Philipp and others say that the form of sin is guilt, they are not using “form” strictly but are speaking about sin as it is considered in the category of relation.13 Properly speaking, guilt is not the form but the proper consequence of sin, as it is considered in the category of quality.14 In addition, guilt is not removed from concupiscence itself but from the person, about which subject Augustine writes (Contra Julianum, bk. 6, ch. 6): “The guilt of sin is removed in Baptism but not the guilt of it” (concupiscence) “by which the [concupiscence] itself was guilty, for it was not a person but was what originally made man guilty and of which he was forgiven and emptied.” But far be it from us to say that it is sanctified, since the regenerate must necessarily fight with it as with an enemy in an inner war—if they have not received the grace of God in vain.

(2) “Guilt is wholly inseparable from something that is worthy of eternal damnation by its own nature, since that is the merit of punishment.”

We respond. Guilt is not removed from concupiscence but from a person. Bellarmine grants that God hates concupiscence, and yet does not hate the reborn in whom concupiscence exists. In the same way, we say that concupiscence is a matter worthy of damnation by its own nature, and yet the reborn are not damned because of it. Proper adjuncts are not separated from a thing as far as potential [potentia] is concerned, but they are as far as actuality is concerned, with respect to the power [potentia] of God. So therefore, though concupiscence actually does not condemn the reborn, it can yet condemn if it is considered in and of itself. Here the ancients use the example of the Canaanites whose yoke and mastery God had lifted from the necks of the Israelites, and yet He did not utterly destroy all their remnants but had left them to survive as the material of a constant exercise for guarding against the security of the Israelites.

Bernard (Sermon de coena Domini): “Although Christ has taken away condemnation, nevertheless He permits sin to be in us and to afflict us grievously in order to humble us, so that we may sense what His grace is offering us and always run back to the help of that grace.”

(3) “God never forgives guilt so long as its basis remains, because His judgment is according to truth.”

We respond. As the sins of the wicked pass away in actuality but remain in guilt (according to Augustine, De nupt. et concup., bk. 1, ch. 26), so in turn the sins of the reborn pass away in guilt but remain in actuality. Although the guilt of David’s adultery was forgiven, yet the act itself was not removed. It conflicts with the truth of God [to say] that what truly happened did not happen.

(4) “The apostle draws his conclusion from the preceding verses, in which he had said that the impulses of concupiscence are neither voluntary nor sin.”

We respond. Nowhere did he say the latter, but in the last verse of the preceding chapter he had said that by the grace of God in Christ the reborn had obtained the forgiveness of sins, through the Holy Spirit they had been reborn and renewed and serve the law of sin only in the flesh but not the mind [Rom. 7:24–25]. On account of this, he adds that there is nothing of condemnation (or as the Greek words have it: “no condemnation”) in them, which he again proves in two ways: (1) because they are in Christ, namely, through faith; (2) because they do not walk according to the flesh but according to the Spirit.

[That] in Baptism sin is remitted completely.

§ 76. (V) “Scripture teaches that a true remission of sins occurs through Baptism so that not only is the debt of punishment pardoned, but also the stains are washed away, cleansed, erased, removed.”

We respond. More will be said about this argument in our treatise On Baptism [Commonplace XXIII, §§ 128–64]. Here we respond briefly. Titus 3:5: “Baptism is the washing of regeneration and renewal.” Through regeneration we receive the remission of sins, the grace of God, the adoption of sons, the inheritance of eternal life, etc. All these things come to us truly and perfectly. Renewal is also true, but it is not immediately perfect, for the apostle says clearly (2 Cor. 4:16): “Our inner man is being renewed day by day.” In Baptism we are washed and sanctified (1 Cor. 6:11); yet, nevertheless, we are ordered to cleanse ourselves from every defilement of the flesh and spirit and to perfect sanctification (2 Cor. 7:1). We shall say more about this in its own place.

§ 77. Bellarmine takes his second class of arguments from the sayings of the fathers, in regard to which we state the following. (1) This kind of proof is secondary. (2) Clear and obvious testimonies occur in them to confirm our position. (3) Augustine (Contra Julianum, bk. 2) has gathered the statements of the ancients from which it is easy to make judgment concerning the opinion of antiquity. (4) Before the rise of the Pelagian conflict, they sometimes spoke more carelessly. (5) They use the word “sin” in a philosophical sense, saying that sin is at least that which is voluntary in actuality, even though this does not fit original sin. (6) They quite often understand sin to be something which makes even a reborn person liable to the wrath of God and to damnation in actuality. Since concupiscence is not this kind of sin in the reborn, they deny that it is sin in this sense. (7) But elsewhere they explain their position clearly, repudiating the merit and perfection of works and denying that the Law can be perfectly fulfilled in this life. (8) Indeed, when the fathers spoke to the people, they would say the things that seemed more useful to arouse people to good works, as Bellarmine (De grat. et liber. arbitr., bk. 2, ch. 14, col. 628) admits in a similar question. (9) Finally, the things which Bellarmine cites from the fathers are so far from being opposed to us that at times they clearly confirm our opinion. Methodius, as quoted in Epiphanius (Haeres. 64), says: “Concupiscence has been left in us for the sake of the struggle, that through it we might be proved like gold in the smelter.”

Meanwhile, it is correct that concupiscence is sin by its own nature, and we must do battle with the devil, who is the greatest sinner. What of the fact that the words of Methodius favor our position? He says: “You see that our thoughts threaten us internally because of sin which dwells within us. They are like rabid dogs or animals or daring thieves, always stirred up against us by the tyrannical prince of iniquity. They test us to see whether we can resist them.”

Basil (De virgin.) calls the affections of the flesh “natural” (but he means that nature has been corrupted by sin, for it was not like that at first).
 
Chrysostom (Homily 19 ad populum Antiochenum): “It is natural to covet [concupiscere], but evil coveting is of the will.” [Chrysostom again] (on Romans, homily 13): “Passions themselves are not sin in themselves, but their unbridled immoderation is sin.” (Who denies this? We ourselves distinguish between natural passions and vices or immoderation in passions.)

The author of the Opus imperfect. in Matthaeum (homily 12) denies that the flesh was told “You shall not covet [concupisces]” [Exod. 20:17]. (Bellarmine elevates the authority of this in many places.)

Cyril says (on John, bk. 4, ch. 51): “A certain pleasure runs ahead of sin.” (But it does not yet follow from this that the most unrestrained pleasure is by no means sin.)

The judgment is the same in regard to the rest. They distinguish actual, mortal sin from original and venial sin.

Bellarmine tries to prove from all the volumes of Augustine that he denied that concupiscence was sin. We respond. He explained himself clearly (De nupt. et concup., bk. 1, ch. 25):

How, it is asked, does the concupiscence of the flesh remain in a regenerate person in whom a remission of all sins has occurred, even though insemination occurs through it, and a carnal child is born with it even if it is born of baptized parents? Or surely, if it can exist in a baptized parent and still not be sin, why is the same concupiscence sin in the offspring? To this it is answered that the concupiscence of the flesh is forgiven [dimitti] in Baptism not in such a way that it does not exist, but in such a way that it is not imputed as sin. But though its guilt has now been destroyed, yet it continues to exist until our every weakness is healed by the continued renewal of the inner man from day to day. For it does not remain substantially, like a body or spirit, but is an affection for an evil quality, like weakness.

Chapter 26:

As in the case of sins—which cannot remain because they pass away when they are done, and yet their guilt remains and shall remain forever unless it is forgiven—so also when [concupiscence] is remitted, the guilt of it is removed. For it is one thing not to have sin; it is another not to be guilty of sin. As actual sins pass away in actuality while they remain in guilt …

Chapter 27:

so on the contrary it can happen that even

(original sin)

remains in actuality but passes in guilt. For the concupiscence of the flesh acts even when it does not exhibit in that action either the consent of the heart where it rules or [the consent of] its members or arms with which it fulfills that which it commands. But what is it doing except evil and shameful desires? For if these were good and lawful, the apostle would not forbid us to obey them.

Chapter 29:

He does much good who does what is written: “Do not go after your lusts [concupiscentias].” But he is imperfect, because he does not fulfill what is written: “You shall not covet [concupisces]” [Exod. 20:17].

Against the sophism of Bellarmine (who claims that something which does not make a person guilty in actuality is not sin at all, as far as Augustine is concerned), observe that:

(1) Against the Pelagians, Augustine teaches that even baptized parents propagate original sin in their offspring on account of the concupiscence that remains in them, though it is not imputed as sin. Therefore surely it is and continues to be sin by its own nature; otherwise children of baptized people would not be born liable to sin.

(2) He calls the weakness which remains in the reborn “affection of an evil quality,” and its desires [he calls] “evil, shameful, and illicit, conflicting with the Law of God.” No one can deny that this is a description of sin, properly speaking, because every shameful and illicit act which turns away from the norm of the Law is sin.

(3) In turn, he compares the remission of original and of actual sins. Therefore in the case of the remission of actual sins, their guilt is removed in such a way that they do not cease to be that which they are in actuality, for the adultery of David did not stop being lawlessness even if it was forgiven. In the same way, in the case of the forgiveness of original concupiscence, the guilt is removed in such a way that it does not stop being what it is by its own nature: lawlessness and sin. Therefore whenever Augustine says that concupiscence is sin, he means the sort of sin which makes us (the reborn) guilty and liable to condemnation in actuality.

He says (Contra Julian., bk. 6, ch. 5): “The justified lack all sin but not all evil.” He explains what sort of evil he means in the same place: “Because such a great evil is in them, how would it not hold them in death and draw them into ultimate death if that bond were not loosed in the remission of all sins which takes place in Baptism?” Ibid.: “He lacks all sin but not all evil. This is said more clearly like this: he lacks the guilt of all evil, but he does not lack all evils. Does he lack corruption of the body? Does he lack the evil of the ignorance through which countless evils are committed by the ignorant?” (This ignorance is surely an evil of fault, because to it Augustine attributes the fact that it does not perceive those things which are of the Spirit of God.)

The rational arguments which apparently prove that concupiscence is not sin.

§ 78. His third class contains various rational arguments.

(I) “Baptism liberates from all sins, and yet does not liberate from concupiscence.”

We respond. This argument will be discussed in our treatise On Baptism [Commonplace XXIII, cf. §§ 134–35].

(II) “Concupiscence is the effect and punishment of original sin. Therefore it is not original sin itself.”

Augustine (Contra Julian., bk. 5, ch. 3) clearly says that concupiscence is both sin and the punishment of sin. It is the punishment of sin with respect to the actual sin committed by Adam. It is sin because, as it inheres in us, it conflicts with the Law of God. It is God who punishes sins with sins, according to Bellarmine (De stat. peccati, bk. 2, ch. 14, col. 174). Thus he is trifling with the expression “original sin,” which, in the antecedent, means the actual sin of Adam which was the origin of the corruption which has infected human nature. In the consequent, it means the corruption inherent in us which was drawn to us by Adam. “Concupiscence” is also an ambiguous word, for at times it means the sinful habit of concupiscence which is original sin itself, but at other times the corrupt impulses and desires of it, which are the punishment for original sin.

(III) “If man were not born of Adam and yet had the concupiscence which he has now, the concupiscence in him could not properly be called sin. Therefore it is not sin of itself and of its own nature. The antecedent is proved by the authority of Augustine (Contra Julian., bk. 3, ch. 12).”

We respond. Here Augustine is reciting the objection of the Pelagian Julianus and refuting it. Therefore what Bellarmine quotes from the discourse of Julianus about the devil creating man is abhorrent to the minds and ears of the devout and is nowhere conceded by Augustine. Furthermore, if evil concupiscence is a natural thing, why did it not have a place in Christ, and why will it not have a place in eternal life?

(IV) [Bellarmine writes:] “The first impulses of concupiscence are not sin. Therefore habitually inherent concupiscence is not sin. The antecedent is proved because corrupt concupiscence is not sin in children, the insane, and in people who are asleep, according to Augustine (Confess., bk. 10, ch. 30), Prosper (De vit. contempl., bk. 3, ch. 6), and Ambrose (De offic., bk. 1, ch. 21). But not even wise and watchful men have the power to avoid those first impulses of concupiscence. Therefore they are not sins.”

We respond. By this reasoning, original sin will again be abolished. For if anything which we have no power to avoid is not sin, infants will not be subject to original sin. Rom. 3:20: “By the Law is the knowledge of sin,” but the meaning of the Law must not be estimated according to the measure of our powers. If the first humans had persisted in their concreated integrity, it would have been within their power and that of their descendants to avoid the corrupt impulses of concupiscence. The fact that they fell into powerlessness to fulfill the Law takes nothing away from the perfection of the divine Law.

Anselm (De conceptu virgin., ch. 28): “From nature God rightly demands what He has given it and what it justly owes Him. If a man and his wife are carried to some great dignity or possession by no merit of their own but solely by grace, and at the same time inexcusably commit a serious crime and because of it are cast down and reduced to slavery, who will say that the children they produced after that loss ought not be subject to that same slavery?” In his Cur Deus homo (bk. 1, ch. 24), Boso asks: “If a man cannot repay a debt, how is he unjust by not repaying what he owes?” To this Anselm responds: “Perhaps if the reason for the inability is not in that man, he can to some extent be excused. But if he is at fault for the inability, just as this does not lighten sin, so it does not excuse the man who does not pay back what he owes. This is like someone commanding his slave to perform a task and ordering him not to throw himself into a pit which he points out to him and from which he cannot by any means crawl out again.”

What Bellarmine fabricates about the possibility of fulfilling the Law will have its own place elsewhere [On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 62–81].

Augustine (Confess., bk. 10, ch. 30) clearly calls the impulses of concupiscence in dreams “shameful acts,” and he groans to be freed from them.

(V) “If concupiscence is sin and remains in a justified person, it follows that Christ has not truly redeemed us from sins but only imputatively, and that the devil is more powerful than Christ.”

We respond. We shall say more about this subject in our article On Justification [Commonplace XIX, §§ 195–248]. Briefly, setting true righteousness and imputed righteousness against each other is malicious. Does the apostle not say clearly: “Faith is imputed for righteousness for the one who believes” (Rom. 4:5)? Does Bellarmine not say that this righteousness is true? Christ has freed us truly and perfectly and has redeemed us truly and perfectly. None of us has ever said that Christ redeemed us imputatively. But we do say this: that the righteousness of Christ is imputed to us. This imputation through faith is as true as the fact that Christ has truly taken our sins upon Himself. Therefore we are truly justified and redeemed, and Christ is truly more powerful than the devil, because the remission of sins which faith seeks and apprehends in the merit of Christ is true and perfect. Meanwhile, the actual renewal in this life is never so perfect that it need not increase every day, as the apostle clearly asserts. Nor does it follow from the imperfection of renewal in this life that Christ did not redeem us truly or that He is inferior to the devil. Instead, from this fact, the atrocity of sin shines forth, an atrocity which inheres so tightly in us that its venom cannot be wiped away before this flesh of sin and this body of death are reduced to the finest ashes.

See Augustine (Contra Julian., bk. 6, ch. 56): “It cannot happen that those who are truly wicked and sinners are not also guilty of the wrath of God.”

We respond. Here he very correctly explains the distinction between mortal and venial sins, concerning which we shall dispute below [§§ 90–102].

Does an exterior act of sin possess its own badness?

§ 79. This concludes our discussion about corrupt concupiscence in the reborn (which is the hidden sin which God places in the light of His countenance, Ps. 90:8) and about interior sins in general.

Exterior sins consist of gestures or words or deeds according to the explanation of the Fifth Commandment given by Christ (Matt. 5:21–22). The Scholastics here ask: “Does an exterior act which is commanded by the will have its own proper goodness or badness because of which it is imputed as sin more than an interior act of the will alone?” Scotus (Quodlib., q. 18) answers in the affirmative and relies upon these foundations: “(1) These acts are forbidden by distinct commandments: the exterior in the Seventh, but the interior in the Tenth. (2) The integrity of the things that, according to right reason, ought to agree with the interior act is one thing, and [the integrity] of those which should agree with the exterior is another. (3) An interior and an exterior act are simultaneously punished more severely than one by itself.”

However, Biel (Sent., 2, dist. 42, q. 1), following Occam (Quodlib., 1, q. 1, q. 20; Quodlib., 3, q. 14), and Gregory of Rimini deny it. “For the goodness would either be the exterior act itself or something added. It is not the first, because the same exterior act can at first be evil and later good; and it cannot be the second, because the additional thing could be nothing except the respect for the conformity and dependency of the exterior act upon the interior act, obviously because it is elicited in conformity with the interior act. But this respect also conforms to the act of natural causes, such as if the will were to command that fire draw near to candles.” From this Biel (art. 2) draws a further conclusion:

There is no interior operation of the will with the exterior that is more meritorious or well-deserving than the interior alone and without a deliberate exterior act, namely, while the equality of the interior act continues to stand. For instance, a man who wants to kill and does kill is worthy of no greater punishment before God than if he were to wish to kill but did not kill, supposing that his intent was equally complete, because a man earns no greater reward because of his will and work than another man because of an equal will without the act. Otherwise, a man, without his will, could become of greater merit or demerit through someone else, since it could be hindered.

In art. 3 he adds: “A man sins more extensively with a concomitant exterior act than with a merely inner intent because he sins with more sins, for an evil inner will is as much a sin as even a deliberate exterior act.”

Thomas ([ST,] 1.2., q. 19, art. 3) makes this distinction: “As an interior and exterior act are considered in the genus of conduct” (as moral acts), “they are a single act. Nevertheless it happens that at times an act which is one in subject has several ways of being good or evil, and at times only one. When an exterior act is good or evil only in regard to its end, then an act of intent and its exterior act have entirely the same goodness or badness. But when the exterior act has goodness or badness in and of itself, according to its material or circumstance, then the act of the will has one goodness, and the exterior act has another.”

Here we follow Scotus, because judgment must be made on morally good or evil actions not just on the basis of the will but also on the basis of the norm of the Law.


 

1 In English, “concupiscence” normally has only the meaning of “evil desire.” Here, however, the Latin word concupiscentia can mean a good or neutral desire.

2 On “secondary actuality,” see above, p. 49 n. 4.

3 On “evil of fault,” see above, p. 104 n. 2.

4 Here “accident” does not mean “chance.” The “accident” is “something added” to the situation: that sins would not be imputed for Christ’s sake.

5 I.e., the nonliteral meaning.

6 Subordinates are noncontradictory things or propositions of which one is categorized under the other.

7 Read ut non possimus non concupiscere with Cotta instead of ut non possimus concupiscere.

8 See above, p. 90 n. 2.

9 Vindication of All the Articles of Luther Condemned by the Recent Bull of Leo X (1520), WA 7:103–10 (AE 71).

10 On “primary actuality,” see above, p. 49 n. 4.

11 Or “subject.” See above, p. 62 n. 1.

12 Here the “subject which” is the person who does the sin, while the “subject by which” is a part of the person by which, or on account of which, he does the sin.

13 That is, sin is being defined with regard to the relation between the sinner and God.

14 That is, if sin is defined in and of itself (as lawlessness).







CHAPTER XII: CONCERNING SINS COMMITTED AGAINST GOD,
AGAINST OUR NEIGHBOR, AND AGAINST OURSELVES

Some sins are committed against God; some, against our neighbor; and some, against ourselves.

§ 80. Now, at last, there follows the seventh division of sins, taken from their objects. Some sins are committed against God; some, against human beings—and that again in two ways: some against ourselves and some against our neighbors. The foundations for this division stand in 1 Sam. 2:25: “If a man sins against a man, the judges pass judgment on this. But if a man sins against God, who will be his intercessor?” Titus 2:12: “In this age let us live soberly” (with respect to ourselves) “and righteously” (with respect to our neighbor) “and godly” (with respect to God). Num. 21:7: “We have sinned against the Lord.” Matt. 18:15: “If your brother sin against you,” etc. James 5:16: “Confess your sins to each other.”

Man is completely bound by a threefold obligation. To God he owes his obedience; to his neighbor, kind treatment; to himself, safekeeping. Thus surely he sins in three ways: against God, against his neighbor, and against himself—this last immediately and directly. For when he sins mediately and consequently against his neighbor, he also sins against God Himself, who has commanded love for the neighbor. For this reason David asserts that he sinned against the Lord through his adultery (2 Sam. 12:13; Ps. 51:[4]). Nevertheless some, not unfittingly, explain it this way: by his sin David gave many people an occasion to blaspheme the name of the Lord (2 Sam. 12:14).

Some sins are committed against the First Table and some against the Second.

§ 81. The eighth class is akin to this division. Some sins are committed against the First Table of the Decalogue and some against the Second Table. The foundation for this division lies in the divine distribution of the Decalogue by which all the Commandments of the moral Law were written onto two different tablets (Exod. 34:1; Deut. 10:1). This distribution is confirmed by Christ (Matt. 22:37–39) and by Paul (Eph. 6:2). In regard to the First Table of the Decalogue, this rule is given: obedience to the First Table trumps obedience to the Second, that is, when both cannot be kept at the same time. Concerning the Second, there is this rule: the commandment regarding loving one’s neighbor is similar to the First. This will be discussed in greater detail in the article On the Law of God [Commonplace XV, § 53].





CHAPTER XIII: ON SINS COMMITTED AGAINST THE BODY
AND OUTSIDE THE BODY

Some sins are committed outside the body; some, against one’s own body.

§ 82. The ninth division of sins is given in 1 Cor. 6:18: “Every sin which a person commits is outside the body, but he who commits fornication sins against his own body.” How is a sin against one’s own body committed only by fornication when it would also appear that a sin is committed against one’s own body with drunkenness, suicide, and other sins? The Glossa ordinaria provides four responses:

(1) No sin dishonors and defiles the body as that one does.

(2) Every other sin is outside the body, that is, outside the wife, who is said to be one body with her husband.

(3) Whoever sins criminally is said to be wild, not a man, and sins outside his own body, that is, outside the church, because we are not separated from the church because of venial sins. But he who fornicates sins outside his own body, that is, outside the church, so that he is cast out of it.

(But the apostle is not speaking about a mystical or metaphoric body but about each person’s own body).

(4) Other sins, though committed through the body, do not yet cause the soul to become so bound and subject to carnal concupiscence as happens only in the work of carnal fornication.

Lyra comments in this way:

Other sins commonly taint the soul alone, because they are not perfected in the pleasure of the body, such as greed, hatred, envy, and sins of that type. But fornication defiles not only the soul but also the body, because it is perfected in the pleasure of the body to such an extent that the intellect becomes absorbed for that time and man becomes like a horse or a mule. Although gluttony is completed in the pleasure of the body, yet that pleasure is not so great as to absorb the intellect. Yet it can be said that the apostle means [to include] gluttony under fornication, because gluttony prepares the raw material for lustful living.

Others look for the reason behind the apostle’s words in the fact that because of the constant involvement with very lustful and shameless prostitutes, the health of the body is terribly upset and ruined. The blood, the marrow of one’s bones, and the brain itself are dried up by that frenzy of passion, and from this arise very disgusting and serious ailments. Ecclus. 19:[2–]3: “Decay and worms will take over the man who consorts with harlots.” Some Greek versions add: “and he will be dried up as an example to many.”

Frisius (Speculum medicinale, part 2, bk. 1, ch. 9) relates that a young man of Paris died in the very act of fornication with a prostitute, and that in his skull was found not even a particle of brain. As Eobanus sings correctly:

In many ways Venus drains the powers and spirits.
She consumes noxious bodies in a thousand ways.1

These statements are absolutely true concerning the very ugly sin of consorting with harlots. Meanwhile, since other sins also bring down the health of the body, we respond very simply on the basis of the apostolic text that, according to the apostle, one sins against his own body by fornication for only this reason: “He who joins himself to a prostitute becomes one body with her” ([1 Cor. 6:]16), and “He takes the members of Christ and makes them members of a prostitute” (v. 15). In this sense, the apostle declares that the sin of fornication is committed against one’s own body, for though it is directed also toward the partner in fornication, yet from her it is “turned back” (so to speak) toward his own body, always with terrible hideousness.


 

1 Helius Eobanus Hessus, Operum farragines duae (Halae Suevorum, 1539), fol. 85v.







CHAPTER XIV: ON SINS OF THE FLESH AND OF THE SPIRIT

Some sins are sins of the flesh, and some are of the spirit.

§ 83. Tenth, some actual sins are sins of the body, and some are of the spirit. 2 Cor. 7:1: “Let us cleanse ourselves of every defilement of body and spirit, perfecting sanctification.”

The Scholastics explain this division in the following way. Sin consists in an inordinate appetite for a good; when it is possessed, a man is inordinately pleased. But there are two kinds of pleasure: one is of the soul, which is perfected in the mere apprehension of something held in desire, and this can be called “spiritual delight,” such as when someone takes pleasure in human praise. The other is bodily pleasure, which is perfected in the actual touch and can be called “carnal delight.”

Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. peccati, bk. 1, ch. 2) follows these Scholastics. “All things to which we inordinately turn when we sin are good things apprehended by the senses, such as food, drink, intercourse [concubitus]; or by the intelligence, such as honor, power, wealth.” Through (unrestrained) turning to the former, they become carnal sins; through turning to the latter, they become spiritual sins.

Ambrose (on 2 Corinthians, ch. 19) reads it as follows: “Let us cleanse ourselves of every defilement of the flesh that we may perfect holiness”; and from this he concludes: “All vices are carnal.” But the Greek codices consistently read “of the flesh and spirit.” Therefore the apostle requires that the reborn keep both mind and body unpolluted.

Some think that the apostle is referring to the Corinthians’ excuse. They had been charged with becoming involved in idolatrous banquets of the heathen, and thus with being defiled with the worship of idols, and they responded that they were not coming with the intent of giving honor to idols because they knew well that an idol was nothing, and thus were preserving their spirit clean of pollution. Here a reply is made to them by the apostle that it is not enough to keep the spirit free of corruption, but that the flesh or body must also be kept unpolluted.





CHAPTER XV: ON MANIFEST AND SECRET SINS

Some sins are manifest; some are secret.

§ 84. The eleventh division of actual sins is given in 1 Tim. 5:24–25: “The sins of some people are manifest, leading to judgment” (αἱ ἁμαρτίαι πρόδηλoι πρoάγoυσαι εἰς κρῖσιν, which Dr. Chemnitz explains as sins “which accelerate the punishments and judgment of God”), “but others appear later. So also good deeds are manifest, and even when they are not, they cannot remain hidden.” The apostle had warned Timothy not to share in the sins of others, that is, that he should not carelessly ordain presbyters whose behavior was not well-known. On this occasion, he adds a distinction between manifest and secret sins to show that he is speaking about those whose sins were common knowledge. He also admonishes the church not to pass judgment on secret sins which will yet be revealed in their own time. Surely the word “manifest” in v. 25 shows that the phrase “sins which lead to judgment” is explained most suitably as a reference to those sins which, because of their public manifestation, draw us to judge and condemn them. They are covered by no veil of external hypocrisy which keeps us from being able to acknowledge, judge, and detest them.





CHAPTER XVI: ON SINS THAT CRY OUT TO HEAVEN

Some sins God overlooks, and some cry out to heaven.

§ 85. Twelfth, there are some sins which God in His long-suffering overlooks, ὑπεριδών, as the apostle says in Acts 17:30; and some are atrocious sins which cry out to heaven, which cry out to God and ask for revenge, even though people say nothing. Commonly, four such sins are listed, and they are included in the following short verses: Gen. 4:10: “The voice of his blood is crying to heaven”; Gen. 18:20: “[and the sin of the] Sodomites”; Exod. 3:7 and 22:23: “the cry of the oppressed”; James 5:4: “the unpaid wages of the laborers.” Some take the words of the prodigal son in this sense (Luke 15:21): “Father, I have sinned against heaven and before you.” But some, more skillfully, take “heaven” for “God” by metonymy. “I have sinned against heaven,” that is, “against God,” in the way that Christ asks the Pharisees whether the Baptism of John was of heaven (Luke 20:4).

Angelus Caninius (Disquis. de obscur. locis N. T.) says, “To mean ‘God’ by the word ‘heaven’ is Syriac [usage].” See Drusius (Observ. sacr., bk. 5, ch. 11): “For a long time we have observed from the ancient works that ‘heaven’ is taken to mean God. Thus in 1 Macc. 3[:18]: ‘In the sight of heaven there is no difference between saving by many or saving by few’; and 1 Macc. 4:10: ‘Now let us cry to heaven to see if He will have mercy upon us.’ But even the masters” (the rabbis) “very often use it in this way, as when they say that all things are in the hand of heaven, and ‘Let the fear of heaven be upon you,’ and the word ‘heaven’ is constantly upon their lips. Thus if the fear of man has prevailed, it excludes the fear of heaven.” These are the words of Drusius.

But though only four sins which cry out to heaven are commonly numbered, yet all atrocious sins with which the measure of iniquity is filled (Gen. 15:16; Matt. 23:32; Amos 1:3; etc.) are rightly said to cry out to heaven and ask for the vengeance of God. In Rom. 8:22 it is said, “The whole creation is groaning,” that is, because of the bondage by which it is forced to serve the misuse of the wicked. In Hab. 2:11 the stones are said to cry out from the wall because the house was built by the oppression of the poor and by injustice. Ecclus. 35:[18]: “The tears of the widow run down her cheeks and cry out against him who summoned them forth.”





CHAPTER XVII: ON CAPITAL SINS

Some sins are capital, and some have arisen from them.

§ 86. Thirteenth. Some sins are capital, and some have arisen from them. Bonaventure (Sent., 2, dist. 42, letter C): “ ‘Capital vice’ is used in two ways: first, for that which is chief and great in the genus of vicious things; and, second, for that which is the head and source of other [sins].” In this way he tries to reconcile the diversity of the ancients which occurs among them concerning the number of capital vices.

Gregory (on Exodus): “There are seven capital or principal vices: vainglory, wrath, envy, sloth, greed, gluttony, lust.” The Glossa ordinaria (on Proverbs 9) lists six capital vices. Isidore (commentary on Deuteronomy) lists eight. Thomas ([ST,] 1.2., q. 84, art. 4) proves the sufficiency and number of capital vices in this way:

Those are called “capital” vices whose ends have primary reasons for moving the appetite. But the good of mankind which moves the appetite is threefold. There is a good of the soul which has its reason of appetibility solely from its apprehension, such as the excellence of praise or honor, hence vainglory. The second pertains to the good of the body, and thus to the preservation of the individual, hence gluttony, or of the species, hence lust. The third is an exterior good—namely, wealth—and greed is directed toward it. But fleeing a good because of a conjoined evil (and being moved to sin indirectly) is [also] threefold. For this happens with respect to one’s own good, and thus there is sloth, which despairs of the spiritual good because of the accompanying physical labor. Or it happens in regard to the good of another person. If this occurs without recrimination [insurrectio], it pertains to envy; or it occurs with recrimination for revenge, from which there is wrath. But to each capital vice they attribute its own “daughters,” so to speak. The daughters of vainglory are said to be these: presumption, hypocrisy, stubbornness, discord, strife, disobedience. To wrath they assign these daughters: indignation, swelling of the mind, outcry, blasphemy, insult, quarrels. Greed is called the mother of harshness, disquiet, violence, deceit, perjury, fraud, betrayal. To gluttony are assigned these daughters: dullness of the senses, senseless joy, loquacity, scurrility, uncleanness. Lust is called the mother of blindness, rashness, lack of consideration, etc.

(See Thomas, [ST,] 2.2., qq. 118, 132, 153, 158, 168, etc.)

In 1 John 2:16 three sources of actual sins appear to be established: “Anything that is in the world is the concupiscence of the flesh and the concupiscence of the eyes and the pride of life.”

Augustine (on Psalm 78): “All sins originate either from desire that inflames badly or from fear that humiliates badly.”

Yet they distinguish between capital vices and the root of sins. As the word “head” [caput] indicates the principal and complete member which is the beginning of the others as far as feeling and impulse are concerned, so also a capital vice indicates a complete sin from which all other vices come. But “root” does not properly indicate a determined genus of sin but the propensity of corrupt concupiscence, which concurs in every sin. Scripture distinguishes between an evil tree and its evil fruits and charges unbelief with being the capital vice and the source of all the rest.





CHAPTER XVIII: ON SINS THAT ARE MORE SERIOUS THAN OTHERS

Some sins are more serious than others.

§ 87. Fourteenth. Christ teaches that some sins are more serious than others in John 19:11: “He who delivered Me to you has the greater sin.” Augustine (on John, tract. 116) comments on this passage: “He who maliciously delivers an innocent person over to the power sins more than the power itself if it slays him out of fear of another greater power.” Ezek. 16:47: “In all your ways, you did more wicked things than they.” 1 Tim. 5:8: “If anyone does not care for his own [family], he is worse than an unbeliever.” 2 Pet. 2:20: “The last state becomes worse than the first,” etc.

The same thing is proved by the different grades of punishments which will finally be called down upon sinners on Judgment Day. Matt. 10:15: “It will be more tolerable on the day of judgment for the land of Sodom and Gomorrah than for that city” which did not receive the apostles. Matt. 11:21[–22]: “Tyre and Sidon will be more forgiven on Judgment Day than the cities of Chorazin and Bethsaida.” Luke 12:47–48: “That servant who knew his master’s will but did not make ready nor act according to the master’s will shall be beaten many times. But he who did not know and deserved a beating will receive few blows.”

The Stoics and the Jovinians had the paradoxical statement that “all sins are equal.” Augustine (De sentent. Jacobi apost. ad Hieron., bk. 2, ch. 3): “The idea about the inseparability of the virtues has pleased all the philosophers, but the one concerning the equality of sins only the Stoics have dared to debate, contrary to every sense of the human race. This vanity of theirs you have very clearly refuted from the Holy Scriptures in the case of Jovinian, who was Stoic in this idea but Epicurean in pursuing and defending pleasures. In this very pleasant and excellent disputation of yours, it appeared quite clearly that it did not please our authors—or, rather, the very Truth who spoke through them—to say that all sins are equal.”

The Jesuit Campianus (Rat. 8) also tries to smear our churches with this error of the Stoics and Jovinians: “This, too, is common among the dregs of Protestants: that sins are equal. On this scale, the innkeeper who killed the cock on the dunghill sinned against God no less than the one who killed a man.” But Bellarmine himself (De justif., bk. 3, at the beginning of ch. 26) frees us from this calumny: “This I know: that Lutherans do not say that the virtues are equal or that sins are equal, nor do they deny that a person can grow in hope, love, and the other virtues.”

§ 88. But there are various ways in which one sin becomes more serious than another, yet they seem to be reducible to these four classes. One sin is more serious than another: (1) With respect to the person who sins. Luke 12:47: “That servant who knew his master’s will and did not do it will receive many blows.” Wisdom 6:[6]: “Mighty men will suffer torments mightily.”

Every vice of the soul makes its crime conspicuous
In proportion to the greatness of the sinner.1

(2) With respect to the person who is offended. Thus he who blasphemes God sins more seriously then he who reviles a man; he who harms widows, orphans, or the poor sins more than he who sins against others. Zech. 2:8: “He who touches you touches the pupil of My eye.”

(3) With respect to the thing which incurs detriment. Thus it is a more serious sin to counterfeit the Word of God than to counterfeit a piece of money. He who injures the life of his neighbor sins more seriously than he who takes the goods of his fortune away from him.

(4) With respect to the sin itself, and this is both with regard to causes as well as with regard to the act itself. Thus he sins more seriously who sins knowingly than he who sins ignorantly. Augustine (Contra Donatist. de baptismo, bk. 4, ch. 5; De grat. et lib. arbit., ch. 3): “A sin of malice is more serious than a sin of ignorance or weakness.” We have proved this with the thesis of Augustine (thesis 24 in De visit. infirm., bk. 2, ch. 5): “Sinning because of pleasure is more serious than sinning out of necessity.”

Thomas ([ST,] 2.2., q. 73, art. 4) proves that a sin of commission is more serious than a sin of omission in this way: “The more serious a sin is, the farther away it is from virtue. But contrariness is the greatest distance of all. For this reason, a contrary is farther away from its contrary than its simple negation. Thus black is farther away from white than nonwhite is. But now, a transgression is contrary to an act of virtue, while omission introduces the negation of an act.”

Sin also is aggravated by continuation, by multiplication, by backsliding, by the defense or excusing of sin. In this way greater harm also renders a sin more serious. Thomas ([ST,] 1.2., q. 73, art. 8):

Harm relates to sin in three ways. At times it is foreseen and intended, and at such times the quantity of harm increases the gravity of the sin directly. At times it is foreseen and unintended, such as when someone passes through a field to make a shortcut for the purpose of fornication and brings harm to what has been sown in the field. In this case the amount of harm also aggravates the sin, but indirectly. At times it is neither foreseen nor intended. At such a time, if it is related to the sin accidentally, it does not directly aggravate the sin. But due to his negligence in considering the harm which can result, the evils which result are imputed to the person for punishment. But if the harm itself should follow from an act of sin, though it may be neither foreseen nor intended, it aggravates the sin directly, as in the case of a public fornicator.

Furthermore, Thomas ([ST,] 1.2., q. 73, art. 10) limits and confirms what we have said about sin being aggravated by the person who sins in this way:

Sin is twofold. Some sin catches us unawares because of the weakness of human nature. Such sin is imputed less to him who is greater in virtue. Other sins come from deliberation; and the greater the person [is in virtue], all the more are these imputed to him for four reasons. (1) Those who are superior in knowledge and virtue can resist sin more easily. (2) Every good with which one is magnified is a gift of God, to whom the person is being ungrateful. (3) Due to a specific opposition, the act of sin may apply to the greatness of the person as, for example, in the case of a prince who violates justice though he has been appointed as the guardian of justice. (4) Because of greater scandal.

In art. 9 he proves that the sin is more serious with respect to the person against whom the sin is committed:

The person sinned against is in a certain way the object of sin, but the chief gravity of a sin is drawn from its object. Thus sin is aggravated on the part of God, for the more virtuous or the more dear to God a person is, the more closely he is united with God. On the part of the person himself, one sins more seriously the more one sins against a person united with him by natural necessity or by kindnesses or by some bond or other. On the part of his neighbor, the more people his sin touches, the more seriously does he sin. Therefore sin against a prince is more serious.

In art. 5 he proves:

Spiritual sins are more serious than carnal ones because: (1) Spiritual sin has more to do with aversion to God. (2) Carnal sin is in one’s own body, which ought to be loved less than God and his neighbor against whom he sins through spiritual sins. (3) Carnal sins have a stronger impulsive principle,2 namely, innate concupiscence itself.


 

1 Juvenal, Satires 8.140–41 (LCL 91 [2004], p. 334).

2 That is, an “impulsive cause,” which impels a principal efficient cause to act. This impulsion comes either from inside or outside of the principal cause. Here Thomas means that innate concupiscence is an internal impulsive cause, impelling a person to commit carnal sins.







CHAPTER XIX: ON PARTICIPATING IN THE SINS OF OTHERS

Some sins are ours; some are the sins of others in which we participate in various ways.

§ 89. Fifteenth. Some sins are ours, but some are the sins of others in which we participate. The foundations for this division stand in the following passages of Scripture: 1 Tim. 5:22: “Do not participate in the sins of others” (by rashly ordaining men into the holy ministry whose intelligence and life have not been investigated sufficiently). Eph. 5:7: “Do not associate with them.” Verse 11: “Do not communicate in the unfruitful works of darkness, but expose them.” Rom. 1:32: “They not only do them but also approve those who practice them.” 2 John 11: “Whoever greets the misleaders shares in their wicked works.” Rev. 18:4: “Come out of her, My people, lest you take part in her sins.” The ways by which we participate in the sins of others are encompassed in these little verses:

I advise, command, consent, provoke, praise;

I do not uncover the fault nor punish nor rebuke it.

I do not stand in the way of, but command and defend [the sins] of others.

All these can be arranged under two general headings, for we become participants in another’s sin either by committing or by omitting. By committing, when we are either the instigators or accomplices of the sin of someone else, and this happens:

(1) By consent and approval, when we approve with our permission the sins which others commit (Acts 8:1; Rom. 1:32).

(2) Or by advice, when we are the instigators and advisors of an evil that is to be committed (2 Sam. 16:23; John 11:49).

(3) Or by order and command, when we follow the decrees of superiors in committing evil or order others to do evil (Exod. 1:16; 2 Kings 11:15; Matt. 2:16; John 19:16).

(4) Or by excusing and defending, when we defend the evils committed by others.

(5) Or by any participation in a crime or the benefit resulting from it, as when we allow ourselves to receive part of the profit from a theft (Ps. 50:18, etc.).

By omitting: when we neglect our duty by which sins should be censured and punished, which occurs through untimely silence, overlooking sins, and excessive leniency (Ezek. 3:17; 33:7; Isa. 58:1; etc.).





CHAPTER XX: ON VENIAL AND MORTAL SINS

Some sins are venial, and some are mortal.

§ 90. Sixteenth. Some sins are venial through accident, even though by their nature they are all mortal (or, more correctly, death-bringing). A great conflict has arisen between us and the Scholastics and Papists in this matter. They claim that some sins are venial by their very nature. Let us listen to their own words that this might be rightly understood. Thomas ([ST,] 1.2., q. 77, art. 8):

A sin is said to be venial in three ways: (1) On the basis of its cause, that is, because it has a cause for pardon [veniae], which diminishes the sin, and thus a sin of ignorance is called venial. (2) On the basis of its outcome, as every sin becomes venial through repentance, that is, it receives pardon [veniam]. (3) On the basis of its genus—an idle word, for instance.

(The entire question concerns this third type of venial sin and not the former types.) [Thomas again] (question 88, art. 1):

Sin is said to be mortal by comparison with a disease, from the fact that it causes irreparable damage through the loss of some principle. The principle of spiritual life is order toward the ultimate end, and if it is lost, it cannot be restored through an intrinsic principle but only through divine power. But sins which have a disorder in regard to the things which are related to the end while the order to the ultimate end is preserved are reparable, as an error which happens in regard to conclusions is reparable through the truth of the principles. Thus a person who sins venially is not doing what the Law forbids nor is he omitting what the Law obligates him to do. Rather, he is acting outside [praeter] the Law.

Article 2:

A sin is venial in genus when the will is directed to something that contains in itself a disorder, and yet is not opposed to the love of God and of one’s neighbor, such as an idle word. But it does occur that something which is venial in genus becomes mortal on the part of the agent by reason of its object, either because the sinner has established his final end in the sin or because he directs it toward something which is a mortal sin, such as an idle word [directed] toward adultery. Similarly, it happens on the part of the agent that a sin which is mortal by its own genus becomes venial because it is an incomplete act, such as a sudden impulse toward unbelief.

Those are the words of Thomas. Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 1, ch. 3) repeats those words and divides the sins said to be venial by their own nature in such a way that he says some are venial on the basis of their genus (which have as their object something evil and disordered, but which do not conflict with the love of God and of one’s neighbor), but some are venial on the basis of the imperfection of the act. (These can be mortal on the basis of their genus, yet due to the imperfection of the act they are rendered venial—in which cases only the imperfection of the work causes the fact that they are judged not to conflict with love.) Again he establishes two genera [or classes] of venial sins of the latter type: some are called venial by virtue of their deception (which are not completely voluntary, such as sudden impulses of lust, wrath, etc., which exist in the mind before reason is able fully to consider whether or not they should be allowed; these are indeed sins, because they could have been blocked or continually driven away had reason been vigilant, and yet they are venial because they lack the full assent of the will), but some are called venial by virtue of the insignificance of their material (which are committed in a small and insignificant matter, such as stealing a single penny, which does not harm a neighbor significantly and is not the sort of thing which can destroy a friendship among equals). He explains himself in this way (ch. 9): “A sin which is venial by its own nature is distinguished from a mortal sin without any relation to the mercy of God or to the status of the reborn, and it is of such a sort that it surely deserves punishment, but not eternal punishment, and it does offend God, but not to the point of dissolving friendship.”

§ 91. They argue about the forgiveness of venial sin in various ways. Scotus ([Sent.,] 4, dist. 21) claims: “The remission of venial sin is nothing other than the payment of temporal punishment due for it.” Others state, to the contrary, that since the remission of any sin is distinguished from the remission of punishment, thus the remission of venial sin takes place through an act which is more acceptable to God than the venial sin was displeasing to Him. Hence they infer still further that it is unnecessary to do penance for venial sins. So Biel writes (Sent., 4, dist. 16, q. 5, art. 2):

For the remission of venial sin, repentance in the proper sense is not required, not actual nor habitual nor sacramental repentance, since the one who remains in venial sin until death is not condemned but will finally be saved. Rather, venial sin is forgiven through sufficient suffering in purgatory and is also consumed by a fervent act of love, like water by fire.

Article 3:

Thus such penitence is also required for venial sins, but by using the term “penitence” in a broad sense to mean the cessation of the will from the act of pleasure in the sin.

Article 4:

Venial sin is forgiven not only through an act of disgust [toward the sin] but also through every meritorious act, especially when being directed toward its remission, because every meritorious act makes satisfaction for temporal punishment; therefore, also for sin.

Same distinct., same quaest., [art.] 6:

Venial sin is forgiven through any meritorious work. Yet some works are especially designated for this and are included in this little verse: “Praying (the Lord’s Prayer), sprinkling (with holy water), eating (the Eucharist), confessing (sacramentally or by a general confession), giving (bodily alms), blessing (receiving the blessing of the bishop).” This is so because: (1) These methods especially stir up the free will to hate sin, and through such hating it is effectively remitted. (2) The prayer and merit of the church concur with these. (3) They are quite frequently directed toward the remis sion of venial sin in accord with the intent of the church or the agent. (4) The rest of the methods are reduced to these.

Those are the words of Biel. On the basis of canon law, some conclude that there are twelve ways to gain remission of venial sins, namely: worthy Communion; sprinkling of holy water; giving alms; forgiveness of injuries; prayer, especially the Lord’s Prayer; general confession; episcopal and priestly blessing, as well as the blessing of nuns; devout beating of one’s breast; extreme unction; long-suffering in scourging; and any good work. Some acknowledge eight remedies for venial sins, and these are included in the following verses:

I confess, I strike, I am sprinkled, I am bruised, I pray,
I am signed, I eat, I give—through these, venial sins I put away.

Thomas ([ST,] part 3, q. 87, art. 3) tries to prove the foundations and the sufficiencies of these remedies against venial sins in this way:

No infusion of new grace is required for the remission of venial sin. Rather, it is enough to have some act which proceeds from grace by which a person may hate sin either explicitly or implicitly, as when someone is fervently moved toward God. Therefore some things cause the remission of venial sins for three reasons: (1) Insofar as grace is shed on them, because venial sins are removed through an infusion of grace—thus the Eucharist, extreme unction, and the other sacraments. (2) Insofar as they exist with an impulse for the hatred of sins. In this way general confession, breast-beating, and the Lord’s Prayer operate for the remission of venial sins. (3) Insofar as they exist with an impulse for reverence to God and divine things. In this way the episcopal benediction, sprinkling with holy water, etc., work for the remission of these sins.

§ 92. We are greatly opposed to this Pharisaic diminishing of sins, this corruption of the Law of God, and its confusion with the Gospel, which is fabricated for the support of one’s own righteousness and is in many ways harmful to the blood of Christ, who alone washes us of all our sins [cf. 1 John 1:7]. We claim that there is no sin which is venial or worthy of pardon either because of its genus or because of the incompleteness of the act. That some [sins] are called “venial” and only some are called “mortal” is not because of the nature of the sins but because of the mercy of the Father, the merit of the Son, and the sanctification of the Spirit. This distinction does not pertain to all people in general but only to the reborn. It is not to be taken from the Law, which accuses and condemns all sins regardless of their kind and size, but from the Gospel, which demonstrates that sins of weakness and ignorance and corrupt desires [concupiscentiae] are not imputed to those who believe in Christ if they resist them, that is, if the reborn (1) acknowledge these evils which dwell in their heart; (2) grieve seriously over them; (3) ask to be covered and believe that they are covered by the merit of the Mediator as by a shade [cf. Isa. 4:6]; (4) by no means relax the reins upon them but resist them by the Spirit, crucifying the flesh along with its desires [concupiscentiae]. These four chief points are very correctly assigned to remission and mortification in the Apology of the Augsburg Confession.1

From all these it is apparent that: (1) In those who are not reborn, no sins are venial but all are mortal. (2) Venial sins are such not from the nature of the act itself but from the condition of the person who sins: if he is in Christ through faith, his sins of weakness are covered. (3) The term “mortal sin” is not suitable enough. Rather, it should be called “death-bringing,” “murderous,” and “reigning.” (4) The expression “venial sins” is not suitable enough. Rather, they should be called “sins of weakness,” “human lapses,” “corrupt concupiscence,” etc., for they are not called “venial” because they are worthy of pardon [venia] in and of themselves, but because God forgives them for those who believe and He decides to give them pardon.

That no sins are venial of themselves and of their nature.

§ 93. Therefore we prove that no sin is venial of itself and of its own nature with these arguments:

(I) Anything committed against the eternal and unmoving righteousness of God revealed in the Law is sin by its own nature. But even venial sins are committed against the eternal and unmoving righteousness of God revealed in the Law. Therefore they are mortal sins by their own nature.

(II) Anything Scripture calls sin absolutely and simply retains the true and proper nature of sin, namely, to make one guilty of death. But venial sins are called sins and debts in Scripture simply and absolutely. 1 John 1:8: “If we say we have no sin, we deceive ourselves.” James 3:2: “We all offend in many things.” Ps. 32:6: “Every saint will pray for the remission of sins.” Matt. 6:12: “Forgive us our debts.” Luke 11:[4]: “Forgive us our sins.” Therefore venial sins have the true and proper nature of sin of and by themselves, namely, to make one guilty of death. Rom. 6:23: “The wages of sin is death.”

(III) Anything to which the proper definition of sin applies, to it the proper nature of sin also applies. But the proper definition of sin—namely, that it is lawlessness (1 John 3:4)—also applies to venial lapses. Therefore the proper nature of sin applies to them as well.

(IV) Anything forbidden by the Law under the penalty of a temporal and eternal curse is a mortal sin by its own nature. But venial sins are also forbidden by the Law under the threat of a temporal and eternal curse. Deut. 27:26: “Cursed is he who does not abide in all the things which are written in the book of the Law,” which is repeated in Gal. 3:10. Rom. 7:14: “The Law is spiritual,” requiring an inner and outer obedience which is absolute in every respect. He who sins in even one of the least of these does not show the due obedience required by the Law. Thus he is a transgressor of the Law and subject to its curse. Therefore venial sins are also mortal of themselves and of their own nature.

(V) Any sin of which God could demand a reckoning in the judgment, even in the reborn, and does indeed demand from the unregenerate, is a mortal sin by its own nature. But God could also demand a reckoning in regard to the venial sins of the reborn and does indeed demand it from the unregenerate. Matt. 12:36: “I tell you” (says Christ, who is the Truth), “on the Day of Judgment people will render account for every careless word they utter.” Therefore the sins which are called venial are mortal of their own nature. The major premise is certain, because the judgment of God includes not only temporal but also eternal punishment when His thunderbolt is brandished against the unregenerate. The minor premise is also obvious, but we must especially observe that Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 1, ch. 3) expressly puts “careless words” among the venial sins.

(VI) Anything to which the proper effects of sin are attributed is mortal sin by its own nature. But the proper effects of sin are attributed to venial sins. Matt. 15:19: “Out of the heart come evil thoughts,” which make a person unclean. Isa. 64:6: “All our righteousnesses are like the menstrual rags of a woman” (namely, because of inherent sin). Job 15:14: “What is man, that he should be spotless before God?” etc. Exod. 34:7 [Vg]: “No man is innocent before God.” Matt. 5:22: “Whoever is angry with his brother is liable to judgment.” Thus even if the saints resist their desires [concupiscentiis], they all pray earnestly (Ps. 130:3): “If You, O Lord, should mark iniquities, Lord, who could stand?” Ps. 143:2: “Enter not into judgment with Your servant, for no man living is justified in Your sight.” Ps. 19:12: “Who can discern his errors? Cleanse me from hidden faults.” Therefore venial sins are mortal of themselves and of their own nature; and if God were to wish to enter into judgment because of them, He could most justly reject and condemn us.

(VII) Anything Christ rejects as a Pharisaic corruption of the divine Law should deservedly be driven from the minds and schools of Christians. But the opinion that some sins are venial and so insignificant that they are not against the Law is rejected by Christ as a Pharisaic error. Matt. 5:18–19: “Amen I say to you, till heaven and earth pass away, not an iota, not a dot, will pass from the Law until all is accomplished. Whoever, then, relaxes one of the least of these Commandments, and teaches people so, will be the least in the kingdom of heaven.”

Chemnitz, that very learned man, comments as follows on this passage (Harmon., ch. 51, pp. 337ff.):

Christ teaches that the statement of the Law is so firm, so immovable, so immutable, that when heaven and earth, whose construction is considered to be utterly solid, shall have passed away, it still cannot happen that anything in the Law can pass away without all things being fulfilled to the most perfect satisfaction, even that which is considered to be least, and He sets this against the Pharisees. (They take this axiom as certain and true: the fulfillment of the Law is necessary for righteousness and eternal life. Meanwhile, they notice that it is impossible to fulfill all the tiniest commands in the Law: the inner impulses of the mind, will, and heart; certain faults in gestures or in some little word; or to fulfill it in perfect conformity with all one’s heart and mind and strength, so that no concupiscence is felt.) They imagine such a distinction that some commands of the Law are insignificant, but that some are important; that though one might not satisfy the Law perfectly in those insignificant commands referring to the inner impulses and affection of the heart, he is still just before God, provided that, as much as is in him, he keep the important commandments and external works. Since the mandates concerning the inner impulses of the heart, as very insignificant things, are minimal, God did not wish to consider anyone as wicked because of their transgression, provided that he kept the remaining big commandments concerning external works. But against this Pharisaic idea Christ sets forth one iota and one dot to deny as strongly as possible the notion that some commandments in the Law are so tiny that God cares little about them, that there must be no accounting of them in establishing the righteousness of the Law before God, even if they are unfulfilled. For the commands of God consist in words, the words consist of letters, and the letters of many dots. Therefore that Christ may show that the most perfect fulfillment of the Law is necessary, He asserts that nothing passes away, not even the dot of a letter which would be unnecessary to be fulfilled [in their opinion]; for what Matthew says is an iota passing away Luke calls a dot falling away [Luke 16:17]. The iota is a very tiny letter, the dots or vowel points are still smaller, and yet Christ declares that God holds one iota and the tiniest vowel point in the Law in such esteem that before it passes away or falls, it must be fulfilled before heaven and earth pass away. Consequently, He is asserting that for the fulfillment of the Law He requires all things to be fulfilled unto the tiniest dot. Hence Moses declares a curse not only on those who do not continue in the great things but who do not continue in all the things which are written in the book of the Law [Deut. 27:26]. As James 2:10 says: “Whoever keeps the whole Law but fails in one point has become guilty of all of it.”

Those are the words of Dr. Chemnitz.

The counterarguments of Bellarmine.

§ 94. Bellarmine counters (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 1, ch. 12): (I) “Venial sins are not sins perfectly if they are compared with mortal sins, and therefore the word ‘sin’ is not used with one meaning in reference to venial and mortal sins.”

We respond. We do not deny that there are grades of sins. But it does not yet follow from this fact that some sins are venial by their own nature, nor that the word “sin” is attributed to them merely equivocally, since to these very venial sins are attributed the name, definition, and proper effects of sin. Univocal predication is opposed to both equivocal and to that [predication] which is called ἀφ’ἑνὸς, or analogical. Therefore there is a need for a clearer explanation as to the sense and respect in which Bellarmine denies that the word “sin” is univocally predicated of mortal and venial sins.

(II) [Bellarmine says,] “These statements of Scripture are not speaking about venial sins but only about mortal sins.”

We respond. No, they are speaking about any transgression of any commandment, as the very words and the circumstances of the text show clearly.

(III) Bellarmine says, “But if these Scriptures were also including venial sins, it would follow that righteous people could not only fall but also fall out of the grace of God because of their sins.”

We respond. This is the judgment and rigor of the Law which the Gospel neither abolishes nor destroys. Rather, [the Gospel] shows us Christ the Mediator, who in our place subjected Himself to the Law and fulfilled it with His utterly perfect obedience—indeed, He even took upon Himself the punishments of our sins. The Gospel offers the perfect righteousness of Christ to truly contrite hearts and is imputed to us by faith (Rom. 5:15; 10:6; etc.). This is the miraculous consensus of the Law and the Gospel about which the apostle says (Rom. 3:31): “Do we, then, overthrow the Law by faith? By no means! On the contrary, we establish the Law.” The Gospel does not destroy the Law but shows that a transfer of the Law has taken place, for it teaches that Christ is the fulfillment and end of the Law for the righteousness of everyone who believes; it teaches that what the Law requires of us Christ has provided on our behalf and is imputed to believers by the grace of God.

Therefore only this follows from the argument of Bellarmine: that not even the reborn themselves are justified before God by the Law and by its works, because the Law observes, rebukes, and accuses their every tiny defect and slip. But the Gospel shows that those sins are not imputed for condemnation to those who believe in Christ and mortify their corrupt desires by the Spirit. It shows that the good works of the reborn are God pleasing because they are done from faith in Christ, and that meanwhile the righteousness which stands before God can be neither sought nor found in them, because they are neither perfect nor spotless if they are examined according to the norm of the divine Law.

(IV) Bellarmine goes on and tries to prove from their context that the passages deal only with mortal sins. He says: “In Deuteronomy 27, by far the most serious commandments about avoiding idolatry, incest, and homicide are put forth, which are lethal sins. Therefore the curse is being pronounced only upon transgressors of those most serious commandments. The sin of which Rom. 6[:23] speaks—“the wages of sin is death”—is one that conflicts with grace and cannot stand together at the same time with justice. In James 2[:10] he is speaking about the offense which is contrary to the Law and love. Venial sin is not of that sort.”

We respond. The statement of the curse (Deut. 27:26) is spoken against all the transgressors of the Law, not only against those who violate the Law in the greatest commandments but against those who do not continue in all the things which are written in the book of the Law. The context demonstrates that all the commandments of the Law—not only the more serious ones about not fornicating, not stealing, etc., but also the last one about not coveting [concupiscendo]—were recited, first, publicly in the ears of the people of Israel, and then the pronouncement of the curse was published against all the transgressors of the Law. Thus in Gal. 3:10 the apostle understands it as a general statement: “All who are under the works of the Law” (who seek righteousness in the works of the Law) “are under a curse, for it is written: ‘Cursed be everyone who does not abide by all things written in the book of the Law, to do them.’” The Glossa ordinaria states it very beautifully at the end of Deuteronomy 27: “This sentence includes the commandments of the Law generally: past, present, and those still to be uttered. The more general the sentence is, the more serious it is.”

For who can continue in every word of the Law without transgression, especially when Paul says, “All who rely on the works of the Law are under a curse” [Gal. 3:10]? No one except for Christ, not even the lawgiver (Moses), could escape this curse, and for this reason “Christ has redeemed us from the curse of the Law, having been made a curse for us” [Gal. 3:13]. Rom. 6:23 says that the wages of sin is death. This statement is also general and has every sin in view. But in Rom. 8:1[, 4] the apostle gives the reason why some sins do not make the reborn liable to eternal death: because “they are in Christ by faith, and because they do not walk according to the flesh” nor permit sin to rule in their hearts [cf. Rom. 6:12]. The very topic under consideration demonstrates that the apostle’s assertion is a general one, that the wages of sin is death, since both the baptized and the reborn are liable to temporal death because of indwelling sin. Rom. 8:10: “If Christ is in you, though your bodies are dead because of sin, your spirits are alive because of righteousness.” If the forgiveness of this indwelling sin were not to come to the reborn through Christ, it would hold them bound by the bond of eternal death no less than that of temporal death. Meanwhile, we freely confess that in the same place the apostle is also properly speaking about reigning or mortal sins which make a person liable to eternal death in actuality.

The statement of the apostle James is also general and has in view the respect for persons, which of itself [to us] seems to be an insignificant and venial sin, as is clear from [2:]9. Augustine (Letter 29 ad Hieron., or De sent. Jac. apost. ad Hieronym., bk. 2, ch. 11) is correct in claiming: “Therefore whoever offends in one point becomes guilty of all, because he acts against love, on which the entire Law depends.” Yet he does not deny that even sins that are less important (as they seem to us) are committed against the Law and against love, for he writes in the preceding ch. 10:

In some cases love is small; in others, it does not exist. But its extent, the sort of love which could not grow any further, must remain only a thought so long as a man lives here [in this world]. But surely that which can grow, that which is less than it should be, is of vice. Because of this vice, there is not a just man on earth who does good and does not sin [cf. Eccl. 7:20]. Because of this vice, no living person will be justified in the sight of God [cf. Gal. 3:11; Rom. 3:20; Ps. 143:2]. Because of this vice, if we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves and the truth is not in us [cf. 1 John 1:8]. Because of it, regardless of how far we advance, we must say, “Forgive us our debts” [Matt. 6:12], even though all our words, deeds, and thoughts have already been forgiven in Baptism.

Chapter 15:

On the basis of this passage, St. James now speaks about works of mercy in order to comfort those whom the [previous] statement had greatly terrified. So he reminds how even the daily sins without which one does not live here are to be expiated by daily remedies, lest someone, because he has offended in one part, become guilty of all by offending in many instances; because by offending in many instances, he comes to the tribunal of the greatest Judge because of the great accumulation of guilt, gathered bit by bit, and does not find the mercy which he did not do, but rather by forgiving and giving does he merit for himself that his sins be forgiven and the promise be given to him.

Those are the words of Augustine. From all these it is clear that the threats of the Law are general. This is clear even from the passages which speak in particular about less serious sins, such as about the careless word (Matt. 12:36), about sudden impulses of anger (Matt. 5:22), about a lusting look (v. 28), and those which witness that in the midst of their course of piety the saints pray that God not enter into judgment with them (Ps. 143:2, etc.).

(V) But Bellarmine is especially industrious in perverting Matthew 5. In the first place, he points out that the statement of Christ: “Whoever relaxes one of the least of these commandments, and teaches people so, shall be called least in the kingdom of heaven” [Matt. 5:19], “was put forward not against those who transgress the least of the commandments but against those who relax these commandments by their own corrupt interpretation, which is no more a venial sin but a mortal crime, namely, corrupting the Word of God.”

We respond. Christ is teaching two things, namely, that a partial and mutilated obedience does not satisfy the Law, but it is necessary that all things, up to the tiniest dot, be fulfilled perfectly, to which v. 18 pertains. Meanwhile, He is also especially threatening false teachers who with this corrupt opinion lead people away to the empty righteousness of their own works, to which v. 19 pertains. Nonetheless He teaches both at the same time and excludes from the kingdom of heaven those who teach so and those who allow themselves to be led away from true righteousness by this doctrine. In the number of those teachers—or, rather, seducers—is Bellarmine himself, who in this place and others teaches utterly similar things in order to establish the righteousness of works: for instance, that God does not require that all the tiniest points of the Law be fulfilled by us at the highest level of perfection in this life, but that He is content if we do them as much as is in us lies, and that the rest pertain to the other life.

Therefore he adds another counterargument to the prior one, while not trusting this one much. He says: “If anyone argues that in this passage even those who do not observe the smallest of the commandments are being excluded from the kingdom of heaven, we can provide another solution. For ‘the least of the commandments’ can rightly be understood as the words of the ancient Law: ‘You shall not commit adultery,’ ‘You shall not kill,’ which are called the least because they perfect a person less than do those which Christ handed down by explaining and perfecting [the Law].”

We respond. In its own place [On the Gospel (Commonplace XVII), §§ 64–104] we will demonstrate that Christ did not add to the Law some commandments which were more perfect and more serious, for what can be greater perfection than to love God with all one’s heart, all one’s soul, and all one’s might, and his neighbor as himself [cf. Matt. 22:34–39]? How, then, can one say that this commandment is least? In addition, by the power of the truth, Bellarmine himself is forced to confess (De justif., bk. 4, ch. 3): “In this passage Christ is not handing down some new precepts but is clarifying the old Law against the corruption of the Pharisees.”

Therefore Bellarmine does not allow this solution, but adds a third: “Christ called those commandments ‘least’ which He added beyond the righteousness of the scribes and Pharisees: for instance, not lusting after another’s wife, not hating enemies, not divorcing a wife except for fornication, not marrying another while the first is still alive, etc. He calls them the ‘least’ not because they are unimportant and insignificant, but in order to speak modestly about His own statements or even because the violation of them is less a sin than the violation of the earlier ones.”

We respond. How would Christ call those commandments “least” which are precepts of the Law itself? He is considering only the corruptions of the Pharisees, how they imagine a kind of distinction among the commandments of God, as if some were so tiny and insignificant that God cares little about their transgression. But against them Christ sets forth the grave and serious assertion ([Matt. 5:]18–19): “Amen I say to you, until heaven and earth pass away, not an iota, not a dot, will pass away from the Law until all is accomplished. Whoever, then, relaxes one of the least of these commandments, and teaches people so, shall be called the ‘least’ in the kingdom of heaven”—that is, “no one,” as the ancient fathers correctly interpret it and as is concluded from v. 20.

A little later [§ 99], we shall discuss what Bellarmine adds about the degrees of the Fifth Commandment, which Christ explained, as if only this could be concluded from it: that he who becomes angry with his neighbor only departs from a perfect observance of the Law but is not considered simply a transgressor of the Law. (What a wonderful distinction: to depart from the observance of the Law, and yet not to be a transgressor of it! There is a contradiction in the predicate.2) His arguments concerning the perfect fulfillment of the command to love God above all things will be discussed in the commonplace On the Law [(Commonplace XV), §§ 193, 195].

(VI) Some draw an argument from John 13:8, where Christ says to Peter: “If I do not wash you, you have no part in Me.” [Here Christ] teaches that though the reborn may have been washed and cleansed, they still need daily remission of sins, for that is how those words are interpreted by Augustine in his commentary and by Bernard (Sermon de coena Dom.). But if the daily venial sins of the reborn, unless forgiven by Him, were to exclude them from having a part with the Lord, then surely they are by their own nature mortal sins.

To this argument Bellarmine responds lamely: “Sins of this type do not simply exclude one from the kingdom of heaven, but only temporarily. That is, while they have not been purged, they simply do not of their own nature merit eternal but rather temporal punishment.” These points should have been not merely repeated but confirmed. Christ witnesses clearly that even the reborn and the washed are not going to have a part with Him—that is, in the kingdom of heaven—without being washed and cleansed by daily forgiveness of sins.

§ 95. Here must be assigned the fathers’ statements with which they take away from us praise for our works and perfect fulfillment of the Law, about which [more will be said] in its own place [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), §§ 181–202; On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 62–81].

Basil (Quaest. comp. explic., q. 4): “No sin should be despised as small, because no sin is truly small when the blessed Paul declares this in general about all sins: ‘The sting of death is sin’” [1 Cor. 15:56].

Jerome (Dial. 2 adv. Pelagian.): “If anger and the injuries caused by talking and sometimes a joke are consigned to the judgment, to the council, and to the fires of hell, what will an appetite for disgraceful things and avarice merit?”

Augustine (De pecc. merit. et remiss., bk. 2, ch. 3): “Who could depart this life with hope of obtaining eternal salvation while this sentence continues in force: ‘Whoever keeps the whole Law but fails in one point has become guilty of all of it” [James 2:10], unless it followed a bit later that ‘mercy rejoices over against judgment’ [James 2:13]?” Confess. (bk. 9, last chapter): “Woe even to the praiseworthy in the life of men if, with mercy removed, You destroy it!” Letter 29: “When a just King sits upon the throne, who will boast that he has a pure heart? Or who will boast that he is clean of sin? What hope is there, then, except that ‘mercy rejoices over against judgment’ [James 2:13]?” Finally, he asserts in many places that daily sins must not be considered to be of little importance, since as soon as they have been gathered together, they condemn a person, unless their daily remission is obtained. (See Letter 29 ad Hieronym. Letter 108; on Psalm 118, conc. 3; on John, tract. 12; Tract. on the Epistle of John).

Bellarmine responds to the statements of the ancients in this way: he concedes that “no sin is to be despised as small and of no importance, but from this it does not yet follow that they are of their own nature mortal.” Yet if those daily venial sins of the reborn were not mortal of their own nature, the reborn would not have to be afraid of them, nor would they have to ask so anxiously for them to be forgiven. To the statements of Augustine he responds: “Venial sins do not conflict with love.” We have spoken about this subject earlier [§ 90].

Bede (on Samuel): “The sentence of the severe Judge reproves and condemns not only the fires of capital crimes, in which the work of the devil shines openly, but also small sins which perhaps appear to people as being unimportant or insignificant.”

Gerson (De vita spirit. anim., part 3, lect. 1):

By virtue of being offensive to God and against His eternal Law, every sin is deathbringing of its own condition and unworthiness, according to the rigor of His righteousness, and separates one from the life of glory. The reason is that every offense against God can be punished justly with a punishment of temporal as well as eternal death by the very judge who is God, and in fact with the punishment of annihilation. Therefore it is death-bringing of itself. The minor premise [assumtum] is drawn from the fact that no such punishment is as evil as is the actual offense. And from another fact: every penal death and annihilation must be borne rather than commit any small offense against God, otherwise offenses against God would be allowed in any case. Furthermore, regardless of the offense against God, unless it were forgiven, it would drive one away from the glory of God, it would be punished constantly and without end, and otherwise what was brought in of guilt would remain without the beauty of righteousness. But the forgiveness or remission of the offense is out of the pure liberty of God, who forgives and no longer imputes, etc.

Coroll. 1:

No offense against God is venial of itself, except through respect to divine mercy, which does not in fact wish to impute any and all offenses to death, though it could do that very justly. And thus it is concluded that mortal and venial sins, being such, are not distinguished intrinsically and essentially, but only through respect to divine grace.

Coroll. 3:

We are obligated to be grateful to God and to give thanks because He does not impute our venial sins to death, just as we are held [to be righteous] because of the forgiveness of our mortal sins.

Biel (Sent., 4, dist. 16, q. 2. art. 1) approves this discussion of Gerson, adding: “Here there is no room for verbal disputing, that is, that venial sin is not an offense nor against God, for every sin is against God.”

Almarius or Almain[us] (tract. 3, ch. 20) follows Gerson, as well as Michael Bias, according to Vasquez (In Thomam, vol. 1, disp. 142, no. 7), and also Roffensis (art. 32), the very keen adversary of Luther:

I agree with you in this, that venial sin is venial only by the mercy of God. But because we also believe that mortal sin can become venial through the mercy of God, I would like you to explain more clearly to us what distinction you yourself think ought to be made between mortal and venial sin. I do not think that you will say anything but that when mortal sin is committed, it drives grace from the soul and establishes the sinner himself within the hatred of God. But venial sin is not like that. If mortal sin is opposed to grace, then venial sin is not. Surely it is clear that there is a significant distinction between venial and mortal sin, and the gulf set between them is not narrow. I think that it is right for you to agree with us about venial and mortal sin to this point.3

The rational arguments.

§ 96. Bellarmine (ch. 14) shapes some rational arguments in favor of confirming our opinion and tries to get rid of them. Let us see what he offers.

(I) Every fault can be punished by God with temporal and eternal punishment. Therefore every fault is by its own nature mortal. Bellarmine counters: “If God were to do this, He would prove Himself to be a Lord, not a Judge.”

We respond. On the contrary, He would prove Himself to be a just Judge and the Lord, because He would be punishing the transgressor of His Law. The response of Bellarmine is just a bit short of declaring that God, in His just judgment, with His justice intact, can judge some guilty of eternal death by an absolute decree of reprobation and make this judgment without any respect to the sins!

(II) Every sin has infinite badness because it is committed against infinite good. Therefore it deserves eternal punishment of its own nature. Bellarmine counters: “Venial sin does not have infinite badness since it does not turn a person away from the highest good.”

We respond. Nevertheless it could turn one away from the highest good, if God would not forgive it mercifully for Christ’s sake. Only the hatred of God is formally the turning away from the highest good, yet even other mortal sins do in actuality turn one away from the highest good through an inordinate turning to temporal things. Venial sins would do the same thing if they were not forgiven.

(III) Venial sin could never be forgiven, since God forgives [sin only] out of unowed grace. Therefore it deserves eternal punishment by its own nature. Bellarmine counters: “By accident it is not remitted, due to an adjunct—mortal sin.”

We respond. On the contrary, God could refuse to remit even venial sins alone which were unconnected with mortal sin, since He remits these out of grace and undeserved mercy. For even though He has promised their forgiveness to those who believe, yet that promise is still purely free, and does not depend on our worth or merits but solely on the mercy of God, who promises and fulfills that promise, and this mercy comes to us in and because of Christ.

The antithesis of our adversaries: that some sins are venial by their own nature.

§ 97. The Scholastics and Papists argue that some sins are by their own nature venial, as we have seen earlier [§§ 90–91], but they do not agree with each other in every detail.

(I) Bonaventure (Sent., 2, dist. 42, q. 2, no. 47) denies that “God is offended by venial sin.” Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 1, ch. 9) concedes that “God is offended by venial sin, but not to the point of dissolving friendship.”

(II) Biel (Sent., 4, dist. 16, q. 5, art. 2) says: “For the remission of venial sin, repentance, properly speaking, is not required, nor actual nor habitual nor sacramental repentance. Yet among the remedies for venial sins are numbered contrition and confession.” And more recent writers order us to expiate those sins or make satisfaction for them with fasting, scourging, sprinkling with holy water, etc.

(III) Some claim that venial sins must also be confessed to a priest, but some deny this. Bonaventure claims that everyone is bound to the confession of venial sins by command of the church through [Ius canonicum,] c. Omnis utriusque sexus. But Biel does not approve of this and claims that this chapter is speaking only about mortal sins. He also adds a most outlandish reason: “No one is bound to confess those sins unto whose contrition he is not bound; but for venial sins there is no need of contrition.”

Thomas (Sent., 4, dist. 17) quotes the opinion of some that “if someone does not have mortal sins, then he is bound to confess venial sins.” Richard agrees with him in the same distinction, but the contrary is claimed by Scotus, Durandus, and Petrus de Palude. (See the Summa angelica on the word Confessiones, no. 1, q. 28.)

§ 98. Our business will be with Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. pecc., bk. 1, ch. 4; De notis eccles., bk. 4, ch. 9), who connects us with Jovinian and Pelagius. They removed the distinction and the grades of sin, but that is not at all done by us, for we retain the distinction between venial and mortal sins in the reborn and acknowledge that there are grades of sin. Therefore what he argues in chs. 5 and 6 does not touch us, nor what he supplies in ch. 7, for we do not say that all the sins of the elect are venial, but we do say with Augustine (Confess., art. 12) that when sins against conscience are allowed in, faith and the Holy Spirit are lost. More will be said about this in the article on faith [On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 134–44].

In ch. 8, Bellarmine tries to prove three things against us: (1) “It is false that those sins are venial which are not imputed to us.” He uses an argument such as this: “Scripture teaches that the remission of venial sins must be sought from God. Therefore they have not been covered.”

We respond. On the contrary, we invert this argument. Because Christ commands us to pray on behalf of our daily sins [Matt. 6:12] and promises to listen to our prayers, therefore they have been covered and forgiven for those who ask in faith. If those sins were not forgiven for Christ’s sake, they would make [the reborn] guilty. The praying of the reborn is certainly a constant exercise of faith and the means for its strengthening and increase. Thus these prayers and confidence in the remission of sins should not be set against each other. Rather, the faith which claims with certainty that our daily sins of weakness are forgiven us for Christ’s sake exerts itself through prayer and asks for the remission of sins.

(2) “It is also false that only venial sins are those which exist along with faith, for it would then follow that sacrilege, homicide, adultery, theft, etc., would be venial.”

(3) “Finally, it is also false that mortal sins do not exist along with faith.”

We respond. This will be discussed in On Justification [Commonplace XIX, §§ 184–94; On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 134–44], and the contrary will be demonstrated clearly.

On the basis of Scripture. Matthew 5[:22]: “Whoever is angry with his brother will be liable to the judgment.”

§ 99. Thus Bellarmine (in ch. 9) approaches the pinnacle of the controversy and tries to prove that some sins are venial by their own nature. His first class of arguments he takes from Scripture. (I) Matt. 5:22: “Whoever is angry with his brother will be liable to judgment; whoever insults his brother will be liable to the council; and whoever says ‘You fool!’ will be liable to the hell of fire.” “Here Christ establishes three levels of anger and juxtaposes them to three levels of guilt.” Bellarmine applies this as follows:

According to the witness or judgment of Christ, manifest insulting makes a person guilty of the hell of fire and is thus a mortal sin. Anger expressed vocally but not reaching the evil of insulting makes him liable to the council; that is, it is unclear that it deserves hell, but it is worthy either of that punishment or of a lesser punishment.

Therefore some sins are discovered to be of lesser significance than to deserve the hell of fire. For why would a council be forced to determine whether some fault had to be punished with the hell of fire if all faults deserved the hell of fire? Therefore there are some faults which, according to divine judgment, should be punished only with temporal punishment. Again, anger which erupts with no overt external sign does not make one liable to the council but to judgment; that is, it is unclear whether or not it deserves any punishment.

We respond. This is a very ugly corruption of the text; we will demonstrate it in this way. In the preceding verses [Matt. 5:18–19] Christ had taught that not any fulfillment but only the perfect fulfillment of the Law was required for someone to enter into the kingdom of heaven, and that no difference should be established among the divine commandments such that some were very tiny and unimportant, whose observation the Lawgiver would not require so scrupulously nor rigidly, provided that obedience to the Law would be shown in the most important commandments. Rather, they all must be fulfilled quite perfectly up to a single iota and to the tiniest point.

In the Hebrew manner, He clarifies this general teaching with examples of some commandments and refutes the Pharisaic corruptions of them. In v. 21 He recites the words of the ancient tradition, that is, of the Pharisaic corruption of the Fifth Commandment peddled under the specious form of “ancient tradition”: “You have heard that it was said to the men of old: ‘You shall not kill, and whoever kills will be liable to the judgment.’” From this it is clear that the Pharisees had so corrupted the interpretation of the Fifth Commandment that only he who committed homicide by an external work was guilty of the wrath of God and of eternal judgment before the judgment of God, just as in a civil case only external homicide was punished by death according to the forensic laws of Moses. Against this corruption, Christ sets forth the true explanation of the divine Law ([Matt. 5:]22): “I say to you, whoever is angry with his brother will be liable to judgment; whoever calls his brother ‘Raca’ will be liable to the council; and whoever says ‘You fool!’ will be liable to the hell of fire.” Here He demonstrates the four grades of sin by which one violates the Fifth Commandment about not killing.

(1) “Whoever is angry with his brother.” By the word “angry,” He means all the inner impulses of the mind, will, and heart which conflict with the love of one’s neighbor.

(2) “Whoever calls his brother ‘Raca.’” Since this grade is set in the mind between interior affections and manifest insulting, it is concluded that under the expression “Raca” (a term, no doubt, that was common at the time in every mouth) are included all the signs and gestures of an angry mind.

(3) “Whoever says ‘You fool!’” That is, whoever displays the affections of an angry mind through obvious insulting and cursing.

(4) “Whoever kills.” That is, whoever harms the body or life of his neighbor with an external work.

Christ teaches that the Fifth Commandment of the Decalogue is violated by each and every one of these grades. Not just he who kills his neighbor but even he who is angry at him is pronounced liable to judgment. But as was said above, Christ has in view the corruption of the Pharisees, who were teaching that only the external and quite serious sins, which were considered capital in forensic judgment, were liable to a curse before the judgment of God. But with this explanation of His, Christ shows that no pronouncement concerning the magnitude of sins and the wrath of God against sins in the presence of the judgment of God should be made on the basis of the form of human judgments or on the basis of forensic laws, but rather on the basis of the genuine meaning of the Decalogue, according to which even he who transgresses the Fifth Commandment merely with the inner impulses of anger becomes liable to the judgment of God.

But because Christ declares the judgment of God concerning the magnitude and punishment of sins with the words “judgment,” “council,” and “hell,” which are used in the Mosaic state [politia], the following words from Paul Fagius (on Deuteronomy 16) should be observed, which are quoted by Dr. Chemnitz (Harmon., ch. 51, p. 345):

In the administration of the Mosaic commonwealth, the judges were divided into three orders. (1) Triumvirs sat in court, making judgments on cases which had to do with obvious law, such as the punishment for homicide. (2) In every city of Israel there was a small council [synedrion] consisting of twenty-three judges. They would pass judgments on cases which had any element of controversy. (3) At Jerusalem there were seventy-two judges who would hear the most important cases, and this supreme court was called the synedrion, [pronounced] by the Jews “Sanhedrin.” Therefore these words—council, judgment, and hell—here mean not civil penalties but capital punishments which would have been aggravated and more harsh according to the nature of the sins. Yet all were capital. Thus Christ transfers them from their forensic use to a description of the judgment of God against sins and concedes that just as all sins are not equal, so also punishments before the judgment of God will not be equal in every way. Yet at the same time, in opposition to the Pharisees, He demonstrates that if sins have not been forgiven, they would all be liable to the judgment of eternal punishment, even those which we consider very tiny sins.

All these are the words of the most learned Dr. Chemnitz, from which we can readily refute the corruption of Bellarmine. You see:

(a) Claiming that some sins against the Fifth Commandment are such that it is unclear as to whether or not they deserve any punishment would obviously conflict with the aim and intent of Christ, who with His explanation of the Fifth Commandment refutes the Pharisaic dream that some are but tiny little commandments.

(b) Here the word “judgment” means not human but divine judgment, which embraces not only the examination and evaluation of the case but also that which is explained in Scripture in this way: that he with whom God enters into His judgment is not justified (Ps. 143:2).

(c) In Gal. 5:20, anger is listed among the works of the flesh, and there is added: “Those who do such things will not possess the kingdom of God” [v. 21]. In Col. 3:[8–]9, anger is assigned to the old man. 1 John 3:15: “Anyone who hates his brother is a murderer, and he does not have eternal life abiding in him.” Therefore with what effrontery, with what gall, does Bellarmine assert that it is unclear whether or not anger which reveals itself with no visible sign deserves any punishment?

(d) Christ Himself explains ([Matt. 5:]25) what He means here by the word “judgment” when He says that such a person will be “handed over to the judge, and the judge will give him up to the guard,” and in Luke 12:58[–59]: “He will be thrown into prison, and he will not come out from there until he has paid the very last penny.” Therefore in God’s judgment, unless forgiveness has been given in this life, even the very last penny of our debts has this nature: if God wishes to enter into judgment with us, He could lock us up in an eternal prison.

(e) Indeed, the general statement which is added to all the commandments, and thus also to the Fifth Commandment, shows the character of God’s judgment against sin (Deut. 27:26): “Cursed is he who does not continue in all the things which are written in the book of the Law.”

(f) If being “liable to judgment” has the sense that it is unclear whether or not such a sin deserves any punishment, it will follow that even a murderer sins venially, as is clear from [Matt. 5:]21.

Luke 6[:41]: Some sins are compared to specks.

§ 100. (II) In the second place, Bellarmine presses the point that in Matt. 23[:24] and Luke 6[:41–42] “Christ compares some sins to things very insignificant in their nature, namely, to gnats and specks, but [He compares] others to very important things, such as camels and beams. Between these there is a distinction on the basis of the nature of the thing.”

We respond. We do not deny that some sins are more serious than others, as can be concluded from these passages. But the following is what should have been proved: that the lesser [sins], which are so called in comparison with others, are of their own nature venial or worthy of pardon [venia]. This cannot be concluded from these passages. In Matthew 23 Christ is rebuking the Pharisees because in very tiny matters they want to appear to possess a good conscience, yet all the while they sin and err securely, with conscience dulled, in the most important matters. (See Augustine, Quaest. evang., bk. 1, ch. 35.)

In Luke 6 Christ rebukes those who, though equipped with more eyes than any Argus4 in observing the less important errors in others, are yet more blind in observing their own and do not see the burden that is on their back. But what does this have to do with the present question, in which the matter at hand is not the comparison of sins, as to whether some are more serious than others, but the true and proper nature of the sins which seem small and trivial to us?

(III) Bellarmine adds in the third place: “ ‘The very last penny’ in the last verse of Luke 12 means minute and most insignificant sins for which satisfaction must be made in the prison of purgatory; as also in 1 Cor. 3:12 ‘wood, hay, and stubble’ must be understood as the same venial sins.” This shall be examined in its own place, namely, the treatise On Purgatory [On Death (Commonplace XXIX), §§ 253–69]. It is certain that doctrines can be neither established nor proven from parables or allegories, unless Scripture itself adds the explanation. The parable of Christ in Luke 12 does not categorically posit that after the judgment a debt can somehow be paid, nor does it assert that a debtor will at some time be freed from prison, but rather it describes the rigid and highest law or most exact payment of the debt on the basis of the hypothesis that no one can be freed from that prison without paying every debt and, indeed, the very last penny of it. And Christ is clearly here discussing irreconcilable hatred toward one’s neighbor, of which Bellarmine says, “I do not think it is venial sin.”

First Corinthians 3 does not deal with venial sins but with human opinions built upon the foundation of faith, concerning which there will be more in its own place [On Death (Commonplace XXIX), § 269]. The saying of James 1[:14] about concupiscence enticing one to sin was explained earlier [§ 72].

Finally, Bellarmine brings up two passages of Scripture “which speak more mildly about some sins than [the Scriptures] usually speak about mortal sins.” In Matt. 12:36, Christ asserts that one will only have to “render an account for a careless word,” but those who do iniquity He clearly casts away from Himself. In Eph. 5:3–4 the apostle lists six types of sins: fornication, impurity, greed, filthiness, foolish talk, foul language; but in v. 5 he adds this concerning the first three only: “Those who commit such acts do not have an inheritance in the kingdom of God.”

We respond. From these and similar passages only this can be proved: that there is some difference among sins so that some are committed by the reborn, and yet do not actually exclude them from the kingdom of heaven; but that some, if they are committed by the reborn, cast out faith and the Holy Spirit. This we do not deny. But it can never be proven from these passages that any sin at all is of its own nature and genus venial or worthy of pardon [venia]. If we were to render an account in judgment for a careless word, who would stand? Through faith in Christ we are freed from that rigor of divine judgment, for “he who believes in Christ will not come into judgment” (John 5:24). But who can patiently bear hearing it said that voluntary shamelessness and foul speech are numbered among the venial sins which by their own nature are worthy of pardon [venia], when a shameful and improper word wounds the soul of a neighbor more deeply than a sword wounds his body? The apostle states clearly that evil talk grieves the Holy Spirit ([Eph.] 4:29–30).

From the fathers.

§ 101. The things which Bellarmine produces from the Council of Mileve, Origen, Chrysostom, and Augustine are not opposed to our position, for they prove only this: that there are grades of sin, that there are some venial sins, that in very trivial matters sin often creeps upon the reborn and at times upon the incautious, that through these sins they do not stop being righteous, that this life of ours is not led without trivial and small daily sins, etc. None of these points are denied by us, but what was to be proved was that some sins are venial and worthy of pardon [venia] by their own nature, something which clearly does not occur in their sayings.

From rational argument.

Therefore let us listen to the rational arguments which Bellarmine (ch. 11) supplies.

(I) “If venial sins were mortal by their own nature, absolutely all sins in unbelievers would be mortal. The latter is absurd. Therefore also the former.”

We respond. But, on the contrary, it is of the most certain truth that all the works of unbelievers are sins. Matt. 7:18: “A bad tree cannot produce good fruit.” John 3:36: “The wrath of God remains upon him who does not believe in the Son.” Rom. 14:23: “Whatever does not proceed from faith is sin.” Titus 1:15: “To the corrupt and unbelieving nothing is pure, but their very minds and consciences are corrupted.” Heb. 11:6: “Without faith it is impossible to please God.” What pleasing and acceptable thing can be offered by enemies? What fruit can be expected from the wild olive? Thus even though some works of unbelievers may, according to the external5 appearance, seem to be very good and their acts seem to be exceedingly good in their genus or (as others speak) of their substance—such as covering the naked, helping those in peril, etc.—yet before God they are sins, because they are done in the oldness of the letter, not in the newness of the Spirit, by a person who has not yet been reconciled to God. They are not done out of faith in Christ, nor are they ordered to the true end, that is, to the glory of God. Those who have not yet been reborn are dead in their sins. Therefore, as there is no spiritual life in them, so also spiritual working must not be expected from them.

This opinion is approved by Ambrose, Augustine, and Anselm, as we shall see in its own place [On Free Choice (Commonplace XIV), § 104]. Hence the Glossa ordinaria on Romans 14 writes [a summary] from them: “All the life of unbelievers is sin.”

“But,” says Bellarmine, “a believer is bound to be more interested in perfection than an unbeliever. Therefore he offends God more seriously in the same kind of sin. Luke 12[:47]: ‘The servant who knows the will of his master,’ etc. Heb. 10[:29]: ‘He who has despised the Son of God is worthy of worse punishment,’ etc.”

We respond. It is certain that the reborn, by perpetrating mortal sins against conscience, offend God more seriously than do unbelievers or those who have not been reborn, who have experienced only the light of knowledge but not a very great surplus of divine blessings. But it cannot be inferred from this that some sins of unbelievers are by their own nature venial, for the fact that some sins in the reborn are venial is not due to the nature of the sin but solely on the basis of the grace of God, who is merciful and does not impute sins. Therefore in the unregenerate and unbelieving all sins without exception are and continue to be the sort of sins which they are of their own nature, that is, mortal. Where there is true faith in Christ which is effectual through love, there man lives spiritually. He does not lose this spiritual life through any sins of ignorance and weakness, provided he acknowledges them, bemoans them, clings to Christ, and mortifies the desires [concupiscentias] of the flesh by the Spirit. But faith and spiritual life are lost through sins committed against conscience; through them the Holy Spirit is driven out. Spiritual life has no place in the unregenerate and unbelievers, for they are dead in their sins, and the wrath of God remains upon them. Therefore such a distinction between sins has no place in them.

(II) “A sin is venial not because God does not impute the guilt of eternal death to it, but rather the reason why God does not impute the guilt of eternal death to it is because it is venial. In fact, something is called ‘venial’ if it is worthy of pardon [venia].”

We respond. On the contrary, some sin is venial not because it is worthy of pardon by its own nature but because God does not impute it to those who believe in Christ and who mortify sin. There is no better explanation [for the use] of the word than this: nowhere does Scripture call sins “venial,” but we continue to keep that oft-used and common term, and from Scripture we add the true explanation.

Bellarmine adds: “We call some sins ‘venial’ because they are involuntary, but some are mortal, namely, those which are voluntary.” From this he tries to conclude that we are affirming in actuality what we deny verbally, that is, “that the difference between mortal and venial sins must be assigned to the very nature of sin, since voluntariness pertains to the proper nature of sin so that what is in no way voluntary is not sin at all.”

We respond. That statement of Augustine, that every sin is voluntary, must be understood as a reference solely to actual sins, and not even to all actual sins but only to sins of malice. Otherwise original sin itself will be denied, as well as sins of ignorance and weakness. It is not always the case that those sins which are voluntary are mortal and that in turn those which are involuntary are venial, since original sin in infants who have not yet been baptized is mortal, though it is involuntary. Some sins in the reborn are called “mortal” because, being committed against conscience, they drive out faith and the Holy Spirit; this does not happen through inherent sin so long as it is resisted.

(III) “Venial sin does not posit a turning away from God of its own nature, because it does not conflict with love. But eternal punishment is not owed to sin except by reason of turning away from an eternal good.”

We respond. The magnitude of sin must be judged on the basis of the Law. 1 John 3:4: “Sin is lawlessness.” Therefore anything that turns away from the Law is sin. Every sin is, by its own nature, the kind which is accused and condemned by the Law. Therefore, even though venial sins do not appear to conflict with love for God and for one’s neighbor in actuality and formally, nevertheless, because they testify that there is not as much love in the human heart as the Law demands, they are and continue to be mortal sins of their own nature, committed against the prohibition of the Law. And thus if God were to bring them into His judgment, as a consuming fire He could justly cast us away from Himself and condemn us because of them.

(IV) “Not any and every offense dissolves friendship between people. Therefore God is also not offended by venial sins to the point of dissolving friendship. He who injures a friend incautiously or in a very trivial matter is not considered to have given enough of a just cause for dissolving friendship in the judgment of prudent people.”

We respond. According to Rom. 3:20, the “knowledge of sin” comes not from reason but “from the Law.” Isa. 55:8–9: “The thoughts of God are not our thoughts, nor are the ways of God our ways. For as much higher as the heavens are over the earth, so are the ways of God higher than our ways.” The judgments of God are one thing; the judgments of man are another. In addition, even in human judgment a sin is generally evaluated according to the dignity of the person offended. He who carelessly or in an insignificant matter offends a prince is judged to have transgressed more gravely than he who offends another in an important matter. Therefore, even though venial sins do not dissolve the friendship between God and the reborn in actuality (as Bellarmine likes to say)—that is, though the reborn are not cut off from the grace of God by all sins—yet this does not happen because of the nature of the sins, but because such sins do not drive out faith and the Holy Spirit. In regard to unbelievers, it cannot be said that friendship is not dissolved by less important sins—that is, the friendship which is between them and God—because they are enemies of God.

(V) “Venial sins are not completely [perfecte] voluntary, nor are they completely against the Law. Therefore they are not completely sins, but only incompletely and in a certain respect.”

We respond. We concede that actual sins are not of the same grade as voluntary sins, but it ought not be inferred from this that they are incompletely sins, since judgment must be made concerning sin on the basis of the norm of the Law. Anything that is in any way contrary to the Law is truly and properly sin, even if it is less significant than another sin. Therefore if, in using the term “incomplete sin,” Bellarmine seeks to obtain the point that involuntary sins are not sin, truly and properly speaking, then we disapprove of that expression, because original sin is involuntary, and yet it is sin truly, properly, and completely and, in fact, utterly completely. But if he expresses the grades of sin with the expression “incomplete sin,” then we concede that some sins are more serious than others. But it does not yet follow from this that those less serious sins, which are so called in comparison with more serious sins, are not truly and properly sins, though they are lawlessness or a turning away from the Law.

Thus it is still to be proved that some sins are not against the Law. Bellarmine says: “Because of the insignificant nature of its material, venial sin is not completely against the Law, because the Law forbids stealing in general [genere] but not the theft of a single penny in particular [specie].” What a marvelous conclusion! All logic teaches that one proceeds quite firmly from genus and the whole to species and the parts. Because the Law prohibits theft in general, it also prohibits the theft of one penny in particular.

“But,” Bellarmine says, “a quite trivial theft does not harm one’s neighbor badly; therefore it does not conflict with love for one’s neighbor, nor is it completely against the Law.”

We respond. A greater theft harms a neighbor more gravely; nevertheless even a trivial theft conflicts with the love owed to one’s neighbor, which the rule of Christ demonstrates (Matt. 7:[12]): “Whatever you wish people to do to you, do to them.”

In his fourth rational argument, Bellarmine appealed to the judgment of prudent people. Therefore he should here listen to the lawyers who argue very correctly: “Theft is truly committed even in a very trivial matter, because greater and lesser do not change the species.” (See [Corpus Iuris Civilis,] Inst. [2.1], de R [erum] D [ivisione], § Gallinarum, 16; ff. [13.6], Commodati, arg. bk. 3, § 1; C. [8.28], de distract. pign., bk. 3; ff. [41.3], de usucap.; [Ius canonicum,] [causa] 14, last question [6], final c.).6 Clarus (on § Furtum, no. 23) bears witness that this is the common opinion. Wesenbecius correctly points out: “To the poor, one penny is more precious than a hundred to the wealthy.”

Therefore it is a false and fictitious distinction to say that only some sins are against the Law but that some are merely outside the Law, because every sin is lawlessness and thus against the Law. Vasquez (In Thom., disp. 143, ch. 4, no. 9): “It cannot be denied that venial sin is against a precept of the Law.”

Azorius (Instit. moral., bk. 4, ch. 8): “It must be said, as Durandus, Cajetan, and Vega have taught, that venial sin is indeed against the Law of God, something which the arguments of our” (Protestant) “adversaries have sanctioned, but it is not against a specific commandment of God regarding His friendship which must never be violated.” (Thomas Morton, Apol. Cath., bk. 2, p. 2, ch. 23, shows that this is a vain and disgusting subterfuge.)

Bellarmine goes on and argues: “Precepts about a very trivial matter are not properly and rigorously precepts if they are established concerning a matter which pertains not very much to the end of the precept, that is, to love.”

We respond. The cause of the Pharisees could not be better defended than with this rationalization, since they themselves claimed that commands about very trivial matters are not properly, perfectly, and rigorously commands. In fact, the slyness of the serpentine devil who deceived the first people could not be painted and veiled in a more attractive fashion than that the primordial law about not eating of the tree of forbidden fruit was a commandment about a very trivial matter and that it was not perfectly and rigorously a commandment whose transgression was of much concern to God. And yet the obligation of a commandment depends not on the magnitude of its object but on the majesty of the one who does the commanding. In the Law of God one must consider not so much what is said as Him who says it. Whoever is unafraid to violate a command of God in one point will dare to violate it also in another point. He who is obedient in the least will also not be negligent in the greater.

(VI) “It is most absurd to claim that a just person becomes a transgressor of the Law through a venial sin, because Scripture names some people ‘holy’ and ‘righteous’ without qualification, even when they are not without venial sins, as in the case of Zechariah and Elizabeth in Luke 1[:6].”

We respond. They were righteous before God not legally but evangelically, through faith in the Messiah, and they were demonstrating this righteousness of faith outwardly by a sincere obedience to the Law of God, about which more will be said in greater detail in its own place [cf. On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), § 194]. It is by no means absurd, but is most certainly true, that the reborn become transgressors of the Law through any sin whatsoever. “Therefore by the works of the Law is no flesh justified” [Rom. 3:20]. “That which was impossible for the Law God provided by sending His Son” [Rom. 8:3]. “Those who wish to be justified through the Law have fallen away from Christ” [Gal. 5:4]. “If righteousness is from the Law, Christ has died in vain” [Gal. 2:21].

(VII) “Venial sins do not exclude love, but he who loves his neighbor has fulfilled the Law (Rom. 13[:8]). Therefore venial sins do not remove the fulfillment of the Law, nor are they properly against the Law.”

We respond. Not every kind of love is the fulfillment of the Law, but only perfect love. Therefore since love in this life is not perfect and absolute in every detail, it is impossible to seek and claim in it a righteousness that avails before God. Although venial sins in the reborn do not directly and formally conflict with love for one’s neighbor, nevertheless they do conflict with the love of God, who gave the Law against which we trespass through our venial sins and which we ought to fulfill with an utterly perfect love of God and our neighbor.

§ 102. This concludes our discussion on venial sins ([namely,] concerning whether they are venial by their own nature or instead by the grace of God who does not impute them for the sake of Christ), a controversy which Bellarmine calls “not trivial,” because the thorny question of our justification before God is illumined quite a bit by it.

In regard to mortal sins, a serious controversy is also roiling as to whether through them the reborn cut off faith and the Holy Spirit and lose grace and eternal life. The Augsburg Confession, art. XII [7], answers affirmatively to this on the basis of the Word of God. We shall refer the discussion of this to our treatise On Justifying Faith [(Commonplace XIX), §§ 184–94; On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 134–44].

Whether there are seven mortal sins.

Certainly many Scholastics limit the mortal sins to the number seven, and for the sake of memory they include them in the word “SALIGIA,” which signifies “pride” [superbia], “avarice” [avaritia], “extravagance” [luxuria], “wrath” [ira], “gluttony” [gula], “envy” [invidia], “sloth” [acedia]. But the Jesuit Toletus (Instruct. sacerd., treatise De pecc. mortal.) teaches truly: “These are more correctly called ‘capital’ rather than ‘mortal,’ since there are indeed many more mortal sins.”

In Gal. 5:19–21 the following are numbered among the works of the flesh: “adultery, fornication, impurity, extravagance, idolatry, sorcery, enmity, strife, jealousy, wrath, quarrels, dissension, heresies, envy, murder, drunkenness, carousing”; and it is added: “Those who do these and similar things shall not obtain possession of the kingdom of heaven.” Augustine (Speculum, preface to Romans): “Some think that there are only three death-bringing crimes: idolatry, murder, and fornication, where adultery and all sexual activity except with one’s wife are certainly meant—as if all the sins there are besides these three, which separate us from the kingdom of God, are not death-bringing sins!”


 

1 Cf. Ap IV [II] “Justification” and [III] “Love and the Fulfilling of the Law.”

2 A “contradiction in the predicate” (ἀντικείμενoν ἐν πρoσκειμἐνῳ) occurs when the predicate in a proposition cancels the subject or introduces a contradiction (Micraelius, Lexicon Philosophicum, s.v. “πρoσκείμενoν ἐν ἀντικειμένῳ” [!]).

3 In Preuss’s edition, this last sentence is printed as being in Gerhard’s words. Cotta prints it as the end of the quotation from Roffensis.

4 In Greek mythology, Argus Panoptes (Aργoς Πανόπτης) was a giant who had a hundred eyes.

5 Read externam with Cotta instead of aeternam.

6 In his references to imperial law and canon law Gerhard does not clearly show where one reference stops and the next begins. The laws referenced here state that the theft even of small items or amounts is still a crime. For the bibliography of imperial law and canon law, see the Works Cited List on Corpus Iuris Civilis and Ius canonicum (below, pp. 355, 359).







CHAPTER XXI: ON RULING AND NONRULING SINS

Some sin is ruling; some is nonruling.

§ 103. Let us finally end this discussion of the difference between venial and mortal sin and go on to the seventeenth division of actual sins, in which some sins are called ruling and some nonruling. The latter actually agrees with the former, because mortal sins in the reborn are called “ruling,” but venial sins are called “nonruling.” The foundation for this division is in Rom. 6:12: “Let not sin reign in your mortal bodies to make you obey their desires [concupiscentiis].” Therefore when we do not mortify original concupiscence which clings to our members, but securely indulge in its desires, it becomes a ruling or dominating sin. John 8:34: “Everyone who commits sin is a slave of sin.” 1 John 3:6, 8–9: “Everyone who abides in Christ does not sin. He who commits sin is of the devil. No one born of God commits sin.” Therefore, in John, it is one thing to sin and to commit sin, that is, to carry out the corrupt concupiscence and the desires of the sinful flesh; but it is another thing to have sin, that is, to feel the impulses of concupiscence. O blessed soul which feels sin but does not consent to sin!





CHAPTER XXII: ON SINS OF THEMSELVES AND THROUGH ACCIDENT

Some sins are sins of themselves, and some are sins on account of something else and through accident.

§ 104. Eighteenth. Some sins are sins of themselves, but some are sins on account of something else. Thus when unbelievers steal, fornicate, rob, etc., those things are sins of themselves and by the nature of the act. But when they clothe the nakedness of a neighbor, help him, etc., these things are not sins of themselves and as far as concerns the nature of the act, but become sins through and because of something else: because the person has not yet been reconciled to God, because such works do not come from a pure heart, because they are not directed to the glory of God.

The use of this division is manifold. Dr. Luther used to say: “A just man sins in every good work.”1 Bellarmine attacks this vehemently, but observe that the good works of the reborn are not called sins of themselves and in regard to the substance of the act, for they are a service very pleasing to God and a sweet fragrance before Him. But because sin clings to the reborn who do the good works and because those good works themselves are not perfectly good, therefore in this respect it is most truly said that the just person does sin in every good work and that the good works of the reborn are sins, that is, in a specific respect: because of inherent corrupt concupiscence and the many imperfections on account of which God could reject these same good works of the reborn, if He should wish to judge them according to the rigid norm of the Law. This is the reason for Isa. 64:6: “Before God all our righteousnesses are as the rags of a menstruating woman.” As Adrian of Utrecht says (on Sent. 4, according to Cassander in his Consult.): “We continually drip the blood flow of different sins upon the rag of life which we have covered with works of righteousness.” Our life is drawn under His examination, under which even our very virtues tremble. But because the good works of the reborn proceed from faith, God does not impute their inherent stains and imperfections to them but considers their filial obedience in Christ pleasing also for the sake of Christ.


 

1 Against Latomus (1521), AE 32:209 (WA 8:93); cf. Defense and Explanation of All the Articles (1521), AE 32:91 (WA 7:445).







CHAPTER XXIII: ON DEAD AND LIVING SIN

§ 105. Nineteenth. Some sin is dead; some is living. The basis for this division stands in Rom. 7:8–9: “Sin was dead without the Law, but when the commandment came, sin revived.” Therefore with respect to the Law, which reveals and accuses, one sin is said to be dead, another, living. A dead sin inheres in us but is not acknowledged as sin, nor does it rage in the same way as it usually does after the knowledge of the Law. A living sin is acknowledged in the mirror of the Law and rages within us.





CHAPTER XXIV: ON SIN REMAINING AND SIN REMITTED

§ 106. Twentieth. Some sin is remaining sin; some is remitted. The basis for this division stands in John 9:41: “If you were blind” (if you had acknowledged your blindness and were to flee to find medication for your soul), “you would have no sin” (your sin would be forgiven you); “but now that you say that you see” (you do not acknowledge your illness nor seek medication), “your sin remains.” Thus remaining sin is every sin which is not remitted and about which Christ says to the Pharisees in the preceding ch. 8:24: “You will die in your sins.” Because remission of sins cannot be obtained or received except by faith in Christ, He adds: “Unless you believe that I am He” (the Light of the world, the only Mediator, the Lamb of God who takes away the sins of the world), “you will die in your sins.” John 3:36: “He who does not believe in the Son will not see life, but the wrath of God remains upon him.”





CHAPTER XXV: ON THE SIN AGAINST THE HOLY SPIRIT

§ 107. Finally, even though all other sins are forgivable, Christ establishes one as unforgivable, namely, the sin against the Holy Spirit. Concerning this, Augustine says (Sermon 11 de verb. Dom.): “God wants to exercise us with the difficulty of the question concerning this sin, because in all of Holy Scriptures there is perhaps found no question greater nor more difficult.” But he himself claimed that the sin against the Holy Spirit is the “persevering hardness of an impenitent heart, a hardness which cannot be removed in anyone while he is in this life.” (See Letter 50 ad Bonifac.; De corrept. et grat., ch. 11; De vera et falsa poenit., ch. 4.)

Athanasius writes (q. 71, vol. 2, p. 296): “God did not say, ‘He who blasphemes and repents will not be forgiven,’ but ‘He who blasphemes’ [Matt. 12:31], that is, the person who remains in blasphemy, because there is no unforgiven sin in God’s presence among those who repent in a devout and worthy manner.”

Gregory (on Psalm 51): “Who is it who sins against the Holy Spirit, except he who does not believe in the remission of sins? For the remission of sins is the work of the Holy Spirit.”

Lombard (Sent., bk. 2, dist. 43, letter A):

Some say that it is the sin of despair or of obstinacy. Obstinacy is the stubbornness of a mind hardened in badness by which a person becomes impenitent. Despair is that by which someone completely disbelieves in the goodness of God, thinking that his own badness exceeds the greatness of divine goodness. Both of these are said to be against the Holy Spirit, because the Holy Spirit is the love of the Father and of the Son and the goodness by which They love each other and us, which is so great that it has no end.

Letter B:

Some say that all obstinacy and all despair are the sin against the Holy Spirit. Others say that only that is called the sin against the Holy Spirit which is accompanied by impenitence.

Letter C:

There is also another categorization of this sin, namely, when someone, after the acknowledgment of God through the grace of Christ, attacks the brotherhood and is driven by the heat of envy against the very grace by which he was reconciled to God.

Letter D:

According to Ambrose, if anyone is deceived by the form of his human body and perceives some point about the flesh of Christ more negligently than is proper, he is at fault. Yet he is not excluded from pardon. But if anyone rejects the eternal dignity, majesty, and power of the Holy Spirit and thinks that devils are exorcised not in the Holy Spirit but in Beelzebub—an exhortation of pardon cannot exist where there is a fullness of sacrilege.

Thomas ([ST,] 2.2., q. 14, art. 1): “The ancient doctors Athanasius, Hilary, Ambrose, Jerome, and Chrysostom say that the sin against the Holy Spirit is” when something literally blasphemous is said against the Holy Spirit, whether “Holy Spirit” is taken as an essential name or as a personal name.

Augustine says that it is final impenitence. Others say that the sin against the Holy Spirit is that which comes forth from a certain badness, for goodness is appropriated by the Holy Spirit, etc. The Scholastics commonly defined six types of this sin: (1) despair, (2) presumption, (3) attacking acknowledged truth, (4) envy of brotherly love, (5) impenitence, (6) obstinacy. (See the commentators on Sent., 2, dist. 43).

From Scripture.

§ 108. In order that we may be able to penetrate to the true and proper designation of this sin, a careful examination of the statements of Scripture which speak about it must be made. Matt. 12:31–32: “Every sin and blasphemy will be remitted to people. But blasphemy against the Spirit is not forgiven, and whoever says a word against the Son of Man will be forgiven, but whoever speaks against the Holy Spirit will not be forgiven, either in this age or in the age to come.”

Mark 3:[28–30]: “ ‘Amen I say unto you, all sins will be forgiven the sons of men and whatever blasphemies they utter; but whoever blasphemes against the Holy Spirit does not have forgiveness forever, but is guilty of an eternal sin’—for they had said, ‘He has an unclean spirit.’”

Luke 12:10: “Everyone who speaks against the Son of Man will be forgiven, but he who blasphemes against the Holy Spirit will not be forgiven.”

Heb. 6:4–6: “For it is impossible for those who have once been enlightened, who have tasted the heavenly gift, and who have become partakers of the Holy Spirit and have tasted the good Word of God and the power of the ages to come, and have fallen away, to be renewed unto repentance, since they crucify again the Son of God on their own account and hold Him up to contempt.”

Heb. 10:26–27 and 29: “For if we sin deliberately after receiving the knowledge of the truth, there no longer remains a sacrifice for sins, but a terrible prospect of judgment,” etc. “How much worse punishment do you think will be deserved by the person who has spurned the Son of God and profaned the blood of the testament by which he was sanctified and outraged the Spirit of grace?”

1 John 5:16: “If anyone sees his brother committing a sin that is not unto death, let him ask, and God will give him life for those whose sin is not unto death. There is sin which is unto death; I do not say that one is to pray for that.”

The words of Christ in the evangelists were directed against the Pharisees who, contrary to the testimony of their conscience, were saying that the miracles of Christ were being performed through Beelzebub. The passage in Hebrews 6 is variously explained. Some take “impossible” to mean “difficult.” Some understand the text to be referring to penance after this life. Out of the word “enlightened” some want to make it out to be about the renewal through Baptism. In the end, the way to this explanation does not lie open. Rather, the passage is most suitably understood as a reference to the sin against the Holy Spirit, as the accurate descriptions of the subject show. While some distinguish the sin unto death about which 1 John 5:16 speaks from the sin against the Holy Spirit, it is more correctly understood as this sin.

What it is.

§ 109. If the words and circumstances of these passages are carefully considered, it will be discovered that the sin against the Holy Spirit is the deliberate rejection of the truth of the Gospel which had been accepted and which was approved in conscience, which rejection is conjoined with a stubborn attack upon it and voluntary blasphemy. For it must be observed that this kind of sin is rebuked by Christ in the Pharisees, who were constrained by the very force of the declared truth, were refuted in conscience by its brilliance, and yet kept raging against it with malicious wickedness, with the result that they were unashamed to ascribe the doctrine and miracles to Satan himself.

The Epistle to the Hebrews describes those who sin against the Holy Spirit in this way: those who have first been illumined, who have even tasted the heavenly gift and have become partakers of the Holy Spirit, who have also tasted the good Word of God and the powers of the world to come [Heb. 6:4–5], and who nonetheless afterward lapse, and thus on their own account again crucify the Son of God and hold Him up in contempt (for all these pertain to the description of the subject in that place) [Heb. 6:6]. Also they despise the Son of God with their willing apostasy, esteem as unclean the blood of the testament in which they were sanctified, and bring reproach upon the Spirit of grace [Heb. 10:29].

This sin is called the sin against the Holy Spirit (1) not with respect to the Person—for in this way he who sins against the Father and the Son also sins against the Holy Spirit, because there is one divinity, equal glory, and coeternal majesty of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—but with regard to the ministry of the Holy Spirit (2 Cor. 3:8), which is the Gospel; and with regard to the office of the Holy Spirit, which is to illumine; and with regard to the testimony which the Holy Spirit gives to our spirit (Rom. 8:16). In this sense, also blaspheming the Spirit (Matt. 12:[31]), blasphemy against the Spirit (Mark 3:[29]), and reproach brought upon the Spirit of grace (Heb. 10:[29]) are called sins against the Holy Spirit. Therefore they alone commit this sin who with voluntary malice reject the acknowledged truth about which they have been convinced in conscience and attack that truth with blasphemy. From this it is concluded that those who take this sin to mean any voluntary sin or even any rejection of truth are extending this sin far too broadly and are providing an occasion to despair.

(2) This sin is called “unforgivable.” With too weak an understanding, some take it for that sin which is forgiven with difficulty, because Christ declares very vehemently that it is not remitted in this age nor in the coming age, that is, in eternity [cf. Matt. 12:32]. And the Epistle to the Hebrews says that it is completely impossible for such people to be renewed. It is also too weak when some take “unforgivable” to mean that which has no excuse as far as people are concerned, for Christ is discussing here not the excuse for sin but its forgiveness. The sin is also said to be unforgivable because it directly assails the very means of salvation, that is, the ministry of the Holy Spirit, and also because it is conjoined with extreme hardening of the heart and final impenitence. For this reason, some say, not absurdly, that this word denotes “what happens” [τὸ γινόμενoν] rather than “what is possible” [τὸ δυνατόν], because the tenor of the words of Christ clearly proves this, and thus, while the unforgivable quality of this sin continues to stand (as I say), nonetheless it remains true and certain that grace abounds more than sin (Rom. 5:20).

(3) In the same sense it is called a sin unto death not only because it is a mortal sin but also because a person is held bound by it with the bonds of eternal death in such a way that he cannot be freed from it.

(4) A fourth reason follows from this, namely, that prayer must not be made for such a sin [1 John 5:16], for mourning should not be made for those who are clearly sinning unforgivably against the Holy Spirit, nor should vain prayers be made to [that same] Spirit. But Augustine (Retract., bk. 1, and Sermon 11 de verb. Dom.) most correctly teaches: “Why, then, is there a warning against praying for such a sin if judgment concerning this sin cannot be made except from the standpoint of afterward [a posteriori], that is, from final impenitence or after the judgment of God has been declared through death?”

Jerome (Adv. Jovin., bk. 2) interprets the statement of John like an objection, as if the plea for pardon which is made is [already] decided, as in Jer. 7:16: “Do not pray for that people,” that is, you will be praying in vain.

Ambrose (De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 9) seeks a solution in the pronoun “someone.” I do not say that prayer should be made for someone, that is, anyone of the common crowd, because a sin of this type needs a perfect intercessor. It is certain that in the early church the gift of “discerning spirits” (1 Cor. 12:10) flourished, a gift which does not flourish in that way today. Thus it is quite prudent and particularly congruent with Christian charity, which “hopes all things” (1 Cor. 13:[7]), that all people include even persecutors and blaspheming apostates in their prayers (1 Tim. 2:1).





CHAPTER XXVI: ON THE USE OF THIS COMMONPLACE
AND THE DEFINITION OF ACTUAL SINS

The use of this commonplace.

§ 110. The use of this commonplace on actual sins consists especially of three parts: (1) That, acknowledging the gravity and variety of our sins, we might humble ourselves truly and seriously before God and reject all confidence in our own righteousness.

(2) That we may seek the healing of our illness in Christ, “whose blood cleanses us from all sin” (1 John 1:7).

(3) That we may carefully avoid sins against conscience, which are like poison and even the death of the soul, and not permit ourselves to be controlled by inherent sin, but that we may mortify the desires of that sin with the Spirit and aspire to utterly pure perfection and to utterly perfect purity. O Christ, cover what has been done, and govern what will be done!

The definition of actual sin.

§ 111. From all the above, the following definition of actual sins can be set down. Actual sins are all the acts or words or thoughts against the norm of the divine Law by which evil is committed or good omitted, which deserve the wrath of God and temporal and eternal punishments, and which make people liable to these things unless remission has taken place for the sake of Christ the Mediator, to whom along with the Father and the Holy Spirit be glory forever. Amen.





COMMONPLACE XIV

ON FREE CHOICE,
THAT IS, ON THE HUMAN POWERS
STILL LEFT AFTER THE FALL


 

The connection with the preceding commonplace.

§ 1. Above we saw in what strange and wretched ways original sin has pervaded every power of man like poison, how closely the corruption from it has clung to human nature, [and] what noxious fruits that poisoned seed produces. It remains to be investigated what continues to be within the powers of man. Once there existed a most beautiful structure for this edifice, namely, the dwelling place and temple of God Almighty. But a wandering guest was given entry and has destroyed it horribly. Let us see what ruins and wreckage have been left.

The root of free choice.

§ 2. The powers of man are evaluated especially on the basis of the rational soul, through which man is separated from brute animals and set in a certain species. There are two faculties of the rational soul: the mind and the will. The former carries out its office by knowing, discerning, planning, and judging; the latter, by selecting and rejecting. From the combination and commingling of the power of both is born that which is commonly called “free choice” [liberum arbitrium], which is the faculty of the mind and will [together], so that “choice” pertains to the mind and “free” to the will.

Free choice is a faculty of the mind.

§ 3. As Thomas says ([ST,] part 1, q. 83, art. 3): “Although free choice is a faculty of the mind and will, mixed from intelligence and the” (rational) “appetite,” nevertheless he correctly adds that “it inclines more toward the appetite” because the judgment of the mind is, as it were, prevenient, [while] the choosing adds a complement and form to this liberty. From this, Bellarmine (De gratia et liber. arbitr., bk. 2, ch. 2) concludes not quite correctly: “Free choice signifies an act of the will only.” In fact, he says (De lib. arbitr., bk. 3, ch. 7): “Free choice is the will itself.” Obviously he does this in order to be able to play a trick with his false charge that, by denying the freedom of choice, we deny its very nature. But we are not saying that man has been deprived of his will but of the soundness of his will.





CHAPTER I: ON THE DISTINCTION OF FREEDOM

Freedom is attributed to [the faculty of] choice in various respects.

§ 4. How freedom of choice should be evaluated, and in what respect it is considered, ought to be accurately examined because this shall free us from many difficulties which would otherwise surround this doctrine. Augustine says (De gratia Dei contra Pelagian., bk. 1, ch. 47; and Contra Julianum, bk. 4, ch. 8, where he argues about the choice of the will and the grace of God): “The question is difficult to determine: when free choice is defended, it appears that the grace of God is denied; but when the grace of God is asserted, free choice is thought to be taken away.”

Freedom is assigned to choice, first, with respect to the manner of action, because it is of such a kind that the will, to the extent that it is such, acts freely; that is, it is not compelled nor dragged about violently by some external impulse, nor does it act only out of natural instinct, but either accepts or rejects something by its own accord or by an internal origin of movement. In this sense, “free” and “willful” are synonyms, and to say that the will is not free is the same as if someone should wish to say that something is hot without heat.

Freedom from compulsion and necessity; interior freedom and freedom in the subject.

§ 5. The state of affairs by which it happens that the will cannot be compelled to do anything against its own inclination is called “freedom from compulsion.” The same is true for “freedom from necessity,” according as necessity is understood as compulsion and violence (but not as immutability). Others call it “interior freedom,” that by which the will of man is moved voluntarily, willingly, freely, without compulsion, by an innate power and choice, and possesses an inner origin of its own movement. By others it is called “freedom in the subject.”

The freedom that was not lost through the fall.

§ 6. Since this freedom is a natural and essential property implanted by God in the will, it was not lost through the fall. The substance of man has not perished. Therefore neither the rational soul nor the will nor the essential freedom of the will [are lost]. The will is an essential power of the soul, and the soul is nothing else but those essential powers or faculties. Thus while the soul continues to exist, its essential powers—the intellect and will—continue to exist. In turn, the power to will freely and without compulsion is essential to the will; therefore as long as the will remains, that power also remains.

§ 7. Accordingly, Augustine (Enchirid., ch. 30): “Free choice is always free” (that is, from compulsion), “but it is not always good.” De gratia et libero arbitrio (bk. 2, ch. 15): “The will in us is always free, but it is not always good. For it is free from righteousness when it serves sin, and then it is evil; or it is free from sin when it serves righteousness, and then it is good.”

Ambrose—or, rather, Prosper (De vocat. gent., bk. 1, ch. 3): “Man has been robbed by the devil not of his will, but rather he has been deprived of the soundness of his will. The judgment of his will is depraved, not removed.”

§ 8. In this sense and respect we firmly believe and confess loudly that free choice has continued to exist in man even after the fall, so that we say with Augustine (Hypogn., 3): “He who denies free choice is not catholic.” Away, then, with the horrible accusations aimed against our churches by Bellarmine (in the preface to his books of De lib. arbitr.), as if we were removing the freedom of choice, as if we violated nature itself and were confessing that we ourselves are not just like beasts, but completely like beasts, lacking reason.

[Bellarmine] (De not. eccles., ch. 9, para. Manichaeorum) writes thus: “The eighth heresy of the Manichaeans, who would (as Jerome says) condemn nature and take away free choice, nor did they (Augustine says) attribute the origin of sins to free choice. Luther says the same thing; he wrote the book De servo arbitrio [On Enslaved Choice],” etc.

But indeed, if the will itself is understood by the term “free choice,” and if the question concerns free choice in the first man and freedom in evil actions, we by no means deny free choice. Thus let Bellarmine perceive with what impudence he charges us with the heresy of the Manichaeans, the accusation of which we could direct far more justly to him. In fact, he (De gratia primi hominis, ch. 7) claims that there would be a rebellion of the flesh against the spirit in man as a result of his natural condition, had man remained in his purely natural condition.

It is not excluded through divine providence.

§ 9. Divine providence neither removes nor excludes the freedom of the human will, for it manages things in such a way that it permits the will to perform its own movements (Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 7, ch. 30; Gerson, De consol. theol., bk. 2, prosa 4). As divine providence preserves the power to act naturally in things acting naturally, so it preserves the power to act freely in things which act voluntarily.

§ 10. Because this freedom from coercion correlates with the will, it follows that it exists in God no less than in man, yet with this distinction: that God has it from Himself. Thus He has “free choice” and “free will” of Himself [est αὐθεκoύσιoς et αὐτεξoύσιoς]. But men have it from God, and thus we properly attribute what is “voluntary” [ἑκoύσιoν] to them by the example of Scripture (Philem. 14; Heb. 10:26; 1 Pet. 5:2). Thus it seems that “having free will of oneself” [αὐτεξoύσιoν] (which the Greek theologians use) is more glorious than befits man. For it means being one’s own master [αὐτoδέσπoτoν], subject to the command of none, and that which cannot be prohibited or impeded, inasmuch as it is abundantly equipped with the faculty for choosing and the power to accomplish. This befits God very properly, whose will and power none can resist.

Freedom from obligation and freedom from duty.

§ 11. This consideration supplies us with another aspect of freedom, which we call “freedom from obligation.” In this aspect, choice is not obligated to a certain and unchangeable norm, according to which it would judge and choose. It is called “freedom from duty” by others. This freedom is nothing else but unrestrained license, free of every law, which wanders about in the manner of the beasts without a governing knowledge and obliging order. This is unworthy of the respectable name of “freedom,” for true freedom is to serve righteousness.

It is denied to man.

§ 12. We completely deny that the will of man has this freedom. For at the first creation God impressed natural knowledge upon the human mind, wrote His Law into man’s heart, and repeated it with a solemn promulgation. To this the will was bound and obligated. As this Law is the eternal norm, so also is it the eternal obligation.

§ 13. The will of God certainly is not bound to any external norm, and for this reason it is again clear that the expression “having free will of Himself” [αὐτεξoύσιoς] befits Him most properly. Yet His very nature is of such a character that He cannot help but act well and rightly. God is αὐταγαθός—God is essentially and supremely good. God is love. He does and can do nothing against this norm, and this is proof not of impotence but of the greatest power.

§ 14. Therefore, if you consider freedom from compulsion, man always has free choice, even after the fall. If you consider freedom from obligation, man never had free choice, not even before the fall, nor indeed do the angels themselves. But there is still another aspect of freedom, and the question in this locus is properly and especially about this.

Freedom toward the object; exterior freedom.

§ 15. Freedom of choice can be evaluated with regard to the object with which the action of the will is occupied, and by some this is called “freedom toward the object” and also “exterior freedom.” Here the discussion no longer concerns the freedom of movement, the free power of willing, but rather it considers the object of the will, good or evil, and the question is how the powers of the will are related to it.





CHAPTER II: ON THE CONSIDERATION OF FREE CHOICE
ACCORDING TO THE FOUR STATES OF MAN

The four states of man.

§ 16. But here the different states of man must be distinguished, for there was one freedom of choice in man before the fall, while he still flourished and was strong in the state of concreated integrity. There is another state after his fall, after he refused to serve righteousness, was stripped of the divine image, and, as Augustine says ([Sermon] 12 de verb. apost.), “surrendered himself freely to the yoke of that wicked mistress, iniquity.”

§ 17. In turn, because the lost divine image in this life begins to be reformed and cleansed in its nature and is to be restored fully in the life to come, there is a freedom of choice in people not yet reborn, before their conversion, and another in the reborn after conversion. And, likewise, there is one freedom of choice in reborn people while they struggle in this life, as they still remain partly under the old flesh, but there will be another in the coming life which ultimately will produce a full freedom and security.

§ 18. From this fount there flows the well-known distinction among the four states of man. It demands that we consider man: first, in his established nature, that is, in his concreated, original perfection before the fall. Second, in his destitute and corrupted nature after the fall, both before renewal as well as in the very act of conversion as he is related to the grace of God. Third, in the nature which has begun to be restored, that is, in the state of new obedience after conversion has occurred. Fourth, in his completely and consummately restored nature, that is, in the revelation of the other world after the resurrection. (See Lombard, Sent., 2, dist. 25, letter G, where he distinguishes these four states quite aptly.)

The words of Augustine in his explanation of the Epistle to the Romans come very close to this distinction. He omits a consideration of the first state and sets forth the three later states of man in this way:

Let us distinguish four grades of man: before the Law, under the Law, under grace, and in peace. Before the Law we follow the concupiscence of the flesh. Under the Law we are drawn away by it. Under grace we neither follow it nor are we drawn away by it, and in peace there is no concupiscence of the flesh. Therefore before the Law we do not fight because we not only desire and sin but even approve of sins; under the Law we fight, but we are defeated. Under grace we fight and win; and in peace we do not fight, but we rest in perfect and eternal peace.

Freedom of choice before the fall.

§ 19. Anselm (De lib. arbitr., ch. 7) writes: “Freedom of choice in man before the fall was the faculty of reason and of the will by which a person could sin and could not sin.” That is, he could know God rightly in his mind and give Him complete obedience with the spontaneous movement of his will. On the other hand, he also could turn away from God and fall away. In fact, he had not yet been confirmed in good; that is, his will had not yet been immutably determined toward good in such a way that he could not turn away from good. Instead, there was in his will the “power to be contradictory” [δύναμις ἀντιφἀσεως]: he could will good and not will evil, and he could also not will good and will evil.

It can be called “freedom from slavery and misery,” “the freedom of uprightness.”

§ 20. Let us name this “freedom from slavery,” because man had not yet freed himself from sin and its tyranny, and also “freedom from misery,” because man had not yet disentangled himself from that miserable need to sin. It can also be called the “freedom of uprightness,” because the mind could know God rightly, the will could act rightly, the judgment of the mind and the choice of the will agreed exactly with the norm of the Law of God as long as man continued in that state of integrity. Yet “freedom from changeability” had not yet been connected with this freedom, because the will of man could be changed and freely choose evil, as he also did choose it.

§ 21. This freedom in the first man must be carefully distinguished from what we earlier called “freedom from compulsion,” because that freedom from compulsion is an essential property of the will—or, rather, the very essence of the will itself—and is thus said by Bernard (De gra[t]. et lib. arb.) to be something which cannot be lost. But the freedom of uprightness was a separable accident,1 established in such a way that the healthy essence of the will could be lost, as it also was lost.

It was lost through the fall.

§ 22. Therefore if there is a question about freedom of uprightness or the power to do this or that, that is, possessing the ability to select or reject good or evil, we say that it has been lost. “For as man used his free choice badly, he lost both himself and it; for when he sinned with his free choice, sin was the victor, and he lost also his free choice. For anyone who has been overcome by anything has become its slave.” These are the words of Augustine (Enchirid., ch. 30). In this respect he also calls it “the choice of man no longer free but slave” (Contra Julian., bk. 2); “captive” (Contra duas epistol. Pelag., bk. 3, ch. 8), because it has power only to sin; and “lost” (Hypogn., bk. 3). He calls the will “not free but a damnable maidservant” (Sermon 13 de verb. apost.) and “stubbornness, not freedom” (Letter 89 ad Hilar.).

§ 23. For after the image of God was lost through sin, the power to choose the good was also lost at the same time (in fact, it was part of the divine image); and because man was not only despoiled through sin but also was wretchedly corrupted, thus in place of that freedom there succeeded an unrestrained impetus to evil in such a way that, after the fall, choice was free only for evil in corrupt and not yet reborn people (whether they were corrupted by their own will, as the first people were, or are born of corrupt parents, as all their descendants were), because such corrupt and not reborn people can do nothing but sin.

Freedom of choice after the fall: freedom from righteousness.

§ 24. Thus there is another freedom of choice in people now after the fall which we can call “freedom from righteousness” by the example of the apostle in Rom. 6:20. It is by this [freedom] that it happens that the corrupted will of man is carried freely and willingly only to evil. John 8:34: “Whoever commits sin is a slave of sin.” 2 Pet. 2:19: “By whatever someone is conquered, to that he is enslaved.”

§ 25. This is a wretched freedom and, more than that, a deplorable slavery. Augustine (Ench., ch. 30): “I ask, can it be freedom to be given over as a slave to sin, except when it delights one to sin? For he more freely serves who freely does the will of a master, and, in this respect, he who is a slave to sin is free to sin.” Letter 89 ad Hilar.: “Freedom without grace is nothing but obstinacy; it is not freedom. For you will be truly free if the Son has freed you [cf. John 8:36].”

§ 26. Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 81) expresses this very emphatically:

I know not in what corrupt and miraculous way the will itself acts on its own so that necessity is unable to excuse the will, nor is the will able to exclude necessity; for this necessity is somehow voluntary. We are burdened with a yoke, yet it is none other than a yoke of a voluntary servitude. Thus we are to be pitied due to the slavery but are without excuse due to our will because, though the will may be free, it has made itself a slave to sin. Under this voluntary and wickedly free necessity the soul is bound as both handmaid and free woman: handmaid because of necessity, free because of the will. What is even more strange and even more wretched: the soul is guilty because it is free, and by this very fact it is a servant because it is free.

§ 27. You say: “Because a man acts freely, therefore he stands in an equal position toward both good and evil. For will he otherwise be free?” We respond with the words of Bernard (De grat. et lib. arb.): “No one should think that it is called ‘free choice’ because it deals with an equal power or capability between good and evil. Otherwise neither God nor the angels, whether good or evil ones, would be said to have free choice. But on this basis choice is said to be free: because it does its free will equally whether in good or in evil, because no one ought to be called nor can be called good or evil unless he is willing.”

§ 28. Freedom from compulsion is properly considered in free choice, but not the exterior freedom in regard to its objects, by which the will can be carried to either good or evil. The greatest freedom is in God, who yet cannot will something evil. There is a greater freedom in the good angels than in man before the fall, yet this is because the former have been confirmed in good and cannot want something that is not good. The greatest freedom is to be unable to be wretched. The greatest happiness is to be unable to be unhappy.

§ 29. Therefore freedom of choice exists in man along with slavery to sin, for he both sins and is unable not to sin; yet he sins freely, and it delights him to sin. Although he is carried only to evil, yet this happens freely, that is, of himself and willingly, not unwillingly nor coerced. He chooses [something] and is carried to it with full force. Furthermore, in that delight for wicked things he employs a sort of freedom. Augustine (Contra Julian., bk. 1, ch. 2): “Free choice has not perished in a sinner so much; through it, all who sin with pleasure sin very greatly.”

§ 30. But in this sense and respect—as “freedom” means the free power and capability to select the good and reject the evil, which existed in Adam—Dr. Luther (Assert. art., art. 36) declared very correctly: “Free choice is a name without a reality or a reality about a name only.”2 Indeed, after the fall, man still understands with his mind, selects freely with his will, and acts with his heart. But because of the fall of the first parents and the following corruption of [human] nature, it happened that the mind errs in judging and the will in choosing; or if the mind at times judges correctly, yet the will divorces itself, so to speak, from it and joins itself to sinful dispositions and follows their lead. For in the mind the true and complete knowledge of God ceases; in the will and heart, the true fear and love of God, trust in God, the sincere intent and eagerness to obey God cease. But in their place in the mind came ignorance, blindness, doubts; and in the will and heart came stubbornness against God and corrupt inclinations of every kind.

§ 31. But because the heart of the entire matter consists in this, we shall confirm and explain this in greater detail by the foundations of Holy Scripture so that in this way, secondarily, we will learn: just what the choice of man is able to accomplish by its powers before his conversion and rebirth with the powers still left to it after the fall; and also whether in the first moment of conversion, when the Word of God is being preached and grace is being offered to us in it, a person can, by the power of his free choice, begin spiritual impulses or cooperate with the Holy Spirit and thus aid in his own conversion, whether that choice be strong or weak.


 

1 On “accident,” see above, p. 12 n. 6.

2 Cf. Vindication of All the Articles of Luther Condemned by the Recent Bull of Leo X (1520), WA 7:142.23–24, 146.5–6 (AE 71).







CHAPTER III: ON THE TRUE STATE OF THE CONTROVERSY

§ 32. But the genuine state of the question must be noted accurately. This admonition was indeed put forth earlier, because we see it being studiously entangled in the writings of many men, and we see various questions being confused.

(I) The question here does not concern the state of man as he was established in his original integrity and innocence. We confess that he was equipped with such great and perfect powers of free choice that he could easily obey or not obey God. That is, with the concreated light of his understanding he could know God correctly, and with a spontaneous movement of the will he could give Him sincere, whole, and perfect obedience in every detail. He could also turn away from God and depart from the path of holy obedience—which, alas, is what he did.

(II) Neither does the question concern the state of the reborn and renewed person, as to how the powers of free choice are constituted in him. For we confess that the man who has been reborn and renewed through the Holy Spirit has free will toward spiritual good—in fact, a will freed from slavery toward sin by the power of the Holy Spirit. Yet in this life, this freedom is far from the perfect freedom of the life to come, as shall be explained in greater detail a little later [§§ 142–46].

(III) Nor does the question concern the state of glorified man, for we confess that after his transferral into eternal glory man will again be equipped with perfect powers of free choice and will be confirmed in good, with the result that he not only will be able not to sin but also will be unable to sin. But the whole question concerns the state of man corrupted through the fall, that is, what he is capable of either before or in conversion with his own natural powers of free choice.

(IV) Nor does the question concern the very essence of the will, as to whether it has remained after the fall, for this we confess loudly as we assert with Ambrose (or Prosper, De vocat. gent., bk. 1, ch. 3) that man has not been deprived of his will but of the soundness of his will.

(V) Nor is the question about freedom from compulsion, for we confess that in this sense and respect the will is free in acting even after the fall, that is, to do evil freely and not by coercion. But the whole question concerns freedom in regard to the object about which the will is occupied; that is, it concerns freedom of uprightness, whether after the fall man is still equipped with a power which functions equally toward good and evil.

(VI) Nor is the question about an object that is good in a civil sense, that is, whether by the natural powers of his free choice man can choose [a civil good]; for we confess that some freedom has remained in regard to works that are just in regard to moral, political, and household justice, which pertain to the “lower hemisphere,” as Dr. Luther says. Certainly a person not as yet reborn can in one way or another control his external movements. He can command his external members by the command of right reason. He can in some way show civil righteousness and avoid the more serious external sins which conflict with external discipline. Indeed, he can even listen to and meditate on the Word of God externally! Yet even still, that freedom is quite often weakened with external hindrances, as will be explained later [§§ 116–17]. For this reason we have been careful to say that some freedom has remained in this type of actions. Thus the whole question is about a spiritually good object, about works which are righteous according to spiritual righteousness and which pertain to the superior hemisphere, about spiritual good impulses, as to whether of himself and his own spiritual powers man can begin those spiritual movements, receive offered grace, and perform some works that are pleasing to God. This we explicitly deny.

(VII) Nor is the question whether in conversion there occur any movements of the mind and will, for we confess that no conversion takes place without the knowledge of the intellect and the assent of the will. But the entire question is from what source such movements spring and whether they are the effects of divine grace or human will.

(VIII) Nor is the question about the natural actions of the soul, such as hearing, reading, or meditating. In their own way these can be called “spiritual” analogically, because they proceed from the soul, which is spiritual in essence. For we acknowledge in these a sort of freedom of choice: a person can read or he cannot read; he can listen or he can turn away his ears. But the whole question is about spiritual movements properly so called, such as knowing God rightly and hearing and reading the Word of God fruitfully.

(IX) Nor is the question about the means leading to a spiritual object, such as hearing and reading the Word of God, for we confess that the external use of these means are accessible to the powers of a person not yet reborn. But the whole question concerns the salutary use of these means, the spiritual understanding of Law and Gospel, inner conversion. Here we say that not even the smallest freedom of choice or sufficiency of powers for such spiritual impulses have survived in man after the fall. That this may become obvious, we proceed as follows.

§ 33. In the work of conversion, God who converts and man who is to be converted concur. Therefore it must be asked what Scripture attributes to God and what it attributes to man in this work. In this way it will become clear what must be said in regard to the powers of free choice in man before conversion and in the very act of conversion. Because free choice is a faculty of the mind and will, it must be asked what Scripture declares about the mind and will of the person not yet converted, for the integrity of both is required for the integrity of free choice.





CHAPTER IV: ON LOST FREE CHOICE AFTER THE FALL

The corruption of the mind after the fall.

§ 34. In regard to the mind of man not yet reborn, Scripture bears witness that darkness took the place of the concreated light which gleamed in the mind of the first man. Eph. 5:8: “At one time you were darkness.” John 1:5: “The light shines in the darkness,” “that people might be turned from darkness to light” (Acts 26:18). Accordingly, it ought not be thought that the intellect merely sees badly in the true and salutary knowledge of God, but rather is completely darkened. But this darkness is such that the shadow of death is united with it (Isa. 9:1). Luke 1:79: “Men who sit in darkness and in the shadow of death.” Thus they are in the darkness of death; that is, those who remain in that darkness are drawn to eternal death. Paul expresses it this way, Eph. 4:18: “They have an intellect obscured by darkness” (ἐσκoτισμένoι τῇ διανoίᾳ), “alienated from the life of God because of the ignorance which is in them” (that is, which adheres in their nature) “due to the blindness” (πώρωσιν, “calloused hardness”). Eph. 4:17: “They walk in the futility of their minds.” That is, as it is explained in Rom. 1:21: “They became futile in their thinking, and their foolish heart was darkened.” 1 Tim. 6:5: “They are depraved in mind.” Acts 17:30: “They live in times of ignorance.”

Therefore, even though the mind of man shapes thoughts which, in its opinion, are excellent enough, nevertheless they are vain in the judgment of God. Gen. [6:5]: “Every imagination of the heart” (even those thoughts which are formed with very great care and the loftiest wisdom) “is only evil every day.” Consequently, Matt. 16:17: “Flesh and blood has not revealed to us the saving knowledge of God”; that is, as man is born into the world from the flesh and blood of corrupt parents, he cannot aspire to this knowledge with his innate abilities because, 1 Cor. 2:14: “The soulish man1 does not perceive those things which are of the Spirit of God, for they are folly to him, and he cannot understand them.” Here the “soulish man” is the same as the “flesh and blood” in Christ’s statement, that is, from the sort of man who, without the recalling [force] of the Spirit, has been endowed solely with the powers and faculties of [human] nature. Paul removes both the knowledge and the understanding of those things which are of the Spirit, so that [the soulish man] is able neither to understand them nor to embrace them with a strong or weak assent. In fact, not only the “knowledge” but even the “power of knowledge,” that active “receiving” power, is taken away from him, and therefore also the “mind of the flesh” is removed, not only the inclination but also the wisdom of the flesh (as the Vulgate version has it).

The most excellent thoughts and efforts of the mind in the carnal man (or the not yet regenerate person who is still under the old flesh) “are enmity against God” (Rom. 8:7). Here, in the substantive [verb],2 there is a great emphasis, because not only is our mind unfriendly toward God, but it also is actually enmity against God, so that “every thought must be made captive under obedience to Christ” (2 Cor. 10:5). Therefore we conclude with the words of the apostle, 2 Cor. 3:5: “We are not sufficient of ourselves to think that anything is coming from us, but our sufficiency is from God.” Here the prepositions ἀπό [“from”] and ἐξ [“from”] must be observed, by which it is indicated that within our powers there exists no capability of thinking anything good; but now, thinking is much less than assenting, considering, firmly proposing for oneself, etc.

The assertion of statements of Scripture: 1 Corinthians 2[:14]: “The soulish man does not perceive those things which are of the Spirit,” etc.

§ 35. These oracles of Scripture, written like rays of the sun, bear quite clear witness about the extreme corruption of the intellect and its inability to perceive spiritual good; yet they do not remain free from corruptions. The statement of the apostle “The natural man does not perceive the things which are of the Spirit of God” (1 Cor. 2:14) was once so corrupted by Emser that he commanded us to take “ψυχικὸς man” to mean his sensitive appetite which he has in common with beasts. But the apostle is not speaking about a part of man but about the whole of man not yet reborn, who is not controlled by the Spirit of God, for it is obvious that he is called “soulish” [animalis] from “soul” [anima], just as the carnal wisdom of people not yet reborn is called “soulish wisdom” (James 3:15). Therefore what is meant by the term “soulish man” is one who acts as he has been endowed with the powers and faculties only of nature, without the renewal of the Holy Spirit. Him the apostle calls “soulish” because he does not intend to mean Epicureans who are “irrational animals” (according to 2 Pet. 2:12), but those who cultivate the most powerful part of themselves, namely, the soul. He says that such people neither know nor receive the things which are of the Spirit of God. Augustine (on John, tract. 98): “The soulish man, that is, he who thinks according to man, is called ‘soulish’ [animalis] from ‘soul’ [anima], and ‘carnal’ [carnalis] from ‘flesh’ [caro], because the whole man consists of soul and flesh and does not perceive the things which are of the Spirit of God, that is, what grace the cross of Christ gives to those who believe.” The text of the apostle shows this very thing clearly, for the apostle is setting the soulish man in opposition to him who has the Spirit of God ([1 Cor. 2:]12), who is illumined by the Spirit of God and is directed by Him to good.

2 Corinthians 3[:5]: “We are not sufficient to think anything.”

§ 36. That second passage is no less clear. 2 Cor. 3:5: “We are not sufficient of ourselves to think anything as coming from us, but our sufficiency is from God.” Bellarmine (De grat. et lib. arb., bk. 6, ch. 13) says that this favors his opinion very much, since the apostle is not denying that we are sufficient and, in fact, immediately adds that our sufficiency is from God. Bellarmine says: “Therefore we are sufficient to think something—indeed, even to will and to do something—but only after we have received our powers from God. For unless we were free in choice, we would not rightly be said to be sufficient of ourselves, just as one would not rightly say that a horse or a stone is not sufficient of itself to think anything about God.”

We respond from Augustine (De grat. et lib. arb., ch. 16): “It is certain that it is we who will when we will, but that it is He who causes us to will, of whom it is said, ‘It is God who works in us to will’ [Phil. 2:13]. It is certain that it is we who act when we act, but it is He who causes us to act by providing our will with the most effectual of powers, about whom it is said, ‘I shall cause you to act’ [cf. Ezek. 36:27].”

Whether the apostolic statement favors the opinion of Bellarmine will become apparent below [§§ 81–83], after we have heard him first discuss the powers of free choice. We readily concede that a passive or receptive captivity of spiritual impulses survives in the intellect of man which does not exist in a tree or stone, but we deny that some active power or activity survives. If, then, we are only sufficient to think, will, and do something good after we have received our powers from God (through regeneration and renewal), it follows that before God gave us those powers there was no sufficiency in us. But Bellarmine is playing games with the word “sufficiency” [sufficientia] in saying that we indeed are capable [idonei] of ourselves to think something good and to have some powers, but not sufficient [sufficientes], in order that by this reasoning there may be a coming together of grace and free choice in conversion, as if free choice would begin a good thing and God would grant the power to complete it. But in Greek it is oὔκ ἐσμεν ἱκανoὶ—“we are not capable [idonei], not able [δυνατoί], and not equipped with necessary powers.” Xenophon uses the expression ἱκανὸς εἰμὶ ἐπιτυχεῖν, “I am able to pursue something.”

In regard to the reborn it is rightly said that they have been equipped with some powers for good, though not with sufficient powers, because without the aid of divine grace they are unable to accomplish a good thing. But to those not yet reborn the apostle attributes neither perfect powers nor some powers for good, but an extreme inability, as a comparison of this passage with the prior one shows, 1 Cor. 2:14: “The soulish man does not perceive those things which are of the Spirit of God”—in fact, he is not even able.

Ambrose (De fuga seculi, ch. 1) and Augustine (De bono persev., bk. 2, ch. 8): “From that which the apostle says—that ‘we are not sufficient of ourselves to think anything good as coming from us’—they conclude that our hearts and thoughts are not within our own power, and that pious thoughts are given to the human heart by God.” De bono persev. (ch. 13): “We believe as we think, we speak as we think, we do whatever we do as we think. But as far as attaining piety and the true worship of God are concerned, ‘we are not sufficient of ourselves to think anything of ourselves as coming from us.’” Contra duas epist. Pelag. ad Bonifac. (bk. 2, ch. 8):

These men

(the Pelagians)

want the desire for good in man to begin from man himself, so that the merit of this beginning is also followed by the grace for completing it, etc. But the Lord, that He might respond to them, does not say, “Without Me you can finish nothing,” but “Without Me you can do nothing” [John 15:5]. For had He said “finish,” then they could say that the help of God is necessary not for beginning a good which is of ourselves but for finishing it, etc. Let them see how they shall respond to the apostle when he says, “We are not sufficient of ourselves to think anything as coming from ourselves, but our sufficiency is from God” [2 Cor. 3:5]. “To think,” he says, “anything good”—but to think is less than to desire. Indeed, we think everything that we desire, yet we do not desire everything that we think, because sometimes we think things we do not desire. Therefore since it is less to think than to desire—for a person can think a good thing which he does not yet wish, and, by completing it, he can later desire what beforehand he thought without desiring it—how is it that we are “not sufficient of ourselves” for what is less, that is, “to think something good, but our sufficiency is of God,” but we are sufficient for something greater, that is, to desire something good without divine aid, being sufficient from our free choice?

According to the explanation of Ambrose and Augustine, you see that in the statement of the apostle not only the sufficient powers but also all powers for good are removed from the natural powers of free choice.

Earlier, in the treatise On Original Sin [Commonplace XII, § 52], we vindicated the statement of Gen. 8[:21] from the corruptions of our adversaries.

The corruption of the will after the fall.

§ 37. Scripture speaks about the corruption of the will in words no less tragic. For it calls people “dead in trespasses and sins” (Eph. 2:1) and “dead in sins” (John 15:5; Col. 2:13). But as a man who is dead in regard to nature and to men can perform none of the things which are of nature and men, so also he who is dead in sins in regard to God cannot truly understand or do the things which are of God and of true devotion, but he is compelled only to rot in his sins and to decompose in the sepulcher of sins. Scripture calls those who deliver themselves up to obedience to the wretched slavery of sin “free in regard to righteousness” (Rom. 6:20) and “slaves of sin” (John 8:34). But now, in Rom. 6:16: “He who yields himself to someone as an obedient slave, he is his slave.” In Ezek. 36:26 man’s heart is said to be “of stone.” Therefore as a stone cannot prepare itself to become suitable for constructing a building, so God wants to build people as living stones “upon Christ, who is the cornerstone, that they may become His spiritual house” (1 Pet. 2:5). But people cannot prepare themselves because their hearts are of stone. God can do it. In fact, “He is able to raise up children of Abraham from stones” (Luke 3:8). In Rom. 5:10, man is said to be hostile to God before conversion. Therefore as the will of a man fights against his enemy, so also man flees from God before his conversion. Therefore those who carry out the will of their flesh and of their thoughts are “by nature the children of wrath” (Eph. 2:3); that is, they are subject to the wrath and judgment of God. The man who is not reborn is said to be “an evil tree which cannot produce good fruits” (Matt. 7:18). He is compared to thorns and thistles from which you cannot gather grapes (v. 16). The Creator says about them, Jer. 13:23: “If the Ethiopian can change his skin or the leopard his spots, then you will be able to do good, though you are evil.”

The assertion of the statements of Scripture. John 8[:34]: “He who sins is a slave of sin.”

§ 38. Bellarmine (De grat. et lib. arb., bk. 5, ch. 29) responds in this way to the statements in which people who are not yet reborn are said to be slaves of sin:

As they are generally understood, slavery and freedom are opposed, but not every slavery is opposed to every freedom. Accordingly, in these statements the slavery of sin is opposed to freedom from sin but not to the freedom of the nature which, properly speaking, is free choice. He who is the slave of sin cannot by his own powers cast off the yoke of sin and advance to the freedom of righteousness. Yet through free choice and with the help of God he can be freed from sin and, if he wishes, can remain in the slavery of sin. So also, on the contrary, with the slavery of nature: that is, the natural determination toward one action, such as exists in herd animals, is opposed to the freedom of nature, that is, to the free choice of the will, but not yet [is it opposed] to the freedom from sin; indeed, they lack the freedom of nature, and, by the very fact that they lack it, they can by no means be slaves of sin.

We respond. He is confusing freedom from compulsion with the freedom of uprightness. If by freedom of nature Bellarmine means the very essence of the will or freedom from compulsion, then we say that man did not lose it through the fall, for man still does evil freely. But if by the freedom of nature he means the freedom of uprightness by which the will of man is in a neutral position for selecting good or evil (in which direction it seems to point, because he defines the slavery of nature by the determination toward one thing), then we say that it surely was lost through sin. But Bellarmine errs in contrasting free choice to the determination toward one thing, insinuating that a determination toward just one thing does not comport with man’s free choice. To this we respond with the words of Bernard (De grat. et lib. arb.) which were cited earlier [§ 27]: “No one should think that it is called ‘free choice’ because it deals with an equal power or capability between good and evil. Otherwise neither God nor the angels, whether good or evil ones, would be said to have free choice. But on this basis choice is said to be free: because it does its free will equally whether in good or in evil.” Thus the slavery of sin to which people not yet reborn are subject does not remove the freedom of nature, if by that term the inclination prone to evil is understood. But it does take away the freedom of nature, if by that term is understood the concreated freedom of uprightness originally inherent in the human nature by which the will acted with an equal capability between good and evil.

Therefore he speaks deceitfully in saying that a person not yet reborn can be free from sin through free choice with the help of God. For if it is understood in this way, that the help of God awakens the sleeping powers of free choice so that the grace of God and the will of man are allied causes of conversion, it is false. But he speaks correctly if this is explained in such a way that man differs from a brute animal in the respect that after the fall he still has been endowed with a will to which the grace of conversion can belong as to a subject,3 which cannot belong to herd animals in this way.

Ezekiel 36[:26]: “I shall take away the heart of stone.”

§ 39. The prophetic statement in which man’s heart is said to be of stone (Ezek. 36:26) clearly shows that no powers remained after the fall in the will of man, powers by which it could work together with divine grace to do good.

Bellarmine (De lib. arbit., bk. 6, ch. 13) counters: “Free choice is not a heart of stone, nor of flesh, but rather is a middle and natural force which can receive the form of stone (that is, the hardness of sin) and the form of flesh (that is, the softness of grace).”

We respond. This “force” means either the inner and essential freedom of the will by which the will acts freely in whatever it does, or the exterior freedom with regard to its object, by which the will can be borne either to good or to evil. If it is the first, we concede that it still survives in man. If it is the latter, we expressly deny it. There is also an ambiguity in the term “receive,” for if that is understood as a sort of active capacity, aptitude, and active force, we deny that such a sufficiency survives in man, by which the softness of grace can be received. But if it is understood as a passive capacity by which the will of man is established as a subject receptive of divine grace, we concede that such a receptivity still survives.

Accordingly, from the prophetic saying we conclude that man, considered in himself and in his own natural powers after the fall, has only a heart of stone; therefore of himself he cannot soften it and receive the softness of grace. Rather, it is required that divine grace take away the innate hardness and grant new powers to embrace the good, so that in this way a new heart and spirit would be created (Ezek. 11:19).

Bellarmine himself seems to acknowledge this, and thus he adds: “When this middle and natural force” (of free choice) “is of such a character through sin that it is called a heart of stone, it does not have of itself the power to turn to God and to become a heart of flesh, but rather takes on that power by the prevenient grace of God. For when free choice has been excited and prepared through prevenient grace, it does have the power to cooperate for its own conversion through the powers which it has received from God.”

This is said most rightly, except that a trap hides in the word “excited,” a trap which we shall uncover later. There, with the same effort, we shall deal with Bellarmine’s claim that Chemnitz has perceived and recited the opinion of the Papists not quite rightly and faithfully, as though their opinion is that free choice, excited by grace, exercises powers which it has even before it is excited, and that through its own powers it consents to the divine call in such a way that prevenient grace does not give powers to free choice but, as it were, arouses sleeping powers. Bellarmine denies that this is the opinion of the Papists, though they indeed acknowledge that man has free choice; yet he claims that they do not say or think that free choice of itself has any power even close to acts of piety, but rather receives that power from God through prevenient grace. This entire matter will be discussed below [§ 81].

Ephesians 2[:1]: “We were dead in sins.”

§ 40. Thus Bellarmine beclouds the clear words of the Holy Spirit with which He asserts that people who are not yet reborn are dead in trespasses and sins [Eph. 2:1]: “Those who are dead in sins because they live the life of nature, though they do not live the life of grace, will be able not as dead but as men living in one kind of life to cooperate toward their own vivification according to a second kind of life, if they have received from God the power to cooperate.”

We respond. Of course, natural life remains after the fall, but man cannot cooperate with God through this natural life for his own internal conversion. By the gift of natural life he can indeed hear, read, and meditate on the Word, which is the medium of conversion, but he can bring nothing from the shrine and sanctuary of his own natural powers to the actual act of conversion, which Bellarmine himself appears to acknowledge when he adds: “The power to cooperate comes from God.”

Therefore just as a dead person can provide no help for his physical resuscitation, so a person spiritually dead in sins can provide no help for his spiritual resuscitation, that is, for his conversion, illumination, regeneration, and renewal. The Holy Spirit does not excite the vital force which a person uses profitably for his conversion as if that force were already lying hidden in the person, but [He] confers it completely anew. The life of nature has nothing of importance for this subject, because natural life itself is death before God. In fact, “the mind that is set on the flesh is hostile to God” (Rom. 8:7). The spiritual life is of a far superior and higher level than the natural life; how, then, could the natural provide anything to begin the impulse of the spiritual life, since a cause is never inferior to its effect? Scripture proceeds in this way: “Without Christ man can do nothing” (John 15:5) because “he is dead in his sins” (Eph. 2:1). Bellarmine proceeds in the contrary fashion: a person excited by grace and helped by God can accomplish something and can cooperate because he is still living the natural life.

Conversion is the work of God.

§ 41. The work of conversion is solely attributed to God. He “shines in our hearts” (2 Cor. 4:6), gives us “understanding to learn His testimonies” (Ps. 119:34), makes the “eyes of our mind illumined” (Eph. 1:18), and not only this, but He also “opens our eyes that they may turn from darkness to light” (Acts 26:18). For this reason Augustine writes (De pecc. merit. et remis., bk. 2, ch. 5): “The grace of illumination is no less necessary to minds than light is to the eyes. In fact,” he says, “we ourselves open our eyes to see the light, but the eyes of the mind remain closed unless God opens them.” If God did not give eyes to see and a heart to understand, we would hear His Word and see His miracles in vain. According to Deut. 20:[3–]4, it is God who “softens the heart”; Ezek. 36:26, He “gives a heart of flesh” (since otherwise it is of stone); Acts 16:14, He “opens the heart” (since otherwise it remains closed); Deut. 30:6, He “circumcises the heart” (otherwise man is of an uncircumcised heart, Acts 7:51); Ezek. 6:9 [Vg], He has “broken the heart” (since otherwise the heart of man is hard, Rom. 2:5, and like a road hardened by traffic, Jer. 17:9); Ezek. 11:19, He “gives a new heart”; Col. 3:5, the members of the old Adam must be mortified; 2 Cor. 4:16, the outer man must be wasted away; John 6:44, it is God “who draws”; Phil. 2:13, it is God “who gives that we will” (since otherwise we do not will); Isa. 57:15, it is God who “gives life” (since otherwise people are dead in trespasses, Col. 2:13); Acts 15:9, He “purifies hearts” (since otherwise corrupt thoughts, etc., proceed from the heart, Matt. 15:19); in fact, Ps. 51:[10], He “creates a clean heart” (so that our conversion is a reshaping and rebuilding, and just as much power is required for a person’s conversion as for his creation; in fact, if we believe Augustine and Bernard, it is a greater work of God to make a wicked person devout than to create heaven and earth).

Therefore observe that God opens, converts, and softens hearts, yet because they are very hard, He also breaks and circumcises them. When this still accomplishes nothing, He removes the heart of stone and gives—or, rather, creates—a new one. Our Physician (Exod. 15:26) bandages and applies remedies to our weak nature, but this is insufficient because of its extreme corruption. It must be renewed, resuscitated from death, and regenerated. There is clearly a need not merely for healing but rather for a new birth.

The counterarguments of Bellarmine.

§ 42. Bellarmine (De grat. et lib. arb., bk. 5, ch. 29; bk. 6, ch. 13) objects: (I) “God does not incline our hearts by forcing them nor by bringing in a necessity, but by persuading and inviting with internal inspiration. Through the help of His grace, God indeed acts so that we assent to Him as He calls, but He does this by aiding our weakness, and not by taking away our freedom.”

We respond. The human will is not only weak but rather is completely dead to good; hence it needs not only help for its weakness but also the gift of new powers. God inclines and invites the will not only by rousing and persuading it but also by working within it effectually. Yet the freedom to reject grace is not removed, for, alas, too often the work of God in conversion is turned away by men; and God grants and confers the power to receive grace upon the will.

(II) [Bellarmine again:] “Creating a new heart is nothing other than cleansing the heart, and thus it is not absurd that the very substance of the spiritual heart, this seed being received, cooperates with divine grace for germinating the fruit of its own conversion and works of piety.”

We respond. Of course, after a person has been reborn through the Holy Spirit, when he acts, he cooperates for good with those new powers granted by God. But in the first act of conversion, he by no means cooperates by his own natural powers. Therefore [Bellarmine] is always confusing different questions.

(III) [Bellarmine again:] “Just as, regarding the terminus of justification, God creates us, and not we ourselves, since He infuses the habit4 of love, so also, regarding the disposition unto justification, we ourselves do it with the help of God, which Ezek. 18[:27] expressed when he says, ‘He shall make his own soul alive.’”

We respond. Our justification does not consist of the infusion of a habit but of the free forgiveness of sins and of the imputation of the righteousness of Christ, about which there will be more in its own place [On Justification through Faith (Commonplace XIX), §§ 195–248]. The idea that unregenerate people make themselves [regenerate]—that is, somehow regenerating themselves or at least preparing themselves for regeneration—is far more absurd than if someone said that an infant in the womb is shaping himself for this life. Augustine (Sermon 10 de verb. apost.):

Let us weep before the Lord, who created us both as human beings and as saved people. For if He made us human beings, but we made ourselves saved, then we did something better than He did. For a saved man is better than any other man. Therefore if God made you a man and you made yourself a good man, what you have done is better. Do not elevate yourself above God. Confess to Him who made you that no one recreates except the one who creates; no one remakes except the one who makes. “He made us, and not we ourselves” [Ps. 100:3], etc. So that you may call upon the Physician, He has roused your heart. God has given you the power to call upon Him. For “it is He who works in us both to will and to do according to His good will” [Phil. 2:13], because in order for you to possess a good will, His call preceded.

The following Sermon 11:

The Holy Spirit saw some people saying or about to say that God made them men but that they made themselves righteous. He foresaw them, admonished them, and called them back from this self-elevation, saying, “He made us, and not we ourselves” [Ps. 100:3]. Why did He add “and not we ourselves” when it would be enough to say, “He made us,” except that He wanted to point out this creation when they say, “We ourselves have made ourselves; that is, that we are righteous, we made ourselves righteous by our free will”? “When we were created,” [they say,] “we received free choice; therefore in order that we might be righteous, we do it by free choice.”

Those are the words of Augustine.

The prophetic statement [Ezek. 18:27] does nothing less than attribute to man the power of vivifying himself or cooperating in vivification. When the wicked person turns away from his wickedness and does righteousness, he makes his soul alive; that is, he will not die, he will not perish, but he will be saved in and for life, as the contrast shows, for among the Hebrews active verbs are often used instead of negating a contrary. Thus he is said to do injury who does not help; he is said to hate who does not love; he is said to harden himself who does not soften himself. The term “make alive”5 is used elsewhere in the Scriptures in the same way. In Exod. 1:17 the Egyptian midwives “gave life to Israelite male infants,” that is, they preserved their lives. Luke 17:33: “Whoever loses his life will make it alive.” Acts 7:19: “Lest the infants be made alive.”

(IV) [Bellarmine again:] “God works in us to will by helping and exciting [us] so that we in truth do the willing. Yet this does not occur without us, otherwise the apostle would not say, ‘Work out your salvation with fear and trembling’ (Phil. 2[:12]).”

We respond. The apostle is speaking about the reborn who can cooperate after their regeneration through the new powers given by God. But the question here involves the act of conversion itself, that is, what can the human will accomplish in that act of itself and of its own natural powers? This certainly does not yet amount to someone cooperating, but only passivity [παθητική].

Augustine (De grat. et lib. arbit., ch. 16): “It is certain that it is we who will when we will, but it is He who causes us to will of whom it is said, ‘It is God who works in us to will’ [Phil 2:13].” De grat. Christi contra Pelagium et C[o]elestium (bk. 1, ch. 25):

The grace of God toward us must be preached not [only] on account of the possibility of a good will and work, but even on account of the good will and work [themselves]. The help of divine grace is commended not only because it aids a natural possibility. Let Pelagius cease saying that we can do, say, and think every good thing, that it is His to give us this power but that it is ours to do or speak or think in a good or evil way. Let him, I say, cease to say these things, for not only has God given us our ability and helps it, but He even works in us to will and to do, not because we are not willing or because we are not acting, but because without His help we neither will nor do anything good.

De grat. et lib. arbitr. (ch. 17): “Without us He works in us that we will, but when we will, and will in such a way that we act, He cooperates with us, yet we accomplish nothing for good works of piety without someone working in us to will or cooperating when we will.”

The rebellion of the flesh suppresses free choice.

§ 43. A fourth class of argument must be added to these three classes, one that contains the statements of Scripture which describe the wrestling of flesh and Spirit in the reborn. For if “the flesh is at war with the Spirit” (Gal. 5:17) in the reborn themselves and wrestles with Him in hostility; if “the law of the members is at war with the law of the mind” (Rom. 7:23); if the old flesh retards and impedes the newness of the Spirit in good works—then this happens in conversion itself all the more. Thus the person who is not yet reborn cannot anticipate grace nor take it when it is offered with his own powers of free choice.

Luther (Assert., art. 36, vol. 2 of the Latin, f. 312) writes:

Even the righteous struggle against their flesh in a great contest, that they may do good. And they are resisted by their free choice as well as by the wisdom of the flesh desiring with all its powers against the Spirit, hating the things which are of the Spirit and of the Law of God. How, then, is it possible that it can of its own nature desire in favor of the Spirit and prepare itself for the Spirit by doing what in it lies [faciendo quod in se est] without the Spirit? While it exists in grace, its nature is of such a kind that it fights untamed against grace. Outside of grace can its nature be of such a kind that it helps the Spirit? What greater insanity can be imagined? For this new monster would be similar to this: if someone could not domesticate an untamed animal held in chains, and yet would boast insanely that before there were chains and without the chains it was so tame and gentle that it voluntarily domesticated itself or worked that it might be domesticated. If free choice sins in grace and rages against grace, as we are all forced to feel and as the apostle and all the saints complain of, then surely it is contrary to every sense to say that it is upright outside of grace and prepares itself for an absent grace which, when present, it hates and persecutes.6

Those are the words of Dr. Luther. The Papists counter that “the wrestling of flesh and Spirit is between the sensitive appetite and the superior part of the soul which has remained free of the corruption of sin.” But we have shown the contrary earlier in our commonplace On Original Sin [Commonplace XII, §§ 96–97].

The testimonies of antiquity.

§ 44. The statements of the ancients can be placed into distinct classes, the first of which contains those testimonies in which they attribute everything to divine grace and nothing to the powers of man.

Cyprian (Ad Quirin., bk. 3): “We must glory in nothing because nothing is our doing.” Augustine repeats this in many places.

Basil (Conc. de humil.): “Nothing has been left to you for your pride, O man, whose boast and hope is that you mortify all the things which are of your own doing and that you seek the life to come in Christ, whose firstfruits we have received in this life. The whole life we live we owe to the grace and gift of God, for it is God who gives us to will and to work for His own good will.” Again: “Why do you set yourself forth as having your own gifts, when you rather ought to be giving thanks to the Giver for the gifts you have received? For what do you have that you have not received?”

Ambrose (De voc. gent., bk. 1, ch. 3): “The same nature that was good, which was made bad in quality and made weak, is restored when man returns to piety; it is not another substance that is created in him. This he does not accomplish except by the grace of the Savior, who repairs His work with His own work. What perishes in a nature is not restored save by the author of that nature.” Ibid.: “Because his faith has been destroyed, his hope abandoned, his understanding blinded, his will taken prisoner, man does not find within himself anything by which he could be restored.”

Jerome (on Proverbs 16): “Whoever attributes to himself the good he has done, though he appears to work no evil with his hands, has already lost the innocence of his heart in that he preferred himself to the Bestower of good things.”

Augustine (De grat. et lib. arbit., ch. 15): “The will in us is always free, but it is not always good, etc. But it happens through grace that man is a person of good will who before was a person of evil will.” De dogmat. eccles. (ch. 6): “We live more safely if we give everything to God, but not if we commit ourselves partly to Him and partly to ourselves.”

Chrysostom (Homily de Adam et Eva): “Out of vessels of wrath He makes vessels of mercy, which is perceived to be such a matter of divine work alone that an act of thanksgiving and confession of praise is always given to God who works this for the correction of such vessels.” On Psalm 118: “You who are good people, attribute that gift to God and assume for yourselves what has been given to you, lest you lose what you have, and let the truth tell you just what you have that you have not received.” On Acts, homily 30: “Let us think that nothing is our own. In fact, even faith itself is not our own work. That is not ours but God’s. Hear the apostle as he says, ‘Even this is not of yourselves, it is the gift of God’ [Eph. 2:8].”

§ 45. The second class will be assigned to the sort of statements in which they say that free choice with respect to spiritual actions has been lost and that it can accomplish nothing except in the direction of sin.

Ambrose (De voc. gent., bk. 2, ch. 2): “The unsteady will of man has nothing in its own powers except a facility for peril, because the changeable will which is not controlled by an immutable will hurries toward evil all the faster as it is directed the more keenly to an action.”

Augustine (Retract., bk. 1, ch. 15): “How much is there which the will can accomplish under the reign of desire, unless perhaps, if devout, it prays for help? For it is free to such a degree because to such a degree it is freed and to such a degree it is called a ‘will.’ Otherwise, what must properly be called the ‘will’ would be all desire.” Letter 89 ad Hilar.: “Freedom without grace is nothing but arrogance, not freedom.” Letter 107: “We have lost the free choice to love God because of the greatness of the first sin.” Ench. (ch. 30): “Man uses his free choice badly and destroys both himself and it. For since he sins with free choice, sin was the victor and free choice has also been lost, for a person surrenders himself as a slave to him by whom he has been conquered.” Cont. Fortun. (disp. 2): “I say that there was a free choice of the will in the man who was created first. He was made in such a way that nothing at all resisted his will, if he willed to keep the commandments of God. But after he sinned with his free will, we who have descended from his line have fallen into necessity.” Contra duas epist. Pelag. (bk. 1, ch. 3): “Choice will not be free for good if the Liberator has not freed it, but man does have free choice in evil.” Book 3, ch. 8: “Captive free choice accomplishes nothing except in the direction of sin, but it does not accomplish anything for righteousness unless divinely freed and helped.” Contra Julian. (bk. 2): “Here you want a person to be perfected. If only it were by the gift of God and not by the free—or, rather, the enslaved—choice of one’s own will!” De corr. et grat. (ch. 13): “Before grace we have free choice, but it is not freed: free of righteousness, a slave to sin.” Hypogn. (bk. 3): “The free choice for the possibility of the good which was lost by the fault of the first man strays away from fellowship with the righteous.” Sermon 2 de verb. apost.: “It is true that, when man was created, he received great powers of free choice, but he lost them by sinning.” Sermon 13 de verb. apost.: “Surely, if the help of God is missing, you will be able to do nothing good. Indeed, you act without His help with your free will, but badly. Your will, which is called free, is sufficient for this, but by acting badly it becomes a damnable slave.”

Chrysostom (Homily 1 advent.): “Before the fall we had the free choice to do well, but not afterward, because after sin we are unable by our own power to escape from the hand of the devil. Rather, just as a ship whose rudder has been broken is driven wherever the storm wants, so we are led by the devil from sin to sin, nor thus far will we be allowed to do anything except what the devil himself wills. And unless God frees us with His strong hand of mercy, we shall remain in the bonds of sin until death.”

Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 81): “We are oppressed by no other yoke than one of a voluntary slavery. Thus we are miserable because of our slavery, and inexcusable because of our will, because the will, though it was free, made itself a slave to sin. Under this voluntary and wickedly free necessity the soul is held as both free and slave: slave because of necessity, free because of the will.”

John of Salisbury (Polycraticus, bk. 2, ch. 2): “Man is subject to the just judgment of God because he was unwilling to abstain from sin when he could. Now he cannot abstain, though he may wish to. Yet in this alone free choice is still active in him: it is sufficient for a work of wickedness. But he does not rise up to good unless grace comes ahead of him to help.”

§ 46. Into the third class must be placed the declarations in which they attribute the beginning of good impulses to divine grace.

According to Augustine (De bono persev.), Ambrose (commentary on Luke) writes: “The will of men is prepared by God. For when God is honored by a saint, it is by the grace of God.” [Ambrose] (De vocat. gent., bk. 1, ch. 9): “Although it is possible for man to not want good, yet he does not have the power to want good unless it has been given to him. His nature contracted the former through sin; his nature received the latter through grace.” Book 2, ch. 9: “It is necessary for one to come to God by the leadership of God. We are not sufficient even to think anything spiritual except through the grace of God [cf. 2 Cor. 3:5].”

Augustine (Retract., bk. 1, ch. 22): “It is within the power of man to change his will for the better” (which he explains as follows), “but this power is nothing unless it is given by God, about whom it is said, ‘He gave them power to become the children of God’ [John 1:12]. For though it may be in our power to act as we will, nothing has that power as much as the will itself, but the will is prepared by God.” Letter 105: “It remains for us to attribute faith itself, from which all righteousness begins, not to human choice, by which they themselves are extolled, nor to any preceding merits, because from them begin whatever good things are merits. Rather, we confess that it is a free gift of God, if we understand it as true grace, that is, without merits.” Letter 106: “The grace of God precedes every good work, and this happens with the will accompanying rather than leading, coming along rather than going before.” Enchirid. (ch. 32): “Let the whole matter be given to God who prepares the good will of man to be helped and helps it once it has been prepared; for the good will of man precedes many gifts of God but not all. What it does not precede, this itself is in them and itself is what precedes the one who does not will so that he wills, and follows the willing, lest he will in vain.” Contra duas epist. Pelag. (bk. 1): “Indeed, subsequent grace does aid the good intent of man, but that intent would not exist were it not that grace came before it, and the zeal of man which is called good, however great it may be when it begins to exist, must be helped by grace. Yet it does not begin without grace but is inspired by God.” De grat. et lib. arb. (ch. 2): “It is certain that our own will is required for us to do good, but we do not have it from our own powers, but God works in us to will.” Chapter 16: “It is certain that when we will, it is we who will, but He causes us to will about whom it is said, ‘It is God who works in us to will’ [Phil. 2:13].” Chapter 17: “Who is it who had begun to give love, however small, except He who prepares the will and perfects with cooperation what He begins by operation, because He Himself by beginning it works in us to will, and in perfecting He cooperates with us as we will?” Ibid.: “Without us God works that we will, but when we will to act He cooperates with us,” etc. De corrept. et grat. (ch. 1): “To desire grace is the beginning of grace.” De dogmat. eccles. (ch. 17): “Holy thinking, good intent, devout counsel, and every command of one’s good will come from God, because through Him, without whom we can accomplish nothing, we can accomplish something good.”

Chrysostom (on Genesis 7, homily 24,): “It is impossible for us to do something good correctly without having grace from on high.” On the Epistle to the Philippians (sermon 8): “God gives us both the readiness and the efficacy to act.”

Fulgentius (Ad Monim., bk. 1): “No human being is sufficient either to think or to do anything good without being helped by the free gift of divine assistance. For from Him comes the beginning of the good will; from Him, the capability of good work; from Him, persistence in good behavior,” etc.

Anselm (Medit. redemt., ch. 4): “From You I have the power to desire. Let me have from You the power to obtain what I desire.” De concord. grat. et lib. arbit.: “Just as no one receives an uprightness of the will without prevenient grace, so no one preserves it without subsequent grace.”

§ 47. The fourth class includes the statements in which they distinguish the objects of free choice, so that what man can accomplish in civil matters and what he can accomplish in spiritual matters can be understood.

Ambrose (De vocat. gent., ch. 2): “In every soul a will exists naturally, through which it hungers for that which pleases it or declines what displeases it. As concerns its natural impulse, there are two kinds: the sensual and the soulish [animalis]. But when the grace of God is present, there comes to it a third kind by the gift of the Spirit so that it can become spiritual.” (But he assigns the following to the soulish will: not serving the body and pleasure shamefully, and restraining its desires with rules of righteousness and honesty.)

Augustine (De fid. ad Petr., ch. 32): “Most firmly hold and do not doubt that man (so long as he is not ignorant of letters nor prohibited by imbecility nor adversity) can either read the words of the holy Law and Gospel or hear them from the mouth of a preacher. But no one has the power to perceive with his heart what he hears physically and to will to do the commands of God without God going ahead of him with His grace, without a divinely given good will and ability.” Hypogn. (bk. 3): “We confess that free choice belongs to all men, and it possesses the judgment of reason—not that it is sufficient without God either to begin or to finish those things which have to do with God, but only among the works of this present life,” etc.

Maxentius (Confess. de Christo): “We believe that natural free choice has power for nothing else except only to discern and desire carnal or worldly things which have nothing to do with God, but can perhaps appear glorious as far as man is concerned. But he cannot think nor desire nor will nor complete the things which pertain to eternal life except through the infusion and operation of the Holy Spirit.”

§ 48. The fifth class is constituted by the pronouncements in which they testify that willing and assenting to grace is not a matter of our powers but of a renewed will.

Ambrose (De voc. gent., bk. 1, ch. 9): “When grace is rejected by many, that is a matter of their own wickedness; but when it is accepted by many, that is a matter of divine grace and man’s will.” (Obviously this is a will already renewed, for he continues as follows:) “Grace itself accomplishes this with all sorts of healing and helping, so that in him whom it calls it prepares its own best receiver and a will which serves its gifts.”

The second Council of Orange [Conc. Arausic. 2.] (session 2, canon 6): “If anyone says that mercy is conferred upon those who believe, desire, and give effort without the grace of God, but confesses that it does not happen in us divinely that we believe and will through the infusion and inspiration of the Holy Spirit, let him be anathema.” Canon 7: “If anyone should confirm that he7 is able to agree to the preaching of the Gospel through the power of nature without the illumination of the Holy Spirit, he is being deceived by a heretical spirit.”

Augustine (Contra duas epist. Pelag., bk. 1, ch. 19): “Christ does not say ‘leads’ so that we would think that in some way the will precedes. Rather, He says ‘draws’ [John 6:44], for who is drawn who was already willing? Yet no one comes unless he is willing. Therefore he is drawn to will in wonderful ways by Him who knows how to work within the very hearts of people, not that people may believe unwillingly, something which cannot happen, but that they may be made willing from being unwilling.” De praedest. et grat. (ch. 11): “The willing itself is not of ourselves but is a gift of God, because from Him we have it that we both will and do [cf. Phil. 2:13].” De praedest. sanct. (ch. 3): “I used to think that our consent to the Gospel preached to us was our own doing and came from ourselves. Some small works written before my episcopate reveal my error.”

Prosper (De ingr.):

The apostle may run about the world;

He may preach, exhort; he may plant and water;

He may upbraid and insist;

He may travel whatever path he finds

Opened to the Word.

Nevertheless that his hearer may be stirred

By these pursuits, neither teacher nor pupil

But grace alone accomplishes and turns

What has been planted into heavy fruit.

He describes that grace in this way:

It does not persuade merely with gentle advice

And exhortation. It changes minds and reshapes

Them within. By its power to create it fashions

A new vessel from a broken one.

Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 1): “In the way that light pours around blind or closed eyes in vain, so the natural man does not perceive the things which are of God.” De grat. et lib. arbit.: “This is the entire work of free choice: that it consents. But it is not that the consent is of itself, because we are not sufficient of ourselves to think anything as of ourselves [2 Cor. 3:5], which is less than consenting,” etc.

Statements of the Scholastics and of the Papists themselves.

§ 49. In fact, the Scholastic and Papist writers themselves at times speak quite suitably about this subject.

Lombard (Sent., 2, dist. 25, letter G):

Four states of free choice in man can be noted. For before sin, nothing would keep him from good and nothing would drive him to evil. He did not have a weakness for evil, and he did have a helper for good. At that time his reason could judge without error, and his will could hunger for good without difficulty. But after sin and before the restoration of grace, he is oppressed and overcome by concupiscence and has a weakness toward evil, but does not have grace for good, and thus he can sin and cannot but damnably sin. But after restoration and before confirmation, he is oppressed but not overcome by concupiscence and indeed has a weakness toward evil, but he also has grace for good so that he is able to sin on account of freedom and weakness and is able not to sin because of freedom and helping grace. Nevertheless he does not yet have the absolute power to not sin or to be unable to sin, because his weakness has not yet been perfectly absorbed and grace not perfectly consummated. But after confirmation, when his weakness has been completely consumed and grace consummated, he will be unable to be either oppressed or overcome. He will then be unable to sin.

Letter H:

Through sin natural goods are corrupted and free things are removed, for man incurs punishment for sin in the corruption and suppression of his free choice. Therefore the freedom of choice has been corrupted and partially destroyed through sin. Hence Augustine (Enchirid.) writes: “In using his free choice, man wickedly destroys both himself and it, for when he sins by his free choice, sin overcomes and free choice is lost. For a person becomes a slave to him by whom he has been overcome.” Behold: he says that man has lost free choice not because he did not have free choice after sin, but because he lost the freedom of his choice, and, indeed, not all freedom but freedom from wretchedness and sin.

In letter I he explains “three modes of freedom, namely, from necessity, from sin, and from wretchedness,” and he says that “through sin freedom from sin was lost, but not from necessity.”

Thomas (De verit., q. 24): “Free choice, by doing what in it lies without grace, cannot dispose nor prepare itself to have grace.” [ST] (1.2., q. 189, art. 3): “In the state of his corrupt nature, man cannot love God above all things out of his purely natural [qualities].” [ST] (2.2., q. 4, art. 4): “By grace God creates faith not only when it begins to exist but also so long as faith endures. God always works the justification of people just as the sun always works the illumination of the air.”

Guilielmus Parisiensis quite suitably explains the very necessary distinction in the question of the freedom of choice “between civil and spiritual righteousness.”

Gregory of Rimini, a professor at Paris (Sent., bk. 2, dists. 26–28), accuses the rest of the Scholastics: “They were given over to the Pelagian heresy in the doctrine of the free choice of man.” And he also speaks honorably about Thomas Bradwardine, professor at the Sorbonne in Paris, who ten years before Gregory—that is, around 1330—published a three-part work on the grace of God against free choice.

Johannes Driedo (De concord. lib. arbit. et praedest.): “A person who does not yet believe but has been left to himself in only the talents of his vitiated nature cannot prepare himself to receive the grace of faith.”

Johannes Ferus, the Minorite (commentary on John 1:23): “The old birth and thus all the powers of nature which are transfused by natural propagation into the offspring are condemned in Scripture; the thinking of our heart is cursed; our reason, mouth, hands, feet, and all things within us are wrapped in sin and darkness.” Hence the Index expurgat. Hisp. (f. 123) orders the following axioms to be blotted out of the commentaries of Ferus: “Nature itself produces no other than evil fruits.” “Our will is evil and the root of all evils,” etc.

Cassander (Consult., art. 18, from Bonaventure): “It is characteristic of pious minds that they attribute nothing to themselves, but the entire matter to the grace of God. Hence, however much one may grant to the grace of God, he does not depart from piety even if he may take away from the power of nature and of free choice. But when anything is taken away from the grace of God, and when what belongs to grace is attributed to nature, then danger can occur.”

Bellarmine (De lib. arbitr., bk. 4, ch. 10) says that “free choice must be proven even to some Catholics.”


 

1 animalis homo, the Vulgate’s translation for ψυχικὸς ἅνθρωπoς in 1 Cor. 2:14, which the KJV and many other English Bibles translate as “natural man.” The term translated here as “soulish” means “endowed with soul” but not endowed with the Holy Spirit.

2 I.e., the linking verb “are.” See Charlton T. Lewis and Charles Short, eds., A Latin Dictionary: Founded on Andrews’ Edition of Freund’s Latin Dictionary, Revised, Enlarged, and in Great Part Rewritten (Oxford: Clarendon, 1879), s.v. “substantivus” II.

3 On “subjects” and their “adjuncts,” see above, p. 62 n. 1 and p. 114 n. 1.

4 See above, p. 33 n. 1; cf. below, p. 260 n. 4.

5 I.e., ζωoγoνέω.

6 Vindication of All the Articles of Luther Condemned by the Recent Bull of Leo X (1520), WA 7:147.

7 Read se with Cotta instead of non.







CHAPTER V: THOSE WHO ERR ABOUT FREE CHOICE IN EXCESS

The Pelagians.

§ 50. The Pelagians formerly departed from the path of heavenly truth when they attributed more than is right to the powers of free choice, and they were followed by the Scholastics, in whose steps the Papists stand, with whom the Synergists agree in part. Around 415, under the Emperors Arcadius, Theodosius the Younger, and Honorius, Pelagius, a British monk, began to extol excessively the powers of free choice. Dr. Chemnitz (Loci, part 1, p. 499) claims four occasions from history for this error.

(1) [Pelagius] wanted to refute the Manichaeans sharply, who were attributing the origin of sins not to the free choice of the will but to a contrary substance mixed with man. Therefore he leaned too far in the other direction, and the same thing happened to him which happens to grafters who try to correct the curve in a young tree and err by drawing it too far in the opposite direction. (See Basil, Letter 41.)

(2) He did not approve of the violent raptures of the Enthusiasts who were scattered around in those days, as the Tripart. (bk. 7, ch. 11) recounts it.

(3) He was a lover of discipline and kept seeing the disgraceful laziness of Christians.

(4) Without good judgment, he grasped at the words of the fathers ineptly. Augustine (De haeres., ch. 88) describes his error in this way:

The most recent of all the current Pelagian heresies came from Pelagius the monk, whom Coelestius followed as his teacher, so that their adherents are also called Coelestines. They are so hostile to the grace of God—by which we have been predestined into the adoption of the children of God through Jesus Christ and by which we are plucked from the power of darkness so that we believe in Him, etc.—that they believe that man can keep all the divine Commandments without it. Pelagius, chided by his brethren because he was attributing nothing to the help of the grace of God for keeping the Commandments, finally made them stop their rebuke, not because he [now] placed grace ahead of free choice, but by displacing it with faithless deceitfulness. He said that grace was given to people so that they might more easily be able to fulfill through grace what they are commanded to do through free choice. Of course, by saying that they could do it more easily, he wanted it to be believed that, even if it were more difficult, nevertheless men could perform the commands without divine grace. But they say that this grace of God, without which we can do nothing good, does not exist except in free choice, which our nature, with no preceding merits, receives from Him for this great purpose, as He gives aid through His Law and doctrine: that we might learn what we should do and for what we should hope, etc. They say that the grace of God by which we are freed from wickedness is given according to our merits.

From this quotation of Augustine it appears that Pelagius corrected his language several times, and yet retained the very core of his error, which is so customary to the heterodox. At first he denied the necessity of divine grace plainly; later on he conceded that the help of grace was necessary, but he explained it in terms of free choice itself, which is an unearned gift of God.

Augustine (Sermon 11 de verb. apost.): The Pelagians

argued against grace in favor of free choice, [and] causing offense to pious and catholic ears, they began to be afraid, etc., and invented the following untruth to alleviate that unpopularity. “I do not,” he says, “argue against the grace of God.” How do you prove it? “By the very fact,” he says, “that I do not argue against the grace of God, because I am defending free choice.” See the shrewdness! But it is glass which shines with vanity but is broken by the truth. If

(as they say)

God created man and God endowed man with free choice, what can man do about free choice? To whose grace does he owe it except to His who created him with free choice? When they noticed that this was too thin, he said that grace must be understood as the revelation of the Law.

Augustine (De grat. Christi cont. Pelag. et Coelest., bk. 1, ch. 3): “The grace of God and the aid by which we are helped so that we do not sin are placed by Him in nature and free choice or in the Law and doctrine, so that obviously, when God helps man, it is believed that He helps man to turn away from evil and to do good by revealing and showing him what he ought to do.”

When this opinion, too, was refuted, Pelagius said that the grace of God was necessary for past sins to be forgiven but that nevertheless it was unnecessary to avoid future sins. Augustine (De grat. et lib. arb., ch. 13): “They say that the grace of God which is given through faith in Jesus Christ, which is neither the Law nor nature, is able to accomplish only this: that past sins be forgiven, not that future ones be avoided or those which assail us be overcome.”

But after Pelagius was cast down from this fortified position, he said that the help of grace accomplishes this: that we can more easily fulfill through grace what we are ordered to do through free choice. Augustine (De grat. Christ. contra Pelag., bk. 1, ch. 19): “Pelagius says that grace is given so that what God commands may be more easily fulfilled. Here he shows clearly what he feels about [grace], namely, that what God commands can be done even without it, though less easily.”

At last he admitted that the grace of God was necessary, but he added that it was given according to the desire of good will, which must certainly precede. Augustine (De grat. et lib. arbit., ch. 14): “Since they have been convicted of being not defenders but deceivers and overthrowers of free choice, because the grace which is given through our Lord Jesus Christ is not the knowledge of the divine Law nor nature nor mere remission of sins, they resort to this: that they try in some way to show that the grace of God is given according to our merits. For they say that even though it is not given according to the merits of our good works, because through it we are to do good works, nevertheless it is given according to the merits of good will.”

But even though Pelagius had men of great authority in Palestine, Africa, Italy, France, and Britain as his disciples, Augustine was yet stirred by the singular grace of God, and he, more than all others, sharply opposed Pelagius, Julian, Coelestius, and the rest with various writings which are in vol. 7 of the writings of Augustine. Afterward, from the school of Pelagius came Cassian, the monk of Marseilles, who (in his Collationes) says that in some people grace goes ahead of the will and that in others grace is preceded by the will; and Faustus, the Gallic bishop, who around the year 500 argued that all people are supplied by the law of nature [sufficiently] that they might believe.

The Semi-Pelagians.

Here we should place the Semi-Pelagians, the so-called remnants of the Pelagians, who are mentioned in vol. 7 of the works of Augustine, in the letters of Prosper and Hilary, who taught that eternal life was apprehended through free choice by those who believed voluntarily in God and received the help of grace by the merit of their believing; that the obedience of faith is prior to grace; that the will of man of itself produces the help of divine grace; that the beginning of faith and of conversion is of us and that the increase is of God.

The Scholastics.

§ 51. The Scholastic writers went beyond the true limits of Scripture and clearly stand in the footsteps of Pelagius, for they argue: “Out of the powers of free choice man can prepare himself for the grace of God” (though Scripture nevertheless asserts that the good will of man is prepared by God). “He does the Commandments of God so far as the substance of the act is concerned” (though the Law of God requires not only external but also internal obedience). “A man not yet reborn does not sin in doing the works of the Commandments without faith and the Holy Spirit and by his choice alone” (yet everything which is not of faith is sin). “A man existing in mortal sin without faith and the Holy Spirit can avoid and beware of any [other] mortal sin, lest he commit it again” (yet to those who are not reborn all sins are mortal, and due to the impediments of their freedom it is not universally and always true that a man not yet reborn can avoid any sin which conflicts with external discipline even in external matters). They have introduced congruous merit, and some of them even claim that a person can love God above all things out of his purely natural powers.

Alexander of Hales (part 2, q. 69, second to last article): “God gives grace necessarily by the necessity of His immutability to the one who does what in him lies.”

Thomas ([ST,] 1.2., q. 114, art. 6): “By congruous merit anyone can earn first grace for another, for it is congruous according to the proportion of friendship that God fulfill the will of man in the salvation of another, because he himself is fulfilling the will of God.”

Biel (Sent., 2, dist. 27, q. 1, art. 4): “A soul can merit first grace congruously with [every] obstacle removed and with a good movement called forth toward God out of the freedom of choice.” [Biel] (Sent., 2, dist. 28, q. 1, art. 2) forms from Scotus and Occam the following propositions: “Of its own natural powers and without grace, free choice can bring forth a morally good act, avoid any new mortal sin, and fulfill the divine Commandments as far as the substance of the act is concerned.” Sent. ([bk.] 3, dist. 27. q. 1, art. 3, doubt 2): “The human will of a pilgrim can love God above all things out of its own natural powers.” He says that this proposition is in harmony with the opinion of Scotus, Occam, [and] Pierre d’Ailly, which he tries to prove in this way: “The will can conform itself to every dictate of right reason. But to love God above all things is a dictate of right reason, for reason dictates that among all things that are to be loved there is something to be loved most. Also, an erring person can love a creature above all things; therefore he can love God, too, for it would be very strange if the will could conform itself to an erroneous dictate and not a right one. Also, out of his pure natural powers a man can want God to be God; but now, such a man wants the greatest good for God.”

Scotus adds the line of reasoning “about a strong politician who prefers to die rather than to flee the republic with disgrace and abuse.” Sent. (bk. 4, dist. 14, q. 2, art. 2): “A movement of free choice is required as a brief disposition for the justification of a wicked person. To these two movements of free choice—namely, hatred against sin and the will’s [movement] toward God—there correspond two things which are from God who justifies, that is, the infusion of grace and the expulsion of sin.”

The Papists.

§ 52. Some Papists openly follow the opinion of the Scholastics, but some, with greater subtlety. For the more recent Jesuits seem to shrink from the harsher words of their predecessors, though meanwhile they retain the heart of their errors. Their public position stands in the decrees of the Council of Trent (session 6, canon 2), which speak as follows: “If anyone says that divine grace is given through Jesus Christ solely for this, that a person may be able more easily to live righteously and to earn eternal life, both of which he could accomplish through his free choice without grace but with hardship and difficulty, let him be anathema.” Canon 3: “If anyone says that a person can believe, hope, love, or repent as is necessary for the grace of justification to be given to him without the prevenient inspiration of the Holy Spirit and His assistance, let him be anathema.” Canon 4: “If anyone says that the free choice of man, moved and excited by God, does not cooperate in assenting to Him who stirs and calls, disposing and preparing itself to obtain the grace of justification, and that it cannot disagree if it should so want but, like something inanimate, does nothing at all and is merely passive, let him be anathema.” Canon 5: “If anyone says that the free choice of man after the sin of Adam was lost and extinguished or is a matter of title alone and, in fact, is a title without a subject, and, finally, a fiction foisted by Satan upon the church, let him be anathema.”

With these words the Council of Trent deceitfully twists the true status of the controversy, because the question here is not about the will itself nor about the freedom of the will from compulsion nor about every sort of will in external matters nor about the freedom of the renewed will, but rather about the power to effect spiritual actions, that is, whether it has this power of itself so that it can cooperate with prevenient grace before renewal. This is something the Council of Trent does not deny, for Andrada explains its intent in this way:

Of course, free choice cannot accomplish spiritual actions without the inspiration and aid of the Holy Spirit, but that does not happen in such a way that the mind and will, such as they are in man after his first birth before conversion, do not at all have any power, might, or capabilities which are necessary to begin and effect spiritual actions. Instead, this happens in such a way that those natural powers and capabilities, though neither destroyed nor extinguished, nevertheless are so caught up in sins’ snare that man cannot by his own power extricate himself from them. It is like a person who is held bound by iron fetters and has an inherent and innate power to walk, but though he may have it, he cannot use it so that it produces an action unless his bonds, which repress and check his movement, first be broken.

(In this way his powers for good would not be lost but only impeded.) He also uses this illustration:

If, when you see some wooden material burning, I were to ask you what the efficient cause of the burning is, you would say that it was necessarily fire along with God as the Author and Patron of nature, who supplies fire with the power to burn and conspires with it to operate. Thus, since the motion of free choice depends on the grace of God no more than the burning of straw depends on divine power, why is it that you strip free choice of the dignity and name of efficient cause?

(In this way a general union with God would be established as quite necessary for the exertion of the powers of free choice but not the special action of grace.) To explain the same thing he uses the illustration of a “sick man whose powers have been broken, weakened, and attenuated by his ailment, when the physician strengthens and encourages his powers which are still left, though they may have been weakened, and restores them if any have been lost.” (In this way a person who is not yet reborn is established as weak but not dead to good.)

Censura Col. (f. 35): “Human choice has great significance not only in moral duties and actions but also in matters pertaining to salvation.” (In this way the necessary distinction between civil and spiritual righteousness is destroyed.) Folio 37: “To this extent God is always present with His grace if He sees a mind prepared and ready to receive Him, if He discovers that it is not reluctant.” (In this way congruous merit is established.) Folio 48: “God placed reason and freedom of choice1 ahead of the desire for sin and concupiscence, and sin is subjected to its command with such subjection that it is scarcely of any importance.” (In this way the wretched slavery of sin is denied in those who are not yet reborn.)

Costerus.

§ 53. Costerus (Enchirid., ch. De l. arb.) at times speaks handsomely, for instance:

Not only can the sinner not be freed from sin by his own powers, but he also cannot rise up again from [sin], nor feel grief over sin, nor dispose himself for grace and the remission of sins, nor develop a devout attitude toward God, nor speak with devout affection about Christ as His Redeemer without divine moving and without prevenient grace. So great is the blindness of man’s intellect and so great the hardness of his will and heart that, except merciful grace should come first, illumine the mind, and move the affections, he will never really repent or turn back to God. For His mercy’s sake, God works in us without us to move our heart and illumine our mind.

But he quickly explains how he intends all this to be understood when he attributes “the power to receive divine inflowings to the powers of the human will,” when he compares “the powers of free choice” in the unregenerate to “a man who has fallen into a pit and is sleeping securely,” and the Holy Spirit with “a friend who has compassion on him, rouses him from sleep, tells him what he is going to do, and extends to him a hand or rope. So, when that fellow heeds the advice of his friend, he grasps the rope, holds on, and renders in accordance with his powers whatever may lie within him, not just suffering [to be acted upon] but also cooperating, until he is finally pulled out of the pit and is illumined by sunlight.”

Thus, according to the opinion of Costerus: “Free choice, that it may be drawn out of the dark pit, not only undertakes, endures, and is moved, but it also cooperates with and prepares itself for grace.” He compares a sinful person “with a man half-dead. As he desires and struggles as hard as he can for help, a friend comes near with a light to put him on his horse.” He compares him with “a lad who is attracted by an apple, or with a son who is enticed by his father with little gifts and compliments, to learn his letters.” He compares the Holy Spirit with “a guide who carries a lamp out in front and drags the weak person along by the hand.” In fact, he writes clearly that “the will of man after the fall has retained such freedom that it can accept or not accept the grace which has been offered it, that it cooperates freely with grace once it has accepted it, that the grace of God and free choice are the cause of spiritual freedom.”

Bellarmine.

§ 54. Bellarmine also writes quite handsomely: “Free choice, by its powers alone, cannot will and make itself to be prepared for grace.” (Yet here he leaves something to it, for since it cannot do anything by its own powers alone, therefore it can do something when helped by grace.) He denies (bk. 6, ch. 13) that “free choice has of itself any potentiality or, at least, proximate potentiality2 for acts of piety, but rather it receives this from God through prevenient grace.” (Yet here he appears to leave a remote potentiality to it.) In the same chapter he writes clearly: “As a stone does not of itself have the power to cooperate if it should perhaps be turned into flesh, so also free choice does not of itself have the power to cooperate for its own conversion. Yet it can receive the power to act through prevenient grace from God, which a stone cannot do.”

We can say here what Augustine once said about the Pelagians: “These words would be received without scruple, if they were not said by those whose meaning is known.”3 For how sincerely can Bellarmine treat this important point of heavenly doctrine when he argues elsewhere that the corruption of [human] nature has come solely from the loss of a supernatural gift because of sin; when he defends the merits of human works; when he establishes dispositions for justification; when he contends for the idea that the fight between the flesh and the Spirit in man arises out of his purely natural state when the restraint of original righteousness is removed?

Accordingly, [Bellarmine] writes clearly (bk. 6, ch. 15): “Before all grace there still exists in man free choice not only for natural and moral works but also for supernatural works and works of piety.” This he later explains as follows: “Before grace there is in man a remote and imperfect potentiality to do works of piety.” But the words about a remote potentiality labor under an ambiguity which must have a necessary explanation. For if “remote potentiality” means the passive capacity and aptitude by which man, whose will has been endowed with natural powers to will and not will, can be converted and be capable of justification through grace (such a potentiality or capacity is not in an unreasoning log nor in demons persistent in evil), then we concede that such a remote potentiality for conversion survives in man. But if the expression “remote potentiality” means an active faculty by which man’s will of itself and of its own powers asks for grace or applies itself to grace which is at hand and prevenient and can cooperate by assenting to it—which power indeed is said to exist before grace and be remote, but which comes forth into action and becomes near [rather than remote] though still imperfect by prevenient, moving, stirring, and aiding grace—then we deny that such a remote potentiality survives in man.

It is certain that Bellarmine takes the term “remote potentiality” in the latter sense from the fact that he writes: “Choice is free, but its freedom is as though bound and hindered; but it is freed and turned loose when the proximate potentiality to work is granted to it through the grace of God. We experience something similar in the potentiality to see. For even if the sensible sight is absent, man has the potentiality and freedom to see; yet the potentiality is remote and the freedom bound until the sight is received, the potentiality perfected, and it can come forth into actuality.” But if this comparison has a point, the “remote potentiality” must surely then mean an active potentiality in man’s free choice for works of piety, which is in it naturally and of itself and needs nothing else but the application of its object.

The quaint moderation of Erasmus.

§ 55. Erasmus must also be assigned to this class with his quaint moderation in his learned discussion. He argues that there exists in man something, however weak and feeble it may be, by which he can prepare himself for grace and apply himself to it. [Here also must be assigned] the Synergists of our time who did upset the churches of the Augsburg Confession not a little. According to the Formula of Concord (art. II, negation 4), they claimed: “Unregenerate man with regard to his free choice is indeed too weak to make the beginning of his own conversion, turn to God by his own powers, and obey the Law of God with all his heart. Yet if by the preaching of the Word of God the Holy Spirit lays the foundations for conversion and offers His grace to man in the preached Word, then the will of man by its own natural powers can confer something to its conversion, though this may be very insignificant, weak, and inactive; can help its conversion; and can cooperate in completing it.”4 Therefore, when the Synergists claim three causes of conversion—namely, the Holy Spirit, the Word of God, and the human will—though this could with difficulty be explained in such a way as not to provide kindling wood for synergism, it must be rejected as not really agreeing with the “pattern of sound words” [2 Tim. 1:13]. Theodore Beza (Quaest. et respons., bk. 1, f. 621) says, “People cooperate with first grace,” yet elsewhere he writes the contrary.


 

1 Read rationem & arbitrii libertatem with Cotta instead of rationem libertatem.

2 Thomas Aquinas describes “proximate potentiality” as “being on the point of having” something (ST, part 2.2., q. 65, art. 1, response to 1). For example, a fully grown, healthy man can fight in the army with proximate potentiality, whereas a young boy can fight in the army only with remote potentiality (after he has grown into a man). See Deferrari, Lexicon of St. Thomas Aquinas, s.v. “potentia” 4.o.

3 See below, § 136.

4 Cf. FC Ep II 11.







CHAPTER VI: REFUTATION OF THE ERRORS
OF BELLARMINE ON FREE CHOICE


SECTION I: ON THE DISTINCTION
BETWEEN SUFFICIENT AND EFFECTUAL AID

§ 56. But passing over the others, let us return to Bellarmine. In order to make his opinion more clear to us, it should be noted that, among the remaining divisions of grace (in De grat. et lib. arb., bk. 1, ch. 2), he lists in fifth place that which is between “sufficient aid, or grace, and effectual aid.” He calls the former aid that “by which God calls, rouses, and is prepared to help a person by directing, protecting, and working together with him in such a way that he can in truth be so roused and called so as to want to believe, to want to be converted, to want to do something good, and yet he really may not want to believe or be converted or do something good.” On the other hand, the latter is what he calls that “by which God calls, rouses, and aids a person by directing, protecting, and working together with him in such a way that the man who is so roused and called actually does want it and actually does believe, is converted, does good.” This distinction he tries to prove in the following ch. 11.

We respond. We readily admit that there are many people who resist the Holy Spirit as He begins His work of conversion, who despise the counsel of God against themselves [cf. Luke 7:30], who judge themselves unworthy of eternal life [cf. Acts 13:46], and who in this way by their own fault reject the grace of conversion. But we deny that grace itself must consequently be divided into sufficient and effectual grace since, in fact, there is one and the same grace which works in believers and is rejected by unbelievers.

Where effectual grace comes from.

In ch. 12 [Bellarmine] disputes about “from where effectual grace is obtained.” In the first place, he repudiates the opinion of those who “establish effectual grace in human assent and cooperation in such a way that grace is said to be effectual on the basis of the result [ab eventu], namely, that an effect occurs, and the effect occurs because the human will cooperates.” This opinion, he says, “destroys the efficacy of grace and at the same time [destroys] predestination.” Next, he also repudiates the opinion of those who teach that “effectual grace is a natural [physica] action of God which determines the will to will and to choose the good which was breathed into him by the grace which rouses.” This opinion, he says, “destroys sufficient grace and free choice.” But he himself embraces this opinion: “Effectual grace consists in internal illumination and inspiration.”

§ 57. We respond. Since the very point of conversion, so to speak, is under consideration, we must navigate carefully, lest we be carried either to the Pelagian Scylla or to the Charybdis of the absolute decree. Therefore we proceed in this way. First of all, the extremes of which the Holy Spirit warns us to beware in this area must be avoided. For the efficacy of grace for conversion must not be attributed to the cooperation of the human will, nor should it be attributed to an absolute decree of God selecting certain people. The middle path must be taken. It must be acknowledged that it is the work of divine grace alone that many are converted and saved; it must be acknowledged that many are not converted and perish only by the fault of those who perish.

In this [statement] the Christian mind can rest securely with devout simplicity, even if it may be unable to free itself from all difficulties, especially from those which are raised about individual people who are to be converted. But because Bellarmine attributes to us the idea of assigning the efficacy of grace to a natural [physica] action1 of God by which He directs the will to will and to choose the good which had been inspired in that will by the grace which rouses, our position must be explained in detail.

In His work of conversion, the Holy Spirit finds the sort of subject which has no cooperative powers. In fact, the mind of the still unregenerate person is blind, and the will is opposed and hostile to God. Therefore grace accomplishes the following with every kind of curing and assisting: it makes the person it intends to convert willing from an unwilling person, obedient from a hostile person. But that does not happen in such a way that it converts the person or provides him with strength as if the person were neither thinking nor understanding, but rather the Holy Spirit grants new powers with which it is possible to assent to His calling, and yet is not immediately in a single instant divesting the person of the old freedom—or, rather, the wretched slavery—with which it could reject the offered grace. Therefore far be it from us to say that the grace of the Holy Spirit sets the will to want and choose the good by some natural [physica] action in conversion (for in this way all whom the Holy Spirit wants to convert would be converted by an immutable necessity). In fact, the Holy Spirit suffers Himself to be resisted, permits His work to be hindered, and sees that many judge themselves unworthy of conversion and of the fruit of conversion, eternal life itself.

Therefore in all men there exists a will after the fall. But it is not of its own powers that a will should will a spiritual good, since it serves sin. Therefore in conversion the Holy Spirit renews the will of man and grants it new powers such that, after it is equipped with them, it can actually will and choose the good. But meanwhile, on the basis of the inherent corruption of his nature, a person is able to not want the good, and he can impede the work of the Holy Spirit. And thus it can in no way be said that in conversion grace determines the will to want and to choose the good by some natural [physica] action.


SECTION II: ON THE DISTINCTION
BETWEEN OPERATING AND COOPERATING GRACE

§ 58. All this will become clearer from the following. Indeed, Bellarmine (ch. 14 and following) clarifies the division between “operating and cooperating grace.” (He says the former is that which “effects the first action of the deliberate will in man, such as conversion, whether that be from unbelief to faith or from other sins to repentance.” He calls the latter that which “effects the consequent acts of the will, such as desiring to pray, desiring to do good works.”) Especially [he clarifies] the statement of Augustine (De grat. et lib. arb., ch. 17): “He works it without us that we will, but when we will and will in such a way that we act, He cooperates with us.” Bellarmine explains this as follows:

According to one sort of cause, God moves with respect to [man’s] deliberate willing, and the will is not moving but is merely moved. Nevertheless, according to another sort of cause, God concurs as a mover to produce the same act of willing, but the will then is both moved and moving. And thus both are true: that God works the deliberate willing itself to will without us, and He does not work without us. For if we consider the efficient and natural [physica] cause of that act, it is not only God through specific aid but also the will through free choice. In this way the willing is God’s and ours, and we cooperate in it with God, and God does not work it without us. But if we consider the moral cause2 of the same action—that is, the cause which moves by persuading, exhorting, and advising—the cause is God alone. But according to this kind of cause, the will is not moving but is only moved, for the will itself does not drive itself by persuading and exhorting to want what it does not want; rather, God speaks within the soul with His own inspirations and encourages and persuades it to will.

These are the words of Bellarmine, who later applies this example to the topic:

Let there be a man who needs to sail to the Orient, and yet is unwilling to do this; then let someone come to him and finally persuade him with many proffered reasons and make a willing person out of an unwilling one. Then, when the second person perceives that the first is willing to sail, he gets him a ship, money, and the rest of the supplies necessary for those who sail. Accordingly, the second man will be able to say truthfully: “I alone caused that fellow to be willing to undertake the voyage.” For even if the other heard the reasons given and considered them and finally offered his assent, nevertheless he did not persuade himself, nor did he move himself. But his friend moved and persuaded him. Furthermore, as far as the execution of the will is concerned, that friend cannot say, “I alone took him to the Orient,” but “I alone helped him and cooperated with him so that he would sail suitably.” If in fact the fellow who was persuaded by his friend decided to sail, without doubt he did not fail himself but began to consider what he had to do and to apply his effort and industry to his coming voyage.

§ 59. We respond. He says and argues these points craftily. It is certain that it is we who will when we will, but that willing does not stem from residual natural powers of free choice but from those new qualities given by the Holy Spirit. The illustration which Bellarmine uses clearly shows that he claims that in conversion the will of man is moved by being persuaded, inspired, and roused so that it exercises its natural powers, and thus cooperates with grace immediately in the first act of conversion. Indeed, the sailor whom Bellarmine sends off to the Orient is persuaded and turned into a willing person from being an unwilling one in such a way that he has the source of this will and work within himself, which is aroused by external exhortations and persuasions and is drawn into action. But unregenerate man has not been equipped with such an inner source to will the good and is, in fact, dead in his sin. As no strength and power at all remain in a dead body with which it can restore physical life to itself or cooperate for its own resuscitation, so a person who is spiritually dead with regard to sin has no faculty or active power to call himself back into life or to cooperate in his own resuscitation.

Here there must be a repetition of something from the doctrine of original sin which was explained earlier [On Original Sin (Commonplace XII), §§ 49–54, 70–80]: through the fall of the first people not only was original righteousness lost, but also [human] nature was wretchedly corrupted. Therefore original sin consists not only in the loss of integrity but also in the addition of corruption, which corruption is present in the manner of a vicious disposition [habitus]. For just as exterior actions, to which the sinful are carried with unhindered vehemence, bear witness that a vicious disposition lurks in their will, so the copious crop of actual sins born out of the heart bears witness that the corruption is present in [human] nature by way of a vicious disposition. But it is not an acquired disposition, but an innate disposition. Hence it is not removed by contrary acts,3 as is an acquired disposition.4 Rather, as it was contracted by generation, so it can be destroyed or diminished only through the regeneration and renewal of the Holy Spirit. Therefore for the will of man to will the good in conversion, it is not enough that the will be moved by being persuaded, exhorted, and advised. Rather, it needs first to be given new powers to will and to embrace the good, because it is, in fact, not only sleeping in its sins, but it even disgracefully serves them and cannot help but serve them of itself and of its own powers. The will needs not just persuasion but also change, not just healing but also renewal, not an exterior beating but an interior drawing.

No one denies that man’s will wills, that his will believes, and that we believe only when we are willing. But it is God who makes us will, yet He does this not only by persuading, encouraging, and advising the will but by freeing it from the slavery of sin, by changing it effectually, by renewing it, by endowing it with new powers for good. This is the genuine meaning of Augustine, as is clear from all the statements cited earlier [§§ 44–48]. De grat. et lib. arb. (ch. 16): “It is certain that it is we who will and act when we will and act, but it is He who works both to will and to act” (But how? Only by persuading and encouraging? Pay attention to what follows!) “by granting the will very effectual powers, about which it is written: ‘God works in us to will and to do’ [Phil. 2:13].” Contra duas epist. Pelag. ad Bonif. (bk. 1, ch. 19): “Christ does not say ‘leads’ so that we would think that in some way the will precedes. Rather, He says ‘draws’ [John 6:44], for who is drawn who was already willing? Yet no one comes unless he is willing. Therefore he is drawn to will in wonderful ways by Him who knows how to work within the very hearts of people, not that people may believe unwillingly, something which cannot happen, but that they may be made willing from being unwilling.” De praedest. sanct. (ch. 3): “It is a mistake,” he says, “to think that our consent to the Gospel preached to us is of our own [power] and of our own selves.”

Ambrose (De vocat. gent., ch. 9): “Although it is possible for man to not want good, yet he does not have the power to want good unless it has been given to him.”

Maxentius: “We can neither think nor will anything spiritual except through the inward infusion and working of the Holy Spirit.”

[Second] Council of Orange, canon 6: “Whoever does not confess that by God it happens in us that we believe and will through the infusion and inspiration of the Holy Spirit, let him be anathema.”

But on the contrary, in regard to the possibility of the [human] nature, Augustine (De nat. et grat., ch. 53) asserts that it is “wounded, injured, vexed, ruined, and has a need not for a false defense but for a true confession.”

Consequently, Bellarmine does not yet extricate himself from the nets of Pelagius as he attributes the following to operating grace: it moves the will by persuading, exhorting, and advising, but meanwhile it leaves to the will of man that it freely agrees by consenting and by actively producing the act of conversion through free choice, as he says in this very chapter. For Pelagius finally is driven by the power of orthodox truth and also begins to say that “grace aids a person’s good intent, and yet does not force a zeal for virtue on him if he resists” ([cited by] Augustine, Contra duas epist., bk. 4, ch. 6). [Augustine again] (Contra duas epist., bk. 1, ch. 18): “No one is forced by the power of God into either good or bad unwillingly, but he does either good or evil by his own will. Instead, he is always helped in a good work by the grace of God and is stirred up to a wicked work by the suggestions of the devil.”

Is freedom from immutability required for freedom of choice?

§ 60. Bellarmine (De grat. et lib. arb., bk. 3, ch. 5) goes on and sets out to prove that “for free choice both freedom from compulsion and freedom from necessity” (immutability) “are required.”

We respond briefly that Scripture attributes some freedom to do the external works of the Law even to unregenerate man, thus no immutable necessity exists in the case of sins which militate against external discipline. But if the question involves the inner defilement and corruption of our inborn nature, then we confess that the will of unregenerate man is a slave and captive of sin by the necessity of immutability, for it does not of itself and by its own powers have the ability to put aside corruption, etc. Therefore if Bellarmine thinks that freedom from necessity or immutability is required for the essential elements of free choice so that man can will or not will the good on the basis of his choice, we say that this sort of free choice has been completely lost. But if he concedes that freedom from coercion is enough for the essential elements of free choice—namely, that man wills evil necessarily, and cannot do anything but will evil, and yet wills that evil voluntarily and not by compulsion—we concede that such a freedom of choice still survives in man after the fall.

From this it is understood why the ancient fathers who wrote against Pelagius sometimes say that the free choice of the will has been ruined and lost, but also sometimes say that it was not lost but only corrupted. In the former statements they are speaking about freedom of choice according to the first meaning, and in the latter they are speaking about the freedom of choice according to the second meaning. But one can pass an utterly correct judgment about this entire argument of Bellarmine—whether freedom of choice necessarily requires freedom from necessity or immutability—on the basis of the statements of Augustine and Bernard in which they say that the will of unregenerate man is free to sin, and yet is a slave to sin and is lost to sin; likewise, that free choice without grace has no power except to sin. Bernard (De grat. et lib. arb.) says: “For no one should think that it is called ‘free choice’ because it deals with an equal power or capability between good and evil. Otherwise neither God nor the angels, whether good or evil ones, would be said to have free choice. But on this basis choice is said to be free: because it does its free will equally whether in good or in evil, because no one ought to be called nor can be called good or evil unless he is willing.”

§ 61. But let us listen to Bellarmine. (1) He cites a passage from Ecclus. 15[:14]: “God left [him in the power of his own choice],” etc.

(2) The things which he brings out from the Council of Trent and from the decrees of the more recent popes have no place with us.

(3) The fathers who contrast necessity to freedom mean the necessity of compulsion but not that of immutability. Some are also defining free choice in man before the fall; some are discussing freedom in external actions, which we concede to man even after the fall.

(4) The rational arguments he offers are of less importance: “If freedom from compulsion sufficed for free choice, it would follow that even herd animals would have free choice.” We respond. This childish game of Bellarmine is unworthy of his intelligence. We say that unregenerate man sins necessarily and yet freely, because the corrupt will is carried voluntarily to evil without compulsion. It is disgraceful sophistry to conclude from this that brute animals, too, act freely when they are driven willingly and without coercion to fodder! In man a spontaneous movement develops out of the will or the rational appetite, while in brute animals the spontaneous movement arises out of their natural instinct and sensitive appetite.

Second: “It will follow that children, the insane, and the dreaming have the use of free choice, because they act voluntarily.” We respond. By the same sophistry a spontaneous movement develops in children, the insane, and the dreaming not from their use of reason but from their use of the sensitive appetite.

Third: “It will follow that God begot the Son through free choice, because He begot Him without being coerced.” We respond. This proves our position. God begot the Son necessarily (immutably) and yet freely, because He was not compelled to do this. Therefore surely necessity (of immutability) and freedom do not conflict immediately.

Fourth: “No question would remain about free choice.” We respond. No, indeed, a question does remain, because here this very question is asked: has man been endowed after the fall with the freedom in regard to good and evil with which he was equipped before the fall?

Finally: “These statements are conflicting: that free choice is removed from compulsion but not from necessity; since it is an elective power which cannot be comprehended together with a determination to one thing.” We respond. There is choice in the category of evils, so that one can be chosen more than another; nor is evil desired by man as evil, but under the appearance of good, because the will of man, given over to the slavery of sin, has subjected itself to the control of the sensitive appetite. Therefore he selects that which he judges to be good and is carried to it with unhindered vehemence; meanwhile, the very essence of the will remains and does not stop being an elective power.

§ 62. In ch. 6 Bellarmine responds to some statements of Augustine and Bernard which prove that the will of man has been changed for the worse by sin and creates a necessity for itself so that the necessity, because it is voluntary, is unable to excuse the will, nor is the will capable of excluding necessity, since the necessity is in some way voluntary, etc. But he responds in such a way that he confirms rather than overturns our opinion. He concedes that “one hungers for happiness necessarily and yet freely, because the will is free as far as concerns exercise and specification in the selection of other things.” In the same way also we say that man sins necessarily and yet freely, because the will is free as far as specification in the categories of sins is concerned.

He concedes that “free choice is not removed but rather is confirmed through the necessity of not sinning in eternal life.” In the same way also we say that the essence of the will by which one sins unfreely is not removed through the wretched slavery of sin to which man is subject in this life before conversion.

He concedes that “conditioned necessity does not conflict with freedom, but an absolute necessity does.”5 He posits as an example of conditioned necessity that “a bad tree cannot produce good fruits, and yet it can become a good tree.” We also say the same thing, that the necessity of sinning which exists in unregenerate man is conditioned but not absolute, for he can be converted, renewed, and changed so that, like a tree which at first is bad but later is returned to goodness, he produces good fruits.

Finally, [Bellarmine] argues (bk. 3, ch. 16): “God has free choice, and yet He does nothing except good.” But consider what Pelagius argues, as cited by Augustine (De nat. et grat., ch. 46), that anything that is restricted by a natural necessity is deprived of the choice and deliberation of the will, and it will become clear from what school this argument of Bellarmine has come.


SECTION III: EXAMINATION OF BOOK 3 OF BELLARMINE,
ON THE NATURE OF FREE CHOICE

The battle of the Scholastics on free choice.

§ 63. Bellarmine begins to discuss the nature of free choice in bk. 3 and examines the various disagreements of the Scholastics in regard to this subject. (1) Lombard wants the term “free choice” to mean “the conjunction of two acts,” that is, of the judgment of reason and of the selection of the will. Durandus thinks that it is used “properly in reference to an act of reason,” that is, in reference to judgment. Thomas takes free choice to signify “an act of the will alone.”

(2) Hervaeus teaches that free choice “properly consists in an act, not in a disposition [habitus] or potentiality.” Bonaventure establishes it “in a natural disposition that stems from reason and from the will.” Albert teaches: “Free choice is a potentiality perfected through a superadded disposition, yet a natural one, not an acquired one.” There are some who teach that free choice is “a universal potentiality which contains within itself all the potentialities of the intellectual and perceiving soul.” It is the opinion of Alexander of Hales that free choice is “a particular potentiality distinct from reason and the will.” Durandus teaches that free choice is “the potentialities of reason and the will themselves, but more of reason.” Scotus claims that free choice is “a single and particular potentiality, namely, the will itself, and that it is free in such a way that it neither depends on nor is determined by the practical judgment of reason.” Thomas and his disciples teach that free choice is “indeed a single and particular potentiality, that is the will itself, but the root of freedom is in the reason.”

(3) Gotfridus argues that “the human will is a passive potentiality.” But Biel wants choice to be “partly passive, partly active.” Thomas and some others make free choice “simply active.”

(4) Occam argues: “The object of free choice is good and evil,” but all the rest claim that the “proper and primary object of the will is only good.”

(5) Lombard, Occam, and Biel claim: “Free choice deals only with future things.” [Gregory] of Rimini asserts: “The beginning of action can be free even in the present, yet some continuation is altogether necessary.” Scotus and others claim: “Not only future actions but also present actions, and not only their beginning but also their continuation, can be present in the power of free choice.”

(6) Scotus teaches: “The primary act of the will or the love of the end is not only elicited from the will but also is simply free.” Capreolus argues: “The primary love of the end is an actual pleasure toward good in general, and the will concurs with that pleasure, but only passively.” Ferrariensis claims: “The act is done effectually by the will itself, but in such a way that it follows from a natural inclination.”

From these disagreements of the Scholastics it appears quite clear what amount of certainty can be hoped for from those who abandon the path of Scripture for the highways of the philosophers.

Does Dr. Luther deprive God of freedom of choice?

§ 64. In ch. 16 Bellarmine proves that “God has free choice” in which He keeps us for Himself and which, in fact, is in harmony with the truth. But the following is unjust: that in the preceding chapter he lists Dr. Luther among those “who strip God of freedom of choice,” because [Luther] (Assertio articulorum, art. 36) argues that “all things happen out of an absolute necessity.”6 But no such thing occurs in this passage, and even if it were to occur, God would not yet be deprived of free choice, because necessity is meant in regard to creatures but not in regard to the Creator Himself.

As far as the matter itself is concerned, we admit that Dr. Luther (De servo arbitrio) writes that all things happen out of an absolute necessity, but he explained his intent very clearly in his commentary on Genesis 26. Chemnitz (Loci, part 1, p. 425) says: “Both temples and schools used to echo with great praise of free choice. Therefore these arguments are in opposition to each other: that not even in external matters is choice completely free, nor could this intricate argument be declared at the beginning so distinctly and suitably.”

Erasmus followed the Scholastics on the basis of philosophy and defended the powers of free choice from the judgment of reason rather than from Scripture, with the result that Luther silenced him with his own sword on the basis of Erasmus’s own principles, namely: he kept fighting against his adversary face-to-face with the judgment of reason, contending that all things happen by absolute necessity, clearly “in order that natural reason, that arrogant mistress, may learn to subject herself to the Word” (as he says in vol. 3 of the Latin edition of Jena, f. 207). Elsewhere he writes and argues clearly that God is not the cause of sin, so he is far from saying that God has no free choice.


SECTION IV: THE EXAMINATION OF BOOK 4 OF BELLARMINE,
ON THE POWERS OF FREE CHOICE IN NATURAL MATTERS

What powers of man there are in the natural knowledge of God.

§ 65. In bk. 4 he begins to discuss the powers of free choice and tries to prove (ch. 2) that “by the powers of nature it can be known that God exists, that He is one,” and other things of this type. In ch. 4 he proves that “general aid is required and is sufficient for natural and civil acts.” We freely concede this, for there is a natural knowledge of God, though it is weak and imperfect. Reason knows a small part of the divine Law and can learn from “common ideas” [ex κoιναῖς ἐννoίαις] and from the book of nature that God exists, that He is just, that He is wise, etc. In addition, even after the fall, man is endowed with some freedom in natural and civil acts. He can in some way avoid external sins and control his external motion [locomotiva]. But this freedom is imperfect, as is clear from the hindrances against this freedom, which shall be explained later in their own place [§§ 115–18].

As to what he writes (in ch. 5) about the contradictions of Luther and Philipp, that “they remove almost every freedom of the human will in external and civil acts altogether,” let Chemnitz (Loci, part 1, toward the end of the chapter De causa peccati) be referred to on this matter. Dr. Luther is not embarrassed to confess with Augustine that he wrote advantageously, thus also in the later editions of the works of Luther those words (from Assert. art. 36), that according to the teaching of Wycliffe all things occur by absolute necessity, have been omitted, as also in his later Loci Philipp explained his intent clearly. The meaning of words must be taken from the circumstances of the one who is speaking. Now, they wrote against the immoderate praisers of free choice, and therefore the same thing happens to them which happened to the fathers of the early church who, when they intended to refute the errors of the Manichaeans, went too far and spoke too indulgently and unsuitably about free choice.

Should human choice be called “enslaved”?

§ 66. In ch. 6 Bellarmine argues: “Great rashness cannot defend the manner of speaking by which the expression ‘free choice’ is changed into the expression ‘enslaved [choice]’: (1) Because the expression ‘enslaved choice’ is unheard of in the church for a full fifteen hundred years.”

We respond. In the church of Christ is the statement of Christ really so strange, John 8:34: “He who commits sin is a slave of sin”? And those words of the apostle, Rom. 6:20: “When you were the slaves of sin you were free from righteousness”?

Augustine (Contra Julian., bk. 3): “Here you” (Pelagians) “want man to be perfected, and, oh, that it were by the gift of God and not be free choice—or, rather, enslaved choice.” Contra duas epist. Pelag. (bk. 3, ch. 8): “The captive free choice avails for nothing but sin.” Enchirid. (ch. 30): “Tell me, what sort of freedom can a bonded slave’s freedom be, except when it delights a person to sin? For he serves freely who does the will of his master, and through this, he who is sin’s slave is free to sin.” Sermon 3 de verb. apost.: “Indeed, you do act without the help of God and with free will, but you act badly. Your will, which is said to be free, is fit for this, and, by acting badly, it becomes a damnable handmaiden. Although I tell you that your will is free without the help of God, it is not free, for to him by whom one is conquered, he is given over as a slave, and everyone who commits sin is a slave of sin.”

Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 8): “Under this voluntary and badly free necessity, the soul is held as both slave and free: slave because of necessity, free because of the will.”

(2) [Bellarmine again:] “All the ecclesiastical writers have taught free choice with clear words.”

We respond. Neither do we remove free choice, if it is taken to mean either an inner essential freedom of the will in acting, or a freedom in external and civil actions, or the actual freedom from coercion in the slavery of sin.

(3) [Bellarmine again:] “If the word ‘choice’ is good, it shall have to be retained. But if it is evil, why has it been tolerated in the church for so long?”

We respond. We keep it, but with due and fitting explanation, for we approve neithe the absolute necessity of the Manichaeans nor the Pelagian freedom of choice.


SECTION V: AN EXAMINATION OF BOOK 5 OF BELLARMINE, ON THE POWERS OF FREE CHOICE IN MORAL MATTERS

§ 67. In bk. 5 Bellarmine disputes about the freedom of choice in moral matters, and there, in the first twelve chapters, he deals with the question whether “the morally good works of unbelievers are sins because they are done without faith.” There will be an occasion to speak about this subject later [§§ 103–7].

From ch. 13 to the end of the book he speaks about “free choice in moral matters” and tries to prove that “as far as moral matters are concerned, man has been endowed with free choice in the corrupted state of his nature.” But he does not set forth the actual state of the question and controversy distinctly and clearly enough, for we concede that unregenerate man does have some freedom to do the external works of the Law and that, consequently, in the sins which conflict with exterior discipline there is no necessity of either compulsion or immutability. However, we add that there are various hindrances [impedimenta] of this freedom, both internal and external, which will be enumerated in their own place [§§ 115–18]. Therefore we concede to people who have not yet been reborn some limited freedom of the will in works which are morally good. But because those morally good works are themselves sins before God with regard to their final cause as well as their efficient and formal causes—but especially because the will of unregenerate man cannot by its own powers divest itself of the privation that is born in us—we say that it is the slave and prisoner of sin.

If the scope and clear explanation of our position is observed, it will readily become clear what must be approved and disapproved in the entire and rather prolix treatment of Bellarmine on the freedom of choice in moral matters. For Bellarmine mixes different questions and takes “moral good” to mean not external works of the Law, ethical virtues, and civil righteousness but also the true moral good which is good before God and in the judgment of God. Yet he could have learned even from Vega (De imbecillit. naturae, bk. 2, ch. 12) that these are different questions and that we, too, separate them. Vega says: “Indeed, the Protestants concede freedom to philosophical and civil righteousness but not to spiritual and divine righteousness, that is, regarding external but not internal works of the Law.” Here, too, Bellarmine believes he has found the way for Protestants to be able to be reconciled to Papists in this question. But let us listen to the arguments of Bellarmine.

Arguments in favor of free choice: First, that sin is either necessary or voluntary.

§ 68. (I) “Sin is either necessary or voluntary. If it is necessary, then it is not sin; if it is voluntary, then it can be avoided, and, as a consequence, man will have free choice in moral matters.”7

We respond. (1) The Pelagian Coelestius once used this argument, as is clear from Augustine (De perfect. justitiae contra Coelestium, at the very beginning), where Coelestius reasons in this way: “What cannot be avoided is not sin. For neither reason nor justice allows something to be called sin which can in no way be avoided.” But Augustine responds: “Sin can be avoided if corrupted [human] nature is healed by the grace of God through Jesus Christ.” For to the extent that it is not healed, to that extent it does not see what must be done due to its blindness or does not fulfill it because of infirmity.

(2) We admit that some freedom remains for man in external civic sins. But if one asserts in general that “nothing is sin unless it is voluntary”—that is, if it is not done with a deliberate will and cannot be avoided by a human being—then original sin will be completely denied.

(3) By his own fault man fell into the wretched slavery of sin, and he has propagated it to his descendants. Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 81): “The will of man itself, changed for the worse, has caused for itself a necessity, such that since it is a voluntary necessity there exists no excuse for the will.”

(4) At one time it was an axiom of the Pelagians that there is no sin except voluntary sin, that is, unless it was committed by the choice, intent, and action of one’s own will. (Augustine, Haeres. 88; Contra Julian., bk. 3, chs. 1 and 5; De bono persever., bk. 2, chs. 5 and 11; Ad Bonifac., bk. 4, ch. 7; De grat. et peccat. orig., bk. 2, ch. 13; Retract., bk. 1, chs. 13 and 15.)

(5) Hence if the word “voluntary” is taken for freedom from the necessity of coercion, we say that the very corruption of [human] nature, the interior sins themselves, are voluntary since man serves freely and not by coercion. But if the word “voluntary” is taken for the freedom from the necessity of immutability, then we deny that “voluntary” pertains to the nature of sin. For though man before his regeneration is subject to the yoke of sin by the necessity of immutability, yet he truly and properly sins because the first parent of the human race voluntarily hurled himself and all his posterity into that wretched pit and slavery of sin.

Bellarmine objects: “The sin of the first man from which the corruption of [human] nature came forth was, according to the opinion of Calvin, committed by the decree and inevitable will of God.”

We respond. In this point our churches separate themselves from Calvin and confess publicly that Adam subjected himself to that wretched slavery of sin voluntarily and by his own fault.

Bellarmine also objects: “Original sin and the corruption of [human] nature have been dismissed in Baptism so that they are not imputed; therefore sins which have risen from that corruption cannot be imputed unless free will accedes.”

We respond. The nonimputation of the guilt of condemnation does not remove the form [formale] of sin itself, as if sin which is not imputed ceases to exist in and of itself. In fact, it certainly could be imputed, were God to enter into judgment with us.

(6) The devil necessarily and always does evil, and yet he truly sins; how, then, is every sin voluntary?

Bellarmine retorts: “In general it is true that devils necessarily do evil and can do nothing else but do evil. But it is false in particular that all the evils they do they do necessarily, because they are able to not do many things which they do, and thus they commit sins not because of necessity but because of their will.”

We respond. In the same way we also say that unregenerate people cannot but do evil, and yet all the evils which they do they do necessarily, though with respect to external sins they are able to not do many things which they do. What is conceded [here] suffices for us: that devils cannot but do evil, and yet they truly sin. From this it is quite clear that the necessity of immutability does not exclude the true nature of sin, because it is a necessity brought in by its own fault.

(7) Although unregenerate man sins necessarily and cannot do otherwise of himself and of his own powers, yet this is not an absolute necessity, because by the grace of God he can be converted and thus do good. For we do not say with the Manichaeans that some people are irredeemable and earthbound [ἀλύτoυς et χoϊκoύς] such that they cannot be converted by the ordinary dispensation of the Holy Spirit; and hence there is a great difference between the slavery of sin to which the wicked angels are subject and the slavery of sin to which people are delivered up. The will of the devil is incapable of the grace for conversion, but the will of man can be converted through the Holy Spirit. God has set forth means, not for the devils but for human beings, through which means He wants to be effective in their hearts.

How the word “assist” should be understood in this matter.

Bellarmine changes this passive capacity into an active one when he writes insidiously: “As long as cupidity reigns in sinful man, he cannot avoid sin, but he can in an absolute sense, because, with the assistance of God, he can take off cupidity and put on love.” For under the word “assist” (which we do not reject if it is taken in its sound sense) Pelagius, too, used to hide his poison, for he says (according to Augustine, Contra duas epistolas Pelagian., bk. 1, ch. 19): “In every good work man is always assisted by grace” and (bk. 4, ch. 6) “Grace assists the good intent of everyone.” To this Augustine responds (bk. 3, ch. 4): “In the time of the Old Testament, we say that the Holy Spirit was not only the aider (the Pelagians think that His teaching suffices for this [aid]) but even the granter of virtue in those who were sons according to the promise, something which they themselves deny.” Book 2, ch. 9: “Subsequent grace does indeed assist the intent of people, but that intent would not exist if grace were not preceding it.” Enchirid. (ch. 32): “The whole matter must be given to God, who prepares the good will of a person to be assisted and assists it once it has been prepared; for the good will of man precedes many of the gifts of God, but not all of them, but the very one which does not precede, and is itself in them, precedes an unwilling person to make him willing and follows the willing person, lest he will in vain.” From this it is clear that Augustine places assisting grace at that time when prevenient grace works to will without the cooperation of free choice in the unregenerate person, for it assists at that time, lest we will in vain.

(8) Sin is defined by John as “lawlessness” (1 John 3:4), without giving consideration to the voluntary quality.

Bellarmine responds: “In the definition of sin, free choice is included in virtue, because the Law is not given except to those who have free choice. For a rule is given in vain to a person who does not have his own actions within his own power. Otherwise what reason may be given as to why no rules are given to beasts?”

We respond. The Law was given to man and was written in his heart in his state of integrity, when his integrity still had the power for perfect obedience. But if man deprived himself of those powers by his own fault, does God lose any right to demand and require what He had given? Not at all! And if the Law does not pertain except to those who can avoid sins through free choice, original sin in infants will be destroyed by one erasure, for where there is no Law, neither is there lawlessness, and where there is no lawlessness, there is no sin.

[That] where no freedom of choice exists, there is no place for reward or for punishment.

§ 69. (II) [Bellarmine again:] “If no freedom of choice exists in man, there will be no place for reward or for punishment. But this is refuted by the understanding and consensus of the entire human race.”8

We respond. (1) If rewards and punishments in the political forum are under discussion, we concede that unregenerate man still does have freedom to direct his external actions and control his external motion [locomotiva]. Accordingly, it is right when rewards are decreed for those who do good and punishments for those who do evil. Anyone who would want to deny this would be subverting the very foundations of governments [politarum], because rewards and punishments preserve societies [respublicas].

(2) If rewards and punishments in the forum of divine judgment are under discussion, a response must be given with distinction, for rewards are either of this life or of the life to come, as also are punishments. God rewards the external discipline even of unregenerate people with the rewards of this life or temporal rewards, and regularly punishes atrocious sins with atrocious punishments so that governments may be preserved. In Exod. 1:21, because “the Egyptian midwives feared God, He built homes for them.” With eternal rewards, God rewards only the works of the reborn, and He does that not on the basis of deserved merit [ex merito condigni] but of gracious mercy, nor does God crown anything in us except His own gifts. In this way the question pertains to the reborn who, we do not deny, are co-workers [συνέργoυς] with God in good works, because the will, now freed from the yoke of sin, cooperates by virtue of new powers granted by the Holy Spirit.

(3) With His utterly just judgment God inflicts temporal and eternal punishments upon those who draw their corrupt nature from Adam and are born liable to original sin, even if they do not yet have the use of free choice by which to increase their hereditary mortgage of sin with new debts for actual sins.

Bellarmine objects: “That which cannot be avoided is not a true fault; otherwise there would be no difference between man and beast.”

We respond. Infants are born necessarily liable to the yoke of original sin, something which they can by no means avoid by their own powers. Therefore [according to Bellarmine] this is not truly and properly called fault, and therefore God is unjust because under this charge He inflicts true and properly named punishment upon them. Rom. 5:14: “Death reigns even over those who do not sin in the likeness of the transgression of Adam.” Surely this is the difference between unregenerate man and beast: the former has been endowed with a will by which he serves sin freely and without compulsion, though he cannot but sin; but the latter does not act voluntarily, though it does act spontaneously out of natural instinct, something which Bellarmine could learn even from his own Lombard, who writes clearly (Sent., 2, dist. 25, no. 1): “Before the reparation of grace, [man] was unable not to sin, and yet he sins freely, surely because his will is free from the necessity of compulsion, but not from the slavery of sin.”

[Bellarmine] also gives this objection: “If there is no place for good merit without free choice, in the same way there will be no place for evil merit, for the same freedom is required for both reward and punishment.”

We respond. In morally good actions, some sort of freedom still remains, though the will of man is inclined more to evil than to good; this is seen in the very rewards by which it must be aroused and the very punishments by which it must be restrained. But as far as inner corruption and the inner sins of the heart are concerned, in man there is not the same freedom for good and evil merit. Accordingly, the conclusion is invalid, since good comes from all sound causes, as Dionysius said, while evil is from one deficient cause. From this, the wicked works of man are perfectly evil merits, but the good works of man are not perfectly good merits since they are not perfectly good. In addition, there are no good works before God except those of the reborn who are no longer in the state of sin but in the state of grace. It suffices for evil works that Adam, the first parent of our race, from whom we draw the corruption of our nature, received from God a perfect power on behalf of himself and of his posterity.

The question which Bellarmine attaches to his argument as an appendix, concerning the merits of good works, will have its own place later [On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 87–133]. He denies that what Augustine says, “Grace does not come from merit,” is opposed to himself and his party. Thus he should remove what the Scholastics argue about preparation for grace and congruous merit [meritum congrui].

[That] if there were no free will, there would not be some good people and other evil people.

§ 70. (III) “If there were no freedom of choice, there would not be some good people and some evil people, nor some people better than others,” which is false.9

We respond. (1) With regard to original corruption, “all have become useless; there is no difference, for all are sinners” (Rom. 3:23).

(2) With regard to external, actual sins, there is some difference in the unregenerate, for Augustine says (Contra Julian., bk. 4, ch. 3): “For Fabricius was less evil than Catiline, not in having true virtues, but in deviating less from true virtues.” Therefore we concede that there is some freedom of choice in the unregenerate with respect to those actions which conflict with external discipline.

(3) The seed of original sin also produces a greater crop in some than in others, because it is fostered in some by a corrupt rearing, by fellowship with debased people, by the habit of sinning, by the adoption of greater license; and to these causes the tyranny of Satan is added.

(4) Although man cannot put aside his inherent wickedness of himself and of his own powers, nevertheless he can be converted by the grace of the Holy Spirit through the ministry of the Word and Sacraments. Accordingly, also in this sense and respect some people are good, but some are evil, and some are more evil than others. For in addition to their inherent depravity, some people despise the Word of God with actual stubbornness, persevere securely in their sins against conscience, and, even though reaching the depths of sins, they hold all admonitions in contempt. But others hear the Word and by the grace of the Holy Spirit develop faith from that hearing [Rom. 10:17], are renewed from day to day, and perfect their sanctification daily [2 Cor. 4:16]. Hence, even though before the restoration of grace no man is good in the sight of God, yet some become good through grace. This is something that does not happen among the obstinate demons.

(5) Indeed, among the demons themselves some are worse and more evil than others (Luke 11:26), yet no one has said that they have been equipped with freedom of choice for good.

Bellarmine retorts: “This argument cannot be resolved through the divine election and reprobation which Calvin brought forth.”

We respond. If Calvin assigns the cause of goodness and wickedness in people to an absolute decree of election and reprobation, let him do so at his own risk, since his idea has nothing in common with us who ascribe the work of conversion solely to the gift of divine grace, and yet who do not approve of an absolute decree of election. Against this, Bellarmine is correct in pressing the point that some of the reborn advance and persevere more every day, but some fall away and perish. But if Bellarmine brings this forth to prove that man cooperates with grace by the powers of his free choice even before his conversion and in conversion itself, he changes the state of the controversy and confuses distinct questions. For it is one thing to speak about the state [of man] before reparation and another to discuss it after reparation has occurred.

If freedom of choice is removed, exhortations, rebukes, etc., are removed.

§ 71. (IV) [Bellarmine again:] “If free choice is removed, then exhortations, rebukes, praises, scoldings, commands, advice, warnings, and other like things are removed, which is absurd.”10

We respond. (1) Civil laws must certainly be brought to bear only in those actions which are within our power [ἐφ’ ἡμῖν]; but in the ethical and moral precepts, exhortations, rebukes, and other encouragements of this type are valuable for this: that man may control his external discipline and pursue a zeal for virtue. This is something which we do not deny is within his power, though great corruption has also come to the will in this area, as the very incitements of exhortations and rebukes clearly bear witness. We lack these [incitements] for good, and, on the other hand, we are too prone and inclined to evil.

(2) But the divine Law and the exhortations, rebukes, scoldings, and promises added to it are set forth before us (after the fall) not as if with our own powers we could perform all those things which are required of us in regard to the interior obedience of the heart, but in order that we may acknowledge the corruption of our nature and the helplessness of our powers and sigh for Christ, our Physician, so that we may have the power by His grace to fulfill what we cannot do of ourselves.

(3) On this subject Augustine (De grat. et liber. arbitr., ch. 16) argues against the Pelagians, who used the same argument: “The Pelagians think that they know something great when they say, ‘God would not order what He knows cannot be done by man.’ Who would not know this? But He does command some things which we cannot do so that we may know what we should pray for from Him. For it is faith itself which by prayer obtains what the Law commands.” [Augustine again] (the preceding ch. 15):

We should remember that He who says, “Make for yourselves a new heart and a new spirit” [Ezek. 18:31], is He who says, “I shall give you a new heart and a new spirit” [cf. Ezek. 11:19; 36:26]. How is it, then, that He who says, “Make for yourselves,” says, “I shall give you”? Why does He command, if He Himself is going to give? Why does He give, if man is going to make, unless because He gives what He orders and assists the one whom He commands to make? Through grace it happens that man has a good will, who previously had an evil will.

Contra duas epist. Pelag. (bk. 2, ch. 10): “I see that God commands nothing to man in the Holy Scriptures for the sake of testing his free choice which is not found either to be given by His goodness or to be demanded to show the assistance of grace.” De corrept. et grat. (ch. 3): “O man, learn in the commandment what you ought to have! Learn in the correction that you do not have it because of your own fault! Learn in prayer whence to receive what you do not have!”

Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 50): “By commanding the impossible, God did not make people liars but humble, that every mouth may be closed and that the entire world may be guilty before God [Rom. 3:23]. Therefore as we receive His command and sense our failure, we shall cry out to heaven, and God will have mercy on us.”

(4) Therefore we say that the Law was set before man in his state of integrity, when he was still equipped with perfect powers of free choice, but when sin overcame him, his free choice was lost. Thus in the state of corrupted nature, “from the Law comes the knowledge of sin” (Rom. 3:20), not the knowledge of our powers.

Bellarmine objects: (a) “If man were not to have free choice and yet be blamed, it would be as if a person fell into a well from which he could not come out, and then was rebuked because he did not come out. To be sure, such a person could be rebuked because he fell into the well by his own fault, but he would not be rebuked correctly for not having come out of it.”

We respond. By no means! He could be rebuked under both cases, both because he fell into the well by his own fault and because he lost the capability of getting out. And if such a person had been persuaded that he could still come out of the well by his own powers, he would be correctly told: “Come out of the well, then,” so that in this way he would be led to an understanding of his powerlessness. In the same way, through the fall of our first parents we fell into the pit of sin, from which we can by no means come out by our own powers. With this powerlessness is joined an admiration of and persuasion about our own powers, which is apparent from the defenders of free choice. Therefore, in His Commandments, God shows what sort of people we ought to be and what we should have. In His rebuke He shows that by our own fault we do not have this, so that in this way we are led to an understanding of ourselves.

(b) “Free choice indeed needs the grace of God, but no one lacks the grace which one needs in order to do what God commands or to do what He urges, which is why Augustine (De corrept. et grat.) always conjoins these things.”

We respond. From the corruption of man and the precepts given to man it is rightly concluded that he is still endowed with free choice, that is, if the term “free choice” is understood as the will itself; for if man could not will through the grace of the Holy Spirit, such means would never be set forth to him. But, on the other hand, from the corruption [of man] and the precepts [given to man] it is incorrect to conclude that free choice remains in man, that is, if the term “free choice” is taken to mean the faculty by which man can apply himself to grace by his own power. You see, the Holy Spirit effects it that man is willing, not by stirring the natural powers of free choice (which is what Bellarmine wants) but by bestowing new powers on it so as to accomplish this.

Toward the end of this chapter Bellarmine attributes to us the claim that “the renewal of man takes place through faith alone,” which is clearly false, because regeneration is one thing and renewal another, though they are very closely connected. Regeneration takes place through faith and, indeed, through faith alone, but renewal includes many more things, namely, the new spiritual movements kindled in the heart of a person reborn through the Holy Spirit.

The testimonies of Scripture in favor of free choice: First, those which command that something be done.

§ 72. Having explained these four arguments, Bellarmine sets forth six classes of Scriptures. The first “contains those testimonies which command man to do something or not to do something. A commandment is a rule for living well, but a rule is given in vain to a person who cannot fail or who cannot but fail.”11 He says that this is an argument of Augustine (De grat. et lib. arbitr.).

We respond. (1) Whenever Augustine or the other ancients prove free choice from commandments, laws, counsel, etc., they take the expression “free choice” to mean man’s will itself, which certainly was not lost through the fall; or the faculty of acting freely, that is, without compulsion, which man still has even in evil acts themselves; or a certain freedom in moral and external actions—for they are arguing against the Manichaeans, who argued for an absolute12 necessity.

(2) But if the expression “free choice” is understood as the faculty of succeeding in all the things which are commanded to a person in the Law by one’s own powers, we say that this sort of faculty no longer survives in him, for the Law was not given to man after the fall only so that it would demand external discipline even from the unregenerate and so that it would direct the reborn in a running of good works, but also so that it would rebuke inner sins and the extreme corruption of our nature. It is in this sense that the apostle says that knowledge of sin comes from the Law [Rom. 3:20].

Bellarmine objects: (1) “The Law also has this end purpose, that it sets forth the norm for living correctly. By reason of this end purpose it necessarily demands freedom of choice in man.”

We respond. This is certainly an end purpose of a commandment: to set forth a norm for living rightly. But from this it cannot yet be inferred that man can adapt himself to this norm in every detail by his own powers, since even the reborn themselves complain: “The Law is spiritual, but we are carnal and sold under sin” (Rom. 7:14).

(2) [Bellarmine again:] “Knowing sin through the Law and the Law being the norm for living rightly are the same thing, because the Law is given in such a way that through it sin is recognized and, once recognized, is seen.”

We respond. With this argument he confuses the different uses and end purposes of the divine Law. For there is one use of the Law which it has by rebuking not only exterior sins but also the inner impurity of the heart, and this end purpose applies to the Law only after the fall but not in the state of integrity. In turn, there is another use which it has by prescribing the norm of good works, and this end purpose applies to it both in the state of integrity and after the fall. And this is false: that we can avoid every sin which is rebuked by and recognized from the Law. You see, the Law upbraids the vitiated impulses of our inner concupiscence and reveals that they are sins, yet from these not even the reborn can be completely freed in this life. All the less does this apply to the unregenerate. Accordingly, we deplore our wretchedness in true contrition of heart, we pray that these weaknesses would be covered by the merits of Christ, we resist our desires through the Spirit, and we sigh with deep groans for full freedom in the life to come.

(3) [Bellarmine again:] “Even if the Law cannot be fulfilled solely by the powers of [man’s] nature, yet assuming the aid of grace, man truly does have free choice so that he can fulfill or break the Law.”

We respond. The aid of grace is given in conversion itself by the Holy Spirit, who begins to reform and renew our nature. But the Holy Spirit does not aid in such a way as if we of ourselves were cooperating with Him, but because He is giving us new powers, is kindling new impulses, and is making willing people out of the unwilling. Because this renewal is not immediately perfect but increases day by day until it is perfected in eternal life, so also the perfect fulfillment of the Law in this life is impossible even for the reborn, as will become apparent in its own place [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), §§ 181–202; On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 62–81].

In this chapter it must be observed that Bellarmine compares the aid of grace to the light necessary for seeing. Therefore as someone can see when the light is shining—that is, can exercise the hidden power to see, which was in him by primary actuality13—so also it is apparent that Bellarmine does not take the “aid of grace” to mean an interior (so to speak) transformation of the will but merely the outward assistance of grace necessary for the will to exercise its natural powers.

Therefore when, on the basis of the precepts of the Law and on the basis of the promises and threats added to the Law, it is concluded that men can carry out the commands [of the Law] by their own natural powers, a fallacy of the end purpose [fallacia finis] is being committed. For though men cannot keep these commandments by their own powers, there is still a manifold use of the commandments, promises, and threats with respect both to God Himself and to men. With respect to God, the use of these commandments is: (1) To show what God justly demands of man. (2) To bear witness that He is without blame if people cannot keep that to which they have been justly obligated. The right of a creditor is not removed by the voluntary poverty of a debtor. (3) To set before our eyes the corruption of our nature. From the commanding and forbidding Law comes the knowledge not of our power but of our powerlessness, of depravity, and of sin (Rom. 3:20). (4) To admonish us to look for someone else’s aid, because the Law is “the guide to Christ,” and the grace of God cannot become sweet while the magnitude of our sins has not yet been acknowledged.

The people to whom such commands, promises, and threats are set forth are either devout and reborn or wicked and unregenerate. With respect to the devout, the use of these commandments is fourfold: (1) They declare in what perfection man was created, for the Law is a mirror of the divine image after which man was once created. (2) People grasp from them the fatherly care of God for the salvation of mankind. (3) They learn to deplore the corruption of their nature more deeply. (4) They know more clearly what should be sought from God.

With respect to the wicked, there is indeed some use for these commands and threats, because they are terrified by them as by thunderbolts and are turned toward conversion, while the admonishing, correcting, and exhorting Word is the medium or instrument through which the Holy Spirit wants to act or through which they are rendered without excuse (John 15:22).

Testimonies which promise something under a condition.

§ 73. The second class contains “those testimonies of the Scriptures in which something is promised to us by God under the condition that we be willing. Isa. 1:19: ‘If you are willing, you will eat the good of the land.’ Amos 5:14: ‘Seek good and you shall live.’ Matt. 19:17: ‘If you would enter life, keep the Commandments.’ If it is within our power to accomplish the offered condition, then there must surely be free choice. If it is not in our power, this is an obvious mockery.”14

We respond. (1) Augustine (De grat. et lib. arbit., ch. 16) responds in this way:

He himself who said, “If you are willing, you will keep My commandments” [Ecclus. 15:15], a little later says in the same book of Ecclesiasticus: “Who will place a guard over my mouth and a seal upon my lips, lest by chance I fall away from Him?” etc. [Ecclus. 22:27]. Therefore since what he said is true: “If you are willing, you will keep My commandments,” why does he ask that a guard be placed over his mouth? For the commandment of God and his own will are insufficient, since if he is willing, he will keep the commandments. If we were to say this to him standing here, he would very correctly answer us and say: “From my prayer in which I ask God for these things, understand in what sense I said, ‘If you are willing, you will keep the commandment.’ For it is certain that we do keep the commandments if we are willing, but because the will is prepared by the Lord, from Him it must be sought that we are willing as much as is enough to do them with our willing. It is certain that it is we who will when we will, but it is He who causes us to will the good; and about Him it is said, ‘It is God who works in us to will,’” etc. [Phil. 2:13].

(2) The testimonies in which God promises us something under a condition are not of a single type, for some speak about promises for this life, because God wants to repay the external discipline of even the unregenerate with temporal rewards. But some speak about promises for eternal life, and those promises are either legal or evangelical. The legal promises demand not just an external obedience but rather one that is absolute in every detail; and because this is not within our powers, the promises of the Law are useless to us. For this reason, Christ our Mediator must be sought in the Gospel. In Christ, all the promises of the Gospel are “yes and amen” [2 Cor. 1:20], because the promises of the Gospel are free.

(3) Therefore God does not make a game of our wretchedness, nor does He mock us with His legal promises, but He wants the Law to be our pedagogue unto Christ (Gal. 3:24), because to lead us to a knowledge of our infirmities it is enough that we lose confidence in our own powers and possess our every refuge in Christ, our only Mediator, for “God has done what the Law, weakened by the flesh, could not do, by sending His own Son” (Rom. 8:3), who “is the end of the Law for the righteousness of everyone who believes” (Rom. 10:4). Therefore, on the part of God, the promises of the Law are fixed and firm, and there is no irony in them, but they become vain and useless by our own fault.

Bellarmine objects: (1) “On the basis of this divine testimony, either the wicked can gain something by thinking truly of their own lack of worth, and by deriving fear and grief from this, and by humbling themselves before God, or they cannot do this. If they can, they have free choice; and if they cannot, this remedy would be applied in vain.”

We respond. Although the wicked cannot convert themselves of themselves and by their own powers, nevertheless their will can be converted by the Holy Spirit by means of these promises and threats, for they are the efficacious medium and instrument through which the Holy Spirit changes their hearts since He wants the efficacy of His Holy Spirit to be connected with the Word. Therefore when the wicked derive a fear of God, faith, and the knowledge of their own unworthiness from their hearing of such promises, this should not be attributed to the powers of free choice but to the operation of divine grace, which the Word does not just put forth outwardly but also works effectively inwardly.

(2) [Bellarmine again:] “Although the wicked cannot fulfill the condition, yet the devout can.”

We respond. The truly devout are also the regenerate. But now, renewal is connected with regeneration itself, through which man is given new powers to do good. Now, our question is not what man can accomplish with the new powers but what he could accomplish with his own natural powers either before or in conversion. Besides this, the condition concerning the perfect fulfillment of the Law is impossible even for the devout person himself, who is, in fact, still being renewed from day to day and is not yet completely renewed. To the extent that he is not yet renewed, to the same extent is he still under the old flesh. (See Augustine, De pecc. merit. et remiss., bk. 2, ch. 7.) But where there is not yet full and perfect renewal, there also cannot yet be the perfect fulfillment of the Law.

The testimonies which teach that it was due to man that he did not avoid sin.

§ 74. The third class contains those testimonies

which teach that it was due to man that he did not do good and did not avoid sin. Num. 14[:43]: “You will fall by the sword because you did not want to obey the Lord.” Deut. 30[:11]: “The command which I command you is not beyond you.” Isa. 5[:4]: “What more could I have done for My vineyard that I have not done?” Jer. 7[:28]: “This nation has not listened to the voice of its Lord and therefore has been cast away from the Lord.” Jer. 32[:23]: “Because you have hardened your hearts and were unwilling to obey the Lord, all these evil things have happened to you.” Matt. 23[:37]: “How often would I have gathered your children together, and you were unwilling.” Acts 7:[51]: “You have always resisted the Holy Spirit.” If he who sins is capable of not sinning, he has free choice; but if he cannot but sin, God complains in vain about man.15

We respond. (1) These statements are not of one kind, for some speak about external discipline and moral actions, in which we do concede some freedom to man.

(2) But some speak about the very work of conversion. The following can in no way be concluded from such statements: [that] since man can resist the Holy Spirit and hinder His work of conversion, therefore he also can, of himself, assent to God and cooperate with divine grace. This inference is invalid because of the obvious disparity of kind [disparitas rationis], for we are very prone and inclined to evil, according to the witness of Scripture and experience, but we cannot think anything good of ourselves as coming from ourselves [cf. 2 Cor. 3:5]. Ambrose (De vocat. gent., bk. 2, ch. 9): “Although not willing good does lie in man, yet he does not have the power to will good unless that is given to him. The nature has contracted the former through fault; the nature receives the latter by grace.”

Augustine (Soliloq., ch. 15): “My falling was from me. My rising again was from You.”

Alcuin (In 4. Psalm. poenit.): “I could befoul myself, but I could not cleanse myself unless You, Lord Jesus, make me clean with the aspersion of Your holy blood.”

Therefore, on account of the corruption of his nature, man can resist the Holy Spirit as He works conversion, can drive away the Word of God, and can judge himself to be unworthy of eternal life, but he cannot either precede grace with his own efforts or accept it with his own powers once it has been offered.

(3) Thus from the statements in which the fault for being in this state, not being converted, and not being saved is attributed to man, it ought not be inferred that he could or can cooperate with the Holy Spirit in conversion by his own powers. Rather, what follows is only this: that by drawing a nature corrupted by sin from his first parents and by despising the means of conversion, man makes himself unworthy of the grace of conversion and salvation. Therefore God justly accuses both the powerlessness of our first parents which was attracted to sin and the actual stubbornness of people by which they reject the offered means of conversion and salvation.

Bellarmine objects: (1) “The badness contracted from the first sin of our parents is not fault but punishment.”16

We respond. With this argument, original sin as a whole is denied. In its own place we showed that corrupt concupiscence (by which the apostle defines original sin) is both punishment and fault [On Original Sin (Commonplace XII), §§ 69–80; On Actual Sins (Commonplace XIII), § 70].

Thus what Bellarmine writes here is clearly Pelagian. He says: “As someone incorrectly makes it a fault for a person who has been blind from birth when he bumps into him while walking, even though the blindness descends to him from original sin, so also sinners are not rightly rebuked when the divine precepts are transgressed, if they were to violate the Lord’s commands without free consent, solely from the corruption of the nature which inheres in us from the sin of the first man.” But we invert the comparison as follows. As in a person who becomes blind because of fornication or drunkenness or other sins the blindness is both fault and punishment, so also the wretched slavery to sin contracted through original sin by the very fault of Adam is both punishment and fault. Augustine (Contra Julian., bk. 5, ch. 3): “Blindness of the heart is the sin by which one does not believe in God, and it is the punishment for sin by which the arrogant heart is punished with worthy punishment, and it is the cause of sin when something is committed by the error of a blind heart.”

(2) [Bellarmine again:] “People who are sinners can hear the rebuke, can be affected by a disgust for sins, and can return to the way; therefore they surely have free choice.”

We respond. The very rebukes are like the hammer of the Law with which the Holy Spirit smashes the hearts of people and begins to work conversion in them. Therefore only this follows: that there exists in mankind a will which the Holy Spirit can change by these means, but not that the will itself can by its own powers use such means salutarily and cooperate with the Holy Spirit.

(3) [Bellarmine again:] “The passage in Deut. 30[:11] speaks not of the faculty of knowing but of observation.”

We respond. This will be discussed in its own place in the question on the fulfillment of the Law [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV); On Good Works (Commonplace XX)].

The testimonies which teach that God investigates the powers of man.

§ 75. The fourth class of Scriptures contains those testimonies “which teach that God does something like stepping back and that He investigates what people do and in what directions their pursuits turn them. Deut. 8[:2]: ‘God has led you through the wilderness to test you and to make known what is in your mind, whether or not you are keeping His commandments.’ Deut. 13[:3]: ‘God is testing you to see whether you love Him with all your heart.’ But in vain would God investigate what people were willing to do, unless they had the power to do or not do that thing.”17

We respond. (1) Those statements and more which are of the same type speak either about the regenerate or about the unregenerate. If the former, they are foreign to the question, for we are not asking whether the regenerate can love God with all their heart and keep His commandments through the Holy Spirit, but about the unregenerate and what they can accomplish with the natural powers of their free choice. If the latter, through this testing and investigation a power is not revealed, but rather the extreme powerlessness of the natural powers. You see, what can the unregenerate do with their powers when even the regenerate themselves shamefully tumble and fall, being still liable to the old flesh if God should take away even a little bit of His grace? Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 32): “Who will believe a wall if it says that it is producing a ray which it is receiving through a window?” Thomas ([ST,] 2.2., q. 4, art. 4): “God creates faith by grace not only when faith begins to exist again but also as long as faith endures. God is always working the justification of people, just as the sun is always working the illumination of the air.”

(2) In some passages the investigation is not taken to mean the desertion of grace—as if God deserts man with His grace or refuses it to man so that it becomes clear what man can accomplish with his own powers. Rather, it is taken to mean the sending of various calamities with which God allows people to be afflicted that they may be driven to Christ, for just as “the Law is the pedagogue unto Christ” (Gal. 3:24), so those evils which oppress us force us to go to God.

Bellarmine objects: (1) “Free choice is still established by this argument, for if afflicted people can seek God, something they were not doing before, they certainly have free choice of the will.”

We respond. They have a will which the Holy Spirit has freed and renewed, but not one which can will the good by its own natural powers. Afflictions and calamities are like sermons of the Law preached in things [reales conciones legis]; therefore they are the means through which the Holy Spirit wants to begin the work of conversion. They do not prove that man can, of himself, cooperate in his conversion, but that the Holy Spirit does not want to work it without means.

(2) [Bellarmine again:] “If with the aid of grace man can seek and not seek God, he is able to cooperate and not cooperate with grace.”

We respond. Bellarmine takes the “aid of grace” to mean the persuasion, incitement, exhortation, etc., by which the Holy Spirit raises the innate powers of free choice and leads them to act, though the aid must be understood as the regeneration and renewal by which new powers are given to man; and because of these powers, we concede that he can cooperate or not cooperate with divine grace now that he has been renewed.

The testimonies which teach that man can master his desire [appetitus].

§ 76. The fifth class has two testimonies of Scripture: Gen. 4[:7]: “Your desire must be beneath you, and you will master it.” Ecclus. 15[:14–17]: “God created man in the beginning and left him in the hand of his own counsel. He added commandments and precepts. If you wish to keep His commandments, they will preserve you. He has placed before you fire and water. Reach out your hand for whichever you wish. Before man are life and death, good and evil. Whichever pleases him will be given to him.”18

We respond to the first. (1) Chrysostom (on Genesis, homily 18) takes this text not as a reference to sin but as a reference to Abel, so that the meaning is: “His” (your brother Abel’s) “turning will be to you. Why are you so angry with your brother because he loves you and will respect you forever as the firstborn brother?” This interpretation appears to be favored both by the Septuagint version, which translates it πρὸς σὲ ἡ ἀπoστρoφὴ αὐτoῡ καὶ σὺ ἄρχεις αὐτoῡ [“his turning is to you, and you will rule him”], but also by the Hebrew text, which has the masculine suffix: [image: ]. Still we are not insistent on the explanation of Chrysostom, because [image: ] is masculine, as is clear from Jer. 5:25; Ps. 103:10; and Eccl. 10:4. Accordingly, the masculine suffix can especially be assigned to “sin,” and the context teaches that it must be assigned to it here. That is why Ambrose (De Cain., bk. 2, ch. 7) and Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 15, ch. 7) reject the explanation of Chrysostom.

(2) Some respond that the Hebrew does not have “the desire for sin is beneath you” but that the meaning is posited without the expressed words. However, what must be understood is not a present but a future verb, as the second part shows, so that the full meaning will be: “The desire for sin will be beneath you, and you will master it.” Yet the Hebrews use futures for imperatives, as is well-known. However, we showed earlier [§ 71] that it cannot be concluded from a commandment that by our own powers we can do all the things which are commanded.

(3) But let us concede that Cain could perform this command. This will take nothing away from our position. The Lord is dissuading Cain from the crime of fratricide. But now, we concede that people can repress an external act and can somehow control an external impulse. The word [image: ] comes from “extending” and “descending” and means a strong desire which seethes like boiling water. Therefore God commands that it be repressed, that force be applied to it, lest it burst forth into an external act.

(4) If these words are assigned to inner obedience and to the repression of its desires, we say that it cannot be concluded from the command that by his own powers an unregenerate person can do what is commanded. In the preceding verses God had admonished Cain to serious repentance. Had Cain heeded this mandate of God, he certainly could have resisted his desires with the help of the Holy Spirit, even though he could not have accomplished this with his natural powers. Ambrose (De vocat. gent., bk. 2, ch. 13): “Your fault will be called back to you. Do not give sin control over you, but rather you should assume mastery over it.” Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 15, ch. 7):

Indeed, the “turning” conversio] can be understood in reference to man himself, so that he knows that he should attribute the fact that he sins to no one other than to himself. For this is the health-giving medicine of repentance and the proper petition for pardon, so that when He says “its turning under you” we should not hear beneath it “will be” but “must be,” that is, in the mood of one who commands rather than of one who declares. For everyone will master his sin if he does not prefer it to himself by defending it, but subjects it to himself by repentance. Otherwise he will serve it as it masters him, if he supports it when it occurs, etc. “Stop!” that is, “Keep your hand away from crime. Sin must not have dominion in your mortal body. For its turning must be under you” when you do not aid it by relaxing the reins but rein it in by stopping it. “You will master it” so that when it is not permitted to act openly, being under the power of a controlling and benevolent mind, it ceases moving even inwardly.

Luther (on Genesis 4, p. 61): “ ‘Its desire is for you,’ that is, as Paul says, ‘Sin is in your members’ [cf. Rom. 7:5, 23]. Also: ‘The flesh lusts against the spirit’ [Gal. 5:17]. But just because you feel the movement of sin, you will not be condemned. If sin entices you, master it through faith. Do not allow it to master you.”19

From all this it is clear what answer must be given to Bellarmine, who in this statement especially presses the point that God neither promises nor commands but signifies that sin lies within the power of the sinner; and also that no one commands impossible things unless he be insane or mad.

Ecclesiasticus 15[:18 Vg]: “Before man are good and evil.”

§ 77. We respond to the latter statement from Ecclesiasticus: (1) The book is outside the canon. (2) The son of Sirach is speaking about the state of man before the fall, that is, as he was created by God, equipped with perfect powers for good. But from this it cannot be concluded that his state is still like that today. Indeed, God did create man as upright, but Bellarmine has mixed up many questions: in Eccl. 7:30 the word [image: ] is the same as is used is used in Gen. 6:5 and 8:12 to refer to the corruption of the human nature introduced by sin.20 Therefore from the fact that in Gen. 1:27 man is said to have been created in the image of God, it cannot be concluded that he is still a partaker of that image since “Adam begot a son in his own image” (Gen. 5:3), which had been miserably corrupted and defiled by sin. So also from the fact that in Gen. 1:31 God is said to have created all things to be “very good,” it cannot be concluded that man is still very good in his substance and accidents, since after the fall “God saw that there was great wickedness upon the earth” (Gen. 6:5). So also from the fact that, as far as good and evil are concerned, man is said to have been left in the hand of his own counsel [Ecclus. 15:14], it cannot be concluded that he is still equipped with those perfect powers for good because, when he commits sin, he becomes a slave of sin in such a way that “we are not sufficient of ourselves to claim anything good as coming from us” (2 Cor. 3:5).

(3) Hence Augustine writes (Hypognost., bk. 3): “What does ‘He left him’” (Adam) “‘in the hand of his own counsel’ mean, except that He left him in the power of his free choice, for ‘in the hand’ means a possibility. This is the primary grace by which man could have stood firm if he had wanted to keep the commandments of God. Therefore, deprived of this through his disobedience, man became a captive of the serpent by just judgment, that is, a captive of the devil whom he wanted to obey rather than God. Therefore it is written: ‘For of whom a man is overcome, to the same is he brought into slavery’ [2 Pet. 2:19].”

Bellarmine objects: (1) “Augustine (De grat. et lib. arbit., ch. 2) cites this very passage to prove free choice.”

We respond. Augustine understands free choice to mean the will of man itself, which is free of coercion though it is not free from the slavery of sin.

(2) [Bellarmine again:] “The passage from Ecclesiasticus shows that free choice survived in man even after the fall, for Sirach had said a little earlier: ‘Do not say: It was God who led me astray’ [Ecclus. 15:12]; that is, do not assign the cause for your crime to God. Then he quickly adds: ‘Because God left man in the hand of his own counsel’ [v. 14]. This argument would do nothing if Sirach did not want to signify that the free choice given to the first man at the beginning now remains even in his descendants.”

We respond. In committing external crimes, man indeed has some freedom, but by his own powers he cannot discard the corruption of his nature born in us nor leave the slavery of sin. Nevertheless it is correctly said to him that he should not assign the cause of his sin to God, who originally equipped him with perfect powers for good. And the wretched servitude of sin to which we are subject after the fall must not be assigned to a bloodthirsty decree of God by which Adam was driven to his fall and his posterity hurled headlong into the pit of sin, but rather it must be borne as something received from Adam’s own fault, because he himself fell away from God by his own will, though God created him upright and perfect.

(3) [Bellarmine again:] “With those words, the Ecclesiastic21 is addressing people who now exist.”

We respond. Unregenerate people do have certain freedom in external actions which are morally good, and the regenerate have a still far greater freedom. Therefore such admonitions are beneficial to both. Augustine (De grat. et lib. arbitr., ch. 16):

There is always a free will in us, but it is not always good. For either it is free from righteousness when it serves sin, and then it is evil; or it is free from sin when it serves righteousness, and then it is good. But the grace of God is always good, and through it, it happens that the good will itself which has already begun to exist is increased, and then becomes so great that it is able to fulfill the divine commandments which it wills when it wills very much and perfectly. For what is written in Ecclus. 15[:15] strengthens this: “If you are willing, you will keep the commandments,” so that the person who wishes to keep them but cannot may know that he does not yet will fully and may pray to have as much of a will as is sufficient to fulfill the commandments, etc.

Chapter 16:

He himself who said, “If you are willing, you will keep the commandments,” said a little later in the same book of Ecclesiasticus [22:27]: “Who will set a guard over my mouth?” etc. From this prayer understand how he said, “If you are willing, you will keep the commandments.” For it is certain that it is we who keep the commandments if we wish, but because the will is prepared by the Lord, a will great enough for us to do according to our willing must be asked of Him. It is certain that it is we who will when we will, but it is He who causes us to will, about whom it is said, “The will is prepared by the Lord” [Prov. 8:35 LXX], etc.

(4) [Bellarmine again:] “Unless free choice is conceded to man, the ill will of the flesh cannot be compelled, lest it transfer the cause of fault to God.”

We respond. Quite the contrary, people are born under the yoke of sin which was brought into the world by the will of the first parent and by the deceit of the devil, and which passes on to all people. Augustine (Hypogn., bk. 3): “Out of his depraved nature—that is, from the first humans, of whom we ourselves are by nature and in whom there is a depraved freedom—there can come no man of a sound will, namely, with perfect choice of the will which would suffice for him.” Furthermore, God has prepared a remedy for this ailment in our nature in the ministry of the Word. Because many despise and reject that Word, they are not accusing God, the Creator of a perfect nature, and the Healer and Restorer of the ruined nature, but rather themselves.

Deuteronomy 30[:15]: “I have set before you good and evil.”

§ 78. The sixth class sets forth some other statements of Scripture. (I) Deut. 30[:15]: “Consider that today I have set in your sight life and goodness and, on the contrary, death and evil.” And later, v. 19: “I call heaven and earth to witness that I have set before you life and death, blessing and curse. Therefore choose life.” [Bellarmine says:] “Here Moses is not speaking about the state of innocence, but [he speaks] to the Hebrews who were with him at that time, to whom he is leaving the free choice of good or evil.”

We respond. With the greatest solemnity Moses protests that, in teaching the things which pertain to the temporal and eternal salvation of the Israelites, he dissimulated not at all, but showed the way to keep God’s Commandments, the way which leads to life; and that he had seriously warned them to beware of the way of transgressing God’s Commandments, the way which leads to death. But it neither can nor ought to be concluded from this that man can keep the whole Law, much less that he could do it by his own powers of free choice, for “the commandment given us for life” on account of the corruption of our nature “is found to produce death” (Rom. 7:10). “What was impossible for the Law because it was weakened by the flesh God has done by sending His own Son” (Rom. 8:3). Thus, in the keeping of the Commandments, the hope of life lies no longer in ourselves but in Christ, who “is the end of the Law for the righteousness of everyone who believes” (Rom. 10:4). According to the apostolic interpretation in that same tenth chapter, Moses describes both the legal righteousness of works and the evangelical righteousness of faith in this place, for Moses set before the Israelites not only the Law but also the prophecies about Christ, both in clear promises and in the types of the sacrifices. He says that life is set before them in this doctrine of his, obviously in this order and manner: from the teaching of the Law comes the knowledge of sin, thus the Law is the pedagogue unto Christ [Gal. 3:24], and whoever believes in Him is regenerated and justified. (This regeneration and justification Moses calls “blessing.”) Renewal is conjoined to this regeneration, through which renewal our “heart is circumcised,” as Moses says in [Deut. 30:]6, so that we can be obedient to the divine Law. But because we receive only the firstfruits of the Spirit, and because in this life renewal is not perfect in every detail, the fulfillment is imperfect, and so not even the reborn themselves should hope for salvation from the righteousness of the Law, much less the unregenerate.

[Joshua 24:15: “The option is given to you.”]

(II) [Bellarmine again:] “Josh. 24[:15 Vg]: ‘The option is given to you, whom you would rather serve.’ There it is left free to the people whether they want to worship the true God or idols, that is, to do good or to sin.”

We respond. The worship of God is either interior or exterior. The unregenerate can by their own powers neither show nor begin the inner and true worship of God, but those to whom the will of God has been revealed in the Word can in some way provide the outward worship. In this passage, Joshua deals with Israelites who already have been converted and taken into the covenant of God through circumcision, and thus he is not giving the option as if they had complete freedom of choice but in order to elicit from them a public confession of the true God and a voluntary obligation to worship Him, and in order that in this way the devout may be strengthened in their religion but the hypocrites may be left without excuse if they persevere in their hypocrisy or later fall openly out of this religion.

Ecclesiasticus 31[:10]: “Who was able to transgress and did not transgress?”

(III) [Bellarmine again:] “Ecclus. 31[:10–11]: ‘Who was able to transgress and did not transgress, and to do evil and did not do it? His good things will be established.’ Here a man is said to be good and worthy of praise and reward because he was able to do evil and did not do it.”

We respond. The discussion in this place does not concern the saving conversion to God nor the capability of applying oneself to good and evil, but to the external uses of wealth. For many people wealth is the instrument and strength for sinning, which even the unregenerate can use honorably and rightly, as the words and examples of the more upright heathen bear witness. But from this passage the powers of free choice in spiritual matters cannot be proved.

1 Corinthians 7[:37]: “Whoever is firmly established in his heart to keep her as a virgin.”

(IV) 1 Cor. 7[:37]: “Whoever is firmly established in his heart to keep her as a virgin does well.”

We respond. Coelestius also used this argument, but Augustine (De perfect. justit.) responds: “As if it should be considered of great importance to be willing to marry when the argument concerns the aid of divine mercy.” To marry off or not marry off one’s virgin [dependent] is related to external actions in which free choice does still have some powers.

2 Corinthians 9[:7]: “As each has determined in his heart.”

(V) [Bellarmine again:] “2 Cor. 9[:7]: ‘As each has determined in his heart, not from sadness or by necessity.’ Here a choice is given to man.”

We respond. But who would deprive man of a choice of will in external actions such as making contributions? Furthermore, the apostle here is discussing the reborn.

The statements of the fathers.

§ 79. As far as the statements of the fathers are concerned, it is not our plan to discuss them individually.

We respond in general. (1) Before the Pelagian controversy began, they spoke more freely, for the discussion was with the Marcionites and Manichaeans, who imagined that sin is an evil substance created thus by an evil principle, and even that sin did not enter into the world through the free choice of the first parent nor that the choice is free in evil actions (Augustine, Contra Julian., bk. 1, ch. 21).

(2) They quite often use the expression “free choice” to mean man’s will, so that for man to be of free choice is nothing else to them but that man has been equipped with the faculty of understanding and willing.

(3) They very often use the word “freedom” to mean the inner freedom which is free from the necessity of compulsion, such that the will of man does whatever it does willingly, freely, and compelled by no one.

(4) In some statements they speak about freedom in external actions, namely, that a person who is not yet reborn can somehow show an external discipline and restrain his external members from the more serious sins. In this respect they call free choice depraved, bent, wounded, etc.

(5) They sometimes use the expression “free choice” to mean that the mind and will can be converted by the ordinary dispensation of God, which capacity for conversion is in neither brute animals nor even devils. Augustine (Letter 107 ad Vitalem): “If we really wish to defend free choice, we should not attack the source from which it is free.” Luther (Oper. Lat., vol. 1, f. 236): “When the fathers defend free choice, they are speaking about the capacity of its freedom, namely, that it can be turned to God through grace and become the truly free thing which it was created to be.”22

(6) When they consider the corruption of [human] nature introduced through sin, by which the will of man is in service to sin and of itself cannot help but serve it, they say clearly that free choice has been lost, wiped out, ruined, made a slave, etc. They call the will a damnable handmaid, a captive, stubbornness, not freedom.

(7) Because the world disgracefully abuses the doctrine of the powerlessness of human powers in spiritual matters to feed sloth, security, and stubbornness, at times the ancients spoke too gloriously about human powers, especially in homilies to the people, which Jerome confesses about himself. Bellarmine (De grat. et lib. arb., bk. 6, ch. 6):

Chrysostom does not preach prevenient grace very openly, because at that time those had not yet risen up who would deny it. Therefore he attributes to us the dealings we have with God. He sometimes says that we are not anticipated by God in the manner of one determining [us] for one thing [only] [per modum determinantis ad unum] and who brings a necessity so that freedom of choice is removed. This is something which Chrysostom repeats often and freely both because of the Manichaeans who denied free choice and to shatter the indolence and neglect of people, so that they do not think that God was going to anticipate them so as to leave them nothing which they had to do.

(8) At times they not only speak too freely but also quite unfortunately, which they later correct in other writings. This is admitted by the Papist authors themselves. Toletus (commentary on John 6): “In this, Chrysostom, Cyril, and other Greek teachers are not approved.”

Maldonatus (commentary on John 6): “Even Theophylact, Euthymius, and Arnobius speak in such a way as if man can merit grace before he is drawn to grace by grace. But this doctrine of theirs has too close a kinship with the heresy of the Pelagians.”

Sixtus Senensis ([Bibliothec.,] in the preface to bk. 5): “By the force of speaking with the Manichaeans, who were defending the necessity of fate, Chrysostom gave more than is right to natural powers.”

Pererius (commentary on Romans, no. 3): “The teaching of Theodoret, Oecumenius, and Jerome seems to be contrary to the points which the apostle argues in this passage. The opinion of Augustine fits the teaching of Paul more closely. For this reason, Augustine has retracted his intemperately stated opinions and in those [retractions] has tacitly noted the statements of others which have been given incorrectly.” [Augustine] (Retract., bk. 1, ch. 9): “In regard to our will, it is established that we either enjoy or lack the true good. Whoever wants to live uprightly will achieve such a great thing with such ease that to will it is nothing else but to have what he has willed.” He responds: “Against the Manichaeans we stated that the will is that by which one sins and lives correctly, but unless it is freed by grace, it cannot live uprightly.” Retract. (bk. 1, ch. 15): “We are commanded by righteousness and have the power by nature to love spiritual things.” He responds: “Grace accomplishes this: that the healed nature can do what it could not do when it was corrupted, through Him who came to seek and to save that which had been lost [Luke 19:10].” Retract. (bk. 1, ch. 22): “Changing the will for the better has been placed within our power.” He responds: “It is in man’s power. But that power is nothing unless given by God.” Retract. (bk. 1, ch. 26): “God does not have mercy unless our will has preceded it.” He responds: “This is said after repentance, for there is also a mercy which anticipates the will. If it were not to exist, the will would not be prepared by the Lord [cf. Prov. 8:35 LXX].” More statements of this kind are extant in [Augustine’s] books Contra Julianum, Contra Coelestium, De natura et gratia, etc. Julian had quoted the opinion of Basil: “Sin is not a substance but an accident; therefore it can be separated from the will very easily.” Augustine responds: “It is easy not for the human will but for divine mercy. This is enough against the Manichaeans, who think it is impossible.” Jerome had said: “God gave man free choice. He gave him freedom of his own mind that each man might live not according to the rule of God but according to his own obedience, not out of necessity but out of will, that virtue might have a place,” etc. Augustine responds that Jerome “is speaking about freedom before the fall, the freedom in which Adam had been created. Clement of Alexandria, Epiphanius, and others write that people in ancient times were saved by the law of nature.” Augustine clearly rejects this as Pelagian.


SECTION VI: AN EXAMINATION OF BOOK 6 OF BELLARMINE,
ON THE POWERS OF FREE CHOICE IN SPIRITUAL MATTERS

On the inability of its powers in spiritual matters.

§ 80. Bellarmine argues (De grat. et lib. arbit., bk. 6, ch. 2): “Without the special illumination of God, man cannot believe the mysteries of faith.” Chapter 4: “In those matters which pertain to piety and salvation, the human will cannot will without the help of the grace of God.” Chapter 5: “Solely by the powers of nature man can by no means prepare himself to accept grace, not even congruously.” Chapter 7: “One cannot love God without the help of grace.” In his summary of this subject, Bellarmine considers us to be of the same mind with himself in all these statements (though in the elaboration itself there do occur some things which we by no means approve), but he departs from the Scholastics and other Papist writers who obviously Pelagianize in these questions. Yet meanwhile he himself still thinks and speaks too poorly about the efficacy of grace, as is usual [for him], as will become clear from the following.

That the proposed questions may be understood quite correctly, these distinctions must be observed. (1) Nature in some manner knows certain major theoretical concepts of the Christian faith, namely, that God exists, that He is one, that He is the avenger of crimes, etc. And in practical matters [it knows] that external sins are to be avoided, that civil righteousness is to be performed, etc. But other [chief points] are mysteries divinely revealed in the Word, for instance: that there are three persons of the Trinity, that Christ is the Son of God, that the grace of God and righteousness come to us for Christ’s sake, etc. The former can in some way be arrived at by the natural light of reason, from which the natural knowledge of God has its source. Yet it is imperfect, weak, and corrupt. On the other hand, our reason is completely blind and darkened to the latter.

(2) The knowledge of the letter is one thing; the knowledge of the Spirit is another. Hypocrites who mingle with the reborn in the church understand the articles on the Trinity, on the incarnation of the Word, etc. But this knowledge is in such a condition that it consists of the letter rather than of the Spirit. That is, salutary assent and trust are far removed from this knowledge because it has not been graciously sealed through the Holy Spirit, nor does it have the true trust of the heart joined with it.

(3) Some willing of man is pedagogical, that which regards the external hearing of the Word and external pedagogy; performing this has been left even to unregenerate man. But the inner willing and assent are something else; by these the evangelical promises and the grace of God in those promises are received.

Is free choice rightly said to be passive in conversion?

§ 81. Bellarmine (chs. 9ff.) next deals with freedom of choice in the matters which pertain to salvation and sets himself the task of refuting our opinion. (I) He calls it a “crass error that Luther had said that free choice has no activity in a good work when we are speaking about an internal work, that is, that free choice is passive in conversion.”

We respond. Luther did not teach that conversion took place without the deliberation of the mind and the assent of the will, but he denied that the will by its own natural powers actively concurs with those acts. That is, he denied that in the mind and will there survived a “working power” [δύναμις ἐνεργητική] which [the will] brings forth as it is aroused through grace and in this way cooperates with the Holy Spirit. This comparison must not be extended any farther than applies to clay in the hand of the potter. Luther says the same thing that Augustine (De grat. et libero arbitrio, ch. 16) once said, “It is certain that when we will it is we who will, but it is He who causes us to will about whom it is said, ‘It is God who works in us to will’ [Phil. 2:13], etc.” For this reason he does not call that first grace “cooperating” but “operating” grace.

(II) He accuses Chemnitz of “attributing the Pelagian error” to the Papists “in bad faith,” as if “they deny the fact that our will can effect absolutely nothing of spiritual and salutary good without the help of the grace of God.”

We respond. The debates of the Scholastics concerning congruous merit, the preparation for grace, the possibility of loving God above all things out of purely natural powers, etc., are well-known. Chemnitz has explained the insidious ambiguities of the decrees of the Council [of Trent] quite clearly. Bellarmine should have responded to him. Bellarmine is also hiding in a hole of ambiguity since by the “aid of grace” he means not the sort of change and renewal of the will by which people are given new powers to will and consent, but rather he means that the dormant and original powers are roused.

(III) To us [Bellarmine] attributes the opinion that “our will is so acted upon by God in good works of piety that it cannot but act, and though the will itself also actively concurs, because it is the very thing which produces action, nevertheless it concurs as a merely natural instrument of God and not as a free cause and master of its own action.” And in this sense [Bellarmine] says that we deny that “our will cooperates with God or is aided by God.”

We respond. In a few words he attributes to us many things which are by no means acknowledged by us, but he needed to cover up the state of the controversy so cunningly, lest the open truth shine forth with its rays. First, none of us says that in good works of piety the will is so acted upon by God that it cannot but act, for the term “works of piety” means either conversion itself or the works of the devout done after renewal. In neither case should it be said that the will is so acted upon by God that it cannot but act. For the will of man can resist the Holy Spirit and hinder the work of conversion, for God acts in conversion not with absolute but with ordinary power.23 The reborn can commit sins against conscience and in turn fall away from God, for they have not been elected by an absolute decree of God. Therefore in conversion the will of man is so acted upon by God that it can act and not act; that is, when the Holy Spirit approaches the work of conversion, the stubbornly resisting human will can hinder it and, alas, often does hinder it. For the Holy Spirit does not bring a coercive force upon people who are to be converted (we are speaking about the ordinary manner) but makes willing people out of unwilling ones; that is, to those who are by nature unwilling and are unable to do anything except not will He gives the capability to be able to will and to will truly through grace. Those who are stubbornly unwilling—that is, those who resist the operation of the Holy Spirit with actual stubbornness—He does not convert ordinarily. For here there must be a precise distinction between privative unwillingness and positive unwillingness. In fact, there are certain grades of this positive unwillingness.

But if it is said that the will of man in good works is so acted upon by God that it itself does not and cannot act, here again the ambiguities must be removed. For if this is meant in such a way that in and after conversion there are no movements in the will, the proposition is false, nor is it acknowledged by us, because no conversion occurs and no good works are done without actions of the mind and will. But if it is meant in such a way that the will of man is so acted upon by God that it does not itself act and cannot act by its own natural powers (yet it could act and truly does act with the new powers given to it by God), the proposition is true, and it is firmly held by us.

Second, we do not acknowledge what Bellarmine attributes to us: that the will concurs as a merely natural instrument of God, not as the free cause and master of its own act. For the will does concur with the first beginning of conversion not as a cooperating instrument but as the subject in which the Holy Spirit acts not by compulsion nor natural pressing but by liberation, illumination, renewal. But afterward the will is endowed with new powers and concurs as (not the natural but) the free instrument, since the Spirit can and often is expelled from the reborn, acting freely, through sins against conscience. Therefore in this respect and in this state the will is the instrument in and with which the Holy Spirit acts because, as Augustine says (De corr. et grat., ch. 2), “the reborn are acted upon by the Holy Spirit in such a way that they do what must be done, not as if they themselves do nothing.”

Third, the reason why we say that the will does not cooperate with grace but is in need of the help of divine grace is by no means because it concurs as a natural instrument and not as a free cause. Rather this is what we believe, what we strive to approve in every way: in conversion the will does not act by its own powers that still remain from its first birth but is in need of the gift of new powers. Therefore this is the sense and respect in which we deny that the will cooperates with grace; yet we by no means deny that it becomes a co-worker [σύνεργoν] after renewal has taken place.

The arguments in favor of free choice in spiritual matters. First, people are said to be co-workers of God.

§ 82. Now that these points have been observed accurately, it becomes quite obvious what response must be given to the arguments of Bellarmine. In the first place, he brings up the scriptural testimonies in which “people are said to be workers, builders, planters, waterers, and co-workers of God in good works” [cf. Rom. 15:20; 1 Cor. 3:6–7, 9–10; 2 Cor. 13:10], but it is clear that those statements are discussing the devout and the reborn who, we concede, do cooperate [συνεργεῖν] in good works.

Second, conversion itself is required of people.

The second class contains the scriptural statements which require conversion itself of people. Zech. 1:3: “Turn [Convertimini] to Me, and I shall turn to you.” Joel 2:12: “Turn to Me with all your heart.” Jer.[4:]1: “Return to Me.” Ezek. 18:31: “Make yourselves a new heart.” Col. 3:9: “Put off the old man.”

We respond. The Pelagians will be unable to elicit from those statements that man works out his own conversion without grace. In the same way, the Papists cannot and should not elicit from them that man by his own natural powers of free will cooperates with grace in conversion, because such admonitions by no means indicate that man is capable of what is required of him by his own powers. Rather, they are the efficacious instruments of the Holy Spirit by which He wishes to rouse people from the sleep of sins and to convert them so that what they cannot do of themselves they can do by His grace and gift. For as in the Gospel account Christ says: “Rise up, girl!” and “Come forth, Lazarus!” [cf. Mark 5:41; John 11:43], and yet no one concludes from this that they could have raised themselves from natural death or cooperated with their resurrection by their own powers, but the whole work is understood as assigned to Christ and His life-giving Word, so also, when the Holy Spirit says, “Repent, be converted, rise up, you who are sleeping!” this does not indicate what man has the power to do but what God, because He does have the power, wants to work in man through these efficacious admonitions, unless His work is stubbornly resisted. This bestowal should please us greatly, because Scripture calls unregenerate people “dead in their sins” (Eph. 2[:1]; Col. 2[:13]); and in John 5[:8–9, 24], when Christ grants physical and spiritual resuscitation, He ascribes both completely to the efficacy of His Word. Therefore it must be acknowledged that we cannot do what the Holy Spirit requires of us except by His grace. Jer. 31:18[–19]: “Convert me, Lord, that I may be converted. When You converted me, I repented.” 2 Tim. 2:25: “God may perhaps grant them penitence.” John 6:29: “This is the work of God, that you believe,” etc.

Furthermore, in some statements, the turning [conversio] of God toward us does not mean the salutary grace of conversion by which He Himself recalls our heart to penitence, but the declaration of divine kindness in presenting benefits, by which He declares that He is kind and propitious in turning away punishments, just as He at times reveals His wrath with public disasters. In Jer. 15:19 the word “conversion” is used as a reference to returning to the pursuit of the prophetic office, for God is promising the prophet that if he does not permit himself to be deterred by His sinister judgments of the people, but energetically carries out the office entrusted to him, then he would in turn be sustained and confirmed by God.

Beyond this, some statements speak clearly about the constant wrestling of the Spirit against the flesh in the reborn by which they restrain the desires [concupiscentias] of the flesh and thus put off the old man. This is something that can by no means be transferred to people who are not yet reborn, who yet do not have the firstfruits of the Spirit.

Finally, if a “sufficient and working power” [ἐπιτηδειότης ac ἐνεργητικὴ δύναμις] of human strength must be concluded from these commands, it will follow that man does not cooperate but fully operates his own conversion before God turns to him with His grace. This is Pelagianism itself.

Third, we are assisted by God in good works.

The third class of Bellarmine’s arguments contains the statements of Scripture which teach that “we are helped by God in good works, for it should not be said that he is properly being helped who does nothing, but he who labors in the doing.” Ps. 26[:9]: “You are my help.”24 Ps. 69[:2]: “O Lord, hasten to help me.”25 Rom. 8[:26]: “The Spirit helps our weakness.” 1 Cor. 15[:10]: “I have labored more than all, but not I but the grace of God with me.”

We respond. In these statements, the reborn and believers are under discussion, those who, because they are still weak because of the inherent old flesh, need the help and confirmation of the Holy Spirit. Augustine (Contra duas epist. Pelag., bk. 2, ch. 10) does not call the first grace of conversion “helping,” but “prevenient” and “operating”: “Subsequent grace indeed helps a good intent, but the intent itself would not exist unless grace preceded it. And the zeal of man which is called good is helped by grace when it begins to exist, but is inspired by Him of whom it is said, ‘It is God who wills in you to will and to do’ [Phil. 2:13].” De corrept. et grat. (ch. 12): “If in such great weakness of this life a renewed will were left to the reborn that it might continue in the help of God if they were willing, and if God were not working in them to will, in the midst of so many and such great temptations the will would succumb because of its own weakness.” From these and a great many similar statements, it is evident that Augustine does not posit helping grace until prevenient grace first works the willing (without the cooperation of the old man), for at that time it helps, lest we will in vain.

The word “helping.”

Moreover, when coming to the statements of the ancients which preach the help of grace, it must be noted and properly explained that when the words “succoring,” “aiding,” “helping,” and similar words are attributed to God, they quite often are expressing the total cause, and they do not divide the praise for the operation between God and people. Thus in the Psalms and in the prophetic writings, God is said to support and help those whom He has plucked from the pit of their miseries, in which all human operation ceases and the might of God alone shows itself. The passage in 1 Cor. 15[:10] also speaks about the converted and reborn Paul, who attributes nothing to himself but all things to divine grace, when he states that what he is, he is by the grace of God. The Greek text properly reads thus: “I have labored more than all, yet not I but the grace of God ἡ σὺν ἐμoί” (of course supply oὖσα), “which was with me,” that is, which is and was that which made me sufficient but which by no means shares its works and the praise for them with me, something which the opposition “not I but the grace of God which is with me” proves very clearly.

Ambrose (commentary [on this passage]): “Lest he be thought to have exalted himself boastfully, he quickly humbles himself when he ascribes this very thing no longer to himself but to the grace of God, in order to bring all the glory back to God.”

Erasmus (Annot.): “Paul is correcting what he had just said, that he had worked more than all. In fact, he says, ‘It is not I who have done this, but rather the grace of God which was with me,’ that we may understand that this entire matter is understood as given to God.”

Fourth, a person who has been called has the power not to come.

In the fourth class, Bellarmine offers the statements which witness that a person whom God has called is able not to come. Prov. 1[:24]: “I called you, and you refused.” Matt. 23[:37]: “I wanted to gather together your children, and you would not.” Acts 7[:51]: “You have resisted the Holy Spirit,” etc.

We respond. We have shown earlier that these things are not of the same kind [§ 74]. The will of man is sufficient by its own powers to resist [grace], but it needs new powers to acquiesce. Ambrose (De vocat. gent., bk. 2, ch. 9): “Not willing good does lie in man, yet he does not have the power to will good unless that is given to him.”

The statements of the fathers concerning free choice in spiritual matters.

§ 83. Earlier [§ 59] we discussed in general the statements of the ancients which Bellarmine cites in ch. 11 and most of those which are gathered here, especially the statements of Augustine which bear witness that to will is an act of our will, which we do not deny. Yet we add from Augustine himself that it is an act of the will not as established under the old [man] but as reborn and in the beginning of renewal through the Holy Spirit. [Augustine] (De pecc. merit., bk. 2, ch. 5): “I do not deny that free choice itself pertains to the grace of God—that is, to the gifts of God—not only that it exists but also that it exists as a good thing, that is, that it is converted to do the commandments of God.” De grat. et liber. arbitr. (ch. 16): “It is certain that it is we who will when we will, but it is He who works it that we will and do by providing the will with very effectual powers, of whom it is written: ‘It is God who works in us both to will and to do’ [Phil. 2:13].” De praedest. sanct. (ch. 7): “Our willing and believing must be understood such that both are of God who prepares the will, and both are ours, because that does not happen unless we are willing.”

Bernard (De grat. et lib. arbitr.): “This is the entire work of free choice: that it consents, but not that such consent comes from choice itself since ‘we are not sufficient to think,’ which is less than to consent, ‘anything of ourselves as from ourselves’ [2 Cor. 3:5].”

Bellarmine objects that he also “acknowledges the aid of prevenient grace,” but we have shown earlier what he means by that expression and how insidiously he deceives [§ 68]. As for the arguments which he gives in ch. 12, we dealt with them a little earlier [§§ 56–57]. Thus it remains for us to explain the rest of the statements of Scripture which the other supporters and defenders of free choice besides Bellarmine use, so that the true and genuine meaning of those statements may shine forth.

The remaining statements of Scripture in favor of free will: First, Psalm 119[:112]: “I have inclined my heart to observe Your precepts.”

§ 84. “Ps. 119:112: ‘I have inclined my heart to observe Your precepts.’ Therefore it is within the power of man to turn his heart in either direction.”

We respond. There is more in the conclusion than the antecedent allows. For if David inclined his heart to observe the precepts of the Lord, it does not follow that he did this by the powers of his free choice. But he did this as he was renewed by the Holy Spirit, because in the same psalm he acknowledges that that inclining is the work of the Holy Spirit when he prays in v. 33 [and v. 36]: “Teach me, Jehovah, the way of Your statutes, and incline my heart to Your testimonies.” Therefore David is teaching not what he did by his own powers but how he did what he had done by the grace of the Holy Spirit, namely, with a spontaneous and ready mind, and not with servile and forced obedience, for the obedience ought to be spontaneous, proceeding from the heart (Ps. 110:3).

Ambrose (De fuga seculi, ch. 1) and, on the basis of him, Augustine (De bono perseverant., ch. 8): “The prophet testifies that this” (the flight from wickedness) “is a matter of the promise rather than of the performance by saying, ‘Incline my heart to Your testimonies and not to avarice’ [Ps. 119:36], for our heart and thoughts are not within our power,” etc. “God gives the human heart pious thoughts by which to have faith.”

Hosea 5[:15]: “I shall return to My place.”

§ 85. “Hosea 5:15: ‘I shall return to My place until they put [their guilt] in their heart and seek My face.’ Therefore the will of man can turn to God by its own powers.”

We respond. To go to His place does not mean that God is going to take away His grace and wait for people to turn to Him by their own powers but that He would hide His face through the cross and press them with the weight of calamities so that they would come to a knowledge of their sins. That is why this is added: “When afflictions happen to them, they will hurry to Me” [Hosea 5:15]. Isa. 26:16: “In distress they sought You. They poured out a prayer when Your chastening was upon them.” Disasters are like sermons of the Law preached in things [reales quasi conciones legis], by whose preaching the Holy Spirit wants to be effectual in the hearts of people for the knowledge and hatred of their sins. You see, afflictions of and through themselves do not work repentance, unless the Holy Spirit affects hearts inwardly and changes them, since the wicked often become worse through calamities. Furthermore, the words [image: ] have been incorrectly translated “until they put in their heart,” even though the root is [image: ] Thus Munsterus translated it “until their snorting takes place,” that is, until they become abominable with snorting because of their punishment. Pagninus renders it “until they fail”; the Targum, “until they acknowledge that they have sinned,” and thus they deservedly endure the severity of the utterly fair Judge.

Matthew 12[:33]: “Either make the tree good.”

§ 86. “Matt. 12:33: ‘Either make the tree good and its fruit good, or make the tree bad and its fruit bad.’ Therefore people have the free choice to turn or not turn to God.”

We respond. For many things, it is said that they are being made when what is being proved is that they have already been made. So also in this passage not the doing but the declaration of a good or bad tree is meant, because it adds “a tree is known by its fruit.” It would also be very absurd for Christ to command people to make themselves bad. The Pharisees used to cover the inner sins of their hearts—such as pride, envy, hatred, ambition, etc.—with the hypocritical veil of exterior sanctity, and so Christ commands them to take off their deceitful mask and pretended persona so that people may be able to recognize them to be outwardly the sort of people they are inwardly, that there may be a harmony of lips, works, and heart. But Christ by no means attributes to the Pharisees the capability to be able to turn to God and “make their trees good” by their own powers. Rather, He clearly adds: “How can you speak good when you are evil?” [v. 34]. Others refer it to Christ Himself: “Either acknowledge Me to be good and to do good, or acknowledge Me to be evil and to do evil.” But the first interpretation of the text is more fitting.

Mark 9[:24]: “Lord, I believe, but help my weakness.”

§ 87. “Mark 9:24: ‘Lord, I believe, but help my unbelief.’ Therefore we begin conversion with our own powers.”

We respond. It will have to be proved that the holy thought, good intent, and first spark of faith existed because of our own powers of nature and not because of the working of the Holy Spirit, which this passage certainly does not assert. God helps a weak faith; this is helping grace. Yet not even a tiny spark of faith exists which He does not kindle; this is operating and preparing grace. 1 Cor. 12:3: “No one can say” (with a truly faithful heart) “that Christ is Lord except through the Holy Spirit.” But here the father of the lunatic calls Christ “Lord” by faith, though a weak faith, and therefore this is surely from the gift of the Holy Spirit. He had heard about Jesus of Nazareth, that He would cure ailments and free the possessed by His divine power, and from this hearing he conceived the first spark of faith through the working of the Holy Spirit. By it he came to Christ, who helped the weakness of his faith.

Luke 8[:18]: “Take heed how you hear.”

§ 88. “Luke 8:18: ‘Take heed how you hear.’ Therefore it is within our powers to be able to hear with a certain assent.”

We respond. The word “how” embraces certain things which have been placed within the choice and powers of the unregenerate, especially those things which are declared negatively, for instance, that the Word should not be heard with a desire for contradicting nor with a zeal for calumny nor with the intent to blaspheme it. But there are some things which the human will cannot accomplish except through the working of the Holy Spirit, especially those things which are asserted positively, as, for instance, to hear with the assent of the heart and the obedience of the will. The former they call “exterior hearing”; the latter, “internal hearing.” Hence with this statement of Christ spoken indiscriminately to His audience—some of whom, like the apostles, had already been reborn, but others of whom who had not been reborn—He admonishes the reborn to stir up the gift of God which is in them [cf. 2 Tim. 1:6], because even the reborn, due to the inherent weakness of the flesh, need such incitements by which to be aroused to greater care, lest the faith kindled by the Holy Spirit gradually be extinguished again in their hearts. [With the same words,] He urges the unregenerate to turn away from their interest in contradicting, calumniating, and blaspheming. Augustine’s book De correptione et grat. belongs here. In it he shows that the corrections and admonitions are the salutary instruments through which the Holy Spirit wants to be effectual in the hearts of people. He also writes (De bono persev., ch. 14): “When the Lord was speaking to those who had their carnal ears open, He yet kept saying, ‘He who has ears to hear, let him hear’ [Luke 8:8]. He knew beyond doubt that not all had such ears. But the Lord Himself shows from whom those who have them do have them when He says, ‘I shall give them a heart to know Me and ears to hear’ [cf. Jer. 24:7]. Having ears to hear, then, is the gift of obedience.”

Luke 10[:30]: “The traveler was left half dead.”

§ 89. “Luke 10:30: ‘A traveler was wounded by robbers and was left half dead.’ The traveler is a type of the human race, wounded and stripped by the devil. That the man was left half dead” (says the Jesuit Salmeron in his commentary on this parable, treatise 16) “means that free will has not been destroyed.”

We respond. (1) Allegories do not provide conclusive arguments unless the explanation is drawn from Scripture itself or at least is proven to agree with Scripture.

(2) In this passage the proper and principal intent of Christ is not to speak about the state of man after the fall and his restoration but about man’s neighbor and the responsibilities of love that he owes him. Thus not all parts of this parable should be explained so laboriously and subtly. Rather, it is enough to hold to the principal aim; we have said more about this in the treatise On the Interpretation of Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 2, §§ 136–40].

(3) If we wished to refer the fact that he was left half dead to fallen man, it should be taken not as a reference to spiritual life—and thus to conversion, faith, and the obedience which pleases God—but as a reference to natural life and external discipline, for as far as spiritual life and the powers necessary to begin it are concerned, Scripture pronounces him not half dead but completely dead (John 5:25; Eph. 2:5).

Macarius (Homily 30) compares the half-dead traveler with “Lazarus rotting in the grave on the fourth day.”

Lyra says: “The life of grace has been taken away, and the natural life remains.”

Maldonatus (commentary): “The fact that he is said to have been left half dead means nothing else but that he was left in a very wretched state, for he was left in such a way that he was half dead. This is more miserable than if he had been left dead, because he felt his misery more.”

We know that the author of the Hypognost. (bk. 3) relates this passage to free choice. He says: “He is correctly said to have been left half dead, for he had vital movement; that is, his free choice was wounded, because it alone was insufficient to return him to eternal life, which he had lost. Thus he is said to be half dead.” But here the word “choice” means the will itself; we freely concede that man was not stripped of this through the fall. But if the freedom of uprightness is understood, the same author writes about this a bit later: “What else is shown in the sheep lost out of the hundred sheep except that free choice had wandered away from the fellowship of the righteous now that the good of its potential had been lost by the fault of the first parent and could not return by itself to its cohort, that is, to the paradise which it left, to be reassociated with the number of the faithful,” etc. The Lord proves this when He says that the man who had been wounded by robbers was taken to an inn not under his own power but carried on a beast.

Luke 11[:13]: “The heavenly Father will give the Holy Spirit to those who ask.”

§ 90. “Luke 11:13: ‘The heavenly Father will give the Holy Spirit to those who ask.’ Therefore we can call upon God without the grace of the Holy Spirit.”

We respond. Christ is not speaking about the first spark of faith and of the Spirit, as if we could anticipate this with our prayers which proceed from the natural powers of our free choice and which have been poured out without the grace of the Holy Spirit. Rather, He is speaking of the increase of the Holy Spirit, who has already been received, and about the growth of His gifts. For as far as the first spark of faith and the salutary invocation of God are concerned, the apostle testifies clearly: “No one can say ‘Lord Jesus’ except through the Holy Spirit” (1 Cor. 12:3). Therefore how would we be able to pray without the Holy Spirit, who is “the Spirit of grace and of prayer” (Zech. 12:10), who “teaches us to pray” (John 4:23)? Therefore Christ is speaking not about prevenient grace but about subsequent, not about operating grace but about the cooperating grace of the Spirit, which the context also shows, since Christ is speaking to the apostles who had already been renewed by the Holy Spirit. And He uses an example from the disposition of an earthly father toward his children who are asking him for something, and shows that when the disciples ask the heavenly Father for the gifts of the Holy Spirit they will be heard, because they are not strangers but the very beloved children of God. “But,” you ask, “why does Christ use this form of speaking?” He wanted to teach us not to wait for violent and perceptible movements to be able to make a claim from these about the presence and grace of the Holy Spirit, even if we were resisting the Word and indulging our corrupt inclinations. Rather, when we have the desire, even if it barely shows itself with a hidden sigh, we may be sure that the Holy Spirit is present and at work. He also wanted to strengthen our weakness, lest we fall, even if the beginnings may be insignificant and obscure; rather, we should ask that they be increased. All of this is better understood from practice than from bare disputations.

Fulgentius (Letter 6 ad Theod.): “Indeed, the aid of grace must always be sought by us from God, but let us not attribute the very thing which we ask to our own powers, for one cannot have even this disposition to pray unless God gives it. Therefore that we desire the help of grace is itself of grace, for by it one begins to pray for it.”

Augustine (Contra Julian., bk. 4, ch. 8): “Here you” (Pelagians) “have begun to place the merits which precede grace—that is, in the asking, seeking, and knocking—as I see, in order that the debt may be paid by these merits, as if grace were so called in vain, as if no grace preceded and touched the heart in order that a beatific good be asked of God, in order that God be sought, in order that one knock on God’s door and that it would thus be written in vain: ‘His mercy will go ahead of me’ [Ps. 59:10; 58:11 Vg].” These are the words of Augustine.

“Faith pours out a prayer, and the prayer poured out of faith gains firmness.” There is no prayer pleasing to God without faith. But now, faith is the work and gift of God.

Luke 15[:18]: “I shall rise up and go to my father.”

§ 91. “In Luke 15:18, the prodigal says in his heart: ‘I shall arise and go to my father.’ Therefore the beginning of conversion comes from us.”

We respond. Augustine (Letter 106 ad Paul.) writes: “He who thought he could keep what God had given him without the help of God went off to a distant region, lived wastefully, and spent everything. Worn out by the misery of a harsh servitude, he came to himself and said, ‘I shall rise up and go to my father.’ How could he have had a good thought unless the most merciful Father had breathed it into him in secret?” Quaest. evangel. (bk. 2, ch. 33): “How could he in whom there was so great an obliviousness toward God know this except because the recognition of him who comes to his senses is there just when the Gospel is preached? It is He who works the very willing of whom it is written: ‘It is God who works to will’ [Phil. 2:13]. He inspired this good thinking in him who was unable to think anything good of himself as from himself [cf. 2 Cor. 3:5].”

John 1[:12]: “He gave power to become the children of God.”

§ 92. “John 1:12: ‘To all who received Him, who believed on His name, He gave power to become children of God.’ Therefore, before we are the children of God, we have the power and ability to become such children.”

We respond. To receive Christ is to believe in Christ; but “no one can believe in Christ, except this be given him by God” (Phil. 1:29), which John himself teaches when he adds: “who were born not of blood nor of the will of man but of God” [John 1:13]. Here he is contrasting the regeneration from God to birth from flesh and blood, showing that it is a heavenly gift of God that they receive Christ by faith, who otherwise would remain forever in the darkness of their unbelief. For in preceding verses he honors people not yet reborn with this title in order to crush the arrogance of our own powers. In fact, he carefully says that this “power” has been “given” to those who believe. Therefore surely it is not born from their own powers. Indeed, because faith and the adoption of sons are very intimately and immediately connected, the saying of the evangelist that the faithful are given this power ought not be drawn to the point of saying that those who truly believe in Christ are not yet the children of God but will become so later. Gal. 3:26: “You are all the children of God through faith.” John [3]:36: “Whoever believes in the Son has eternal life.” In this statement at least this much is meant: that even though faith and the adoption of sons are simultaneous in time, they stand in order to each other as prior and posterior. For faith in Christ—or, rather, Christ apprehended by faith—is the cause of this adoption of sons, and, in turn, the latter is something like the effect of the former. In using this manner of speaking, the evangelist is looking at this order. He is looking especially not only at the inchoate benefit of adoption in this life but also the future benefit, namely, the glorious revelation of the children of God on the Last Day conjoined with their full (so to speak) participation in the heavenly inheritance. 1 John 3:2: “Little children, we are God’s sons now, but it does not yet appear what we are going to be,” etc.

Augustine (Contra duas epist. Pelag., bk. 1, ch. 3): “The power for those who believe in Him to become the children of God is given when this very thing is given: that they believe in Him. Unless this power is given by God, there can be no power of free choice, because it will not be free in the good because the Liberator has not freed it.” De consensu evangelist. (bk. 2, ch. 3): “He said that those born of God became the children of God, which means the adoption, when the power was received. And in order to show more clearly by what grace this occurred, he also said that ‘the Word became flesh and dwelt among us’ [John 1:14], as if he were to say, ‘What is so strange about their becoming the children of God, though they were flesh, since the Only-Begotten became flesh for their sakes, even though He was the Word?’”

John 6[:45]: “Everyone who has heard and learned comes to Me.”

§ 93. “John 6:45: ‘Everyone who has heard and learned from the Father comes to Me.’ Therefore man can hear and learn by his own powers in such a way that he comes to Christ.”

We respond. In the same place Christ says clearly: “No one can come to Me unless the Father draws him. It is written in the prophets: ‘They shall all be taught by God’” [John 6:44–45]. Then later it follows: “Everyone who has heard and learned from the Father comes to Me.” Therefore in that statement of Christ there are contained such things that destroy the powers of free choice to the foundations. For if we are in need of being drawn, we surely do not come by our own powers. But because God teaches and draws not immediately and with violent raptures but mediately through the Word, in these words Christ expresses the order in which God generally teaches and draws people. He precedes every running and effort of ours and through the preaching of the Word teaches, illumines the mind, and bends the will not only outwardly but also inwardly.

Cyril (commentary on this passage): “The Father draws by admonition, teaching, and revelation; for where hearing, training, and teaching are present, there faith arises not by force but by persuasion.”

Augustine (on John, tractate 26): “See how the Father draws. He pleases by teaching, not by imposing a necessity. Let the Father teach you. Listen to the Son.” De grat. Christ. contra Pelag. (ch. 14): “When God teaches by the grace of the Spirit, He teaches in such a way that whatever a person learns, he sees not only by understanding it, but he even seeks it by willing it and perfects it by doing it. And by this divine manner of teaching, even the will and working itself are helped, and not just the natural possibility of willing and working. For if only this capability of ours were helped by this grace, the Lord would speak in this way: ‘Everyone who has heard and learned from the Father can come to Me.’” De praedest. sanct. (ch. 8): “This instruction in which the Father is heard and teaches that one should come to the Son is far, far removed from the sense of the flesh. We see that many people come to the Son because we see that many believe in Christ, but how and when they have heard and learned this from the Father we do not see. Clearly that grace is hidden, but who doubts that grace exists? etc. Therefore when the Father is heard within and teaches that one should come to the Son, He is removing the heart of stone and giving a heart of flesh [Ezek. 36:26].”

John 7[:17]: “Whoever wants to do the will of the Father will know about My teaching.”

§ 94. “John 7:17: ‘If anyone wishes to obey the will of the Father, he will know about My teaching, whether it is from God or if I am speaking from Myself.’ Therefore a person who does not know the teaching of Christ can obey the will of the Father.”

We respond. This pronouncement of Christ does not attribute a capability to the unregenerate by which they can subject and adapt themselves to the will of the heavenly Father in the inner work of conversion. Rather, it is required of those to whom the oracles of God are committed that they compare the teaching of Christ with the revealed Word without prejudices and emotions and not contradict it with stubborn impudence against the testimony of conscience.

Lyra (commentary [on this passage]): “Great love and hatred pervert the judgment of right reason. Thus He warns them to remove the hatred which they had felt against Him. And then they will be able to judge clearly that His teaching comes from the Father, who bears witness of it through miracles.”

Augustine (on John, tractate 29): “Doing the will of the Father means the actual believing. What is ‘he will know’? This is ‘he will understand.’ But what is ‘if anyone wants to do His will’? This is ‘to believe,’ in order that one may understand that the advice about the obedience of believing has been given for the possibility of understanding.”

John 15[:5]: “Without Me you can do nothing.”

§ 95. “John 15:5: ‘Without Me you can do nothing.’ Therefore, after being helped by God, we can do something.”

We respond. The word “nothing” is an exclusive particle which clearly leaves nothing to the powers of our choice outside of grace, and this is confirmed by the parable that Christ gives. Just as a branch cannot of itself make fruit but must receive life and sap from the vine, since if it is separated from the vine it quickly withers, so without Christ we can do nothing at all. Moreover, the word “without” never means an aiding or cooperating cause; rather, when it is attributed to God, it very often indicates the total cause. John 1:3: “All things were made through Him, and without Him is nothing made,” that is, not only did He create all things, but also He created all things without the help of anyone. This example can be beautifully applied to the article on restoration and recreation [ἀνἀκτισις].

Augustine (Contra duas epist. Pelag., bk. 2, ch. 8): “That the Lord might respond to the future Pelagius, He did not say, ‘Without Me it is with difficulty that you can do anything.’ Rather, He says, ‘Without Me you can do nothing.’ And that He might also respond to those future heretics in the same statement of the Gospel, He does not say, ‘Without Me you can complete nothing,’ but ‘do nothing.’ For if He had said ‘complete,’ they could have said that the help of God is necessary not to begin good, which comes from us, but to complete it.”

But if Christ’s statement is taken as a reference to the reborn themselves, in which sense Augustine (De Spir. et lit., ch. 29) takes it (and he does this not inappropriately, since Christ is speaking to the apostles who, He said, had been grafted like branches onto the heavenly vine), then we indeed concede that they are in need of the help of God in such a way that they nevertheless also cooperate with Him. But since that cooperation [συνέργεια] does not come from the original powers still left from the old birth but from new ones given by the Holy Spirit, it can in no way be applied to establish the efficacy of free choice in conversion itself. For if not even the reborn can do anything in spiritual and divine matters and produce some work of themselves without the grace of Christ, all the less should even a tiny bit be ascribed to the unregenerate, who are outside the grace of Christ.

Acts 5[:32]: “God gives the Holy Spirit to those who obey Him.”

§ 96. “Acts 5:32: ‘God gives the Holy Spirit to those who obey Him.’ Therefore we can obey God before we are given the Holy Spirit.”

We respond. “The mind of the flesh is hostility to God” (Rom. 8:7). Therefore how could we obey God before receiving the grace of the Holy Spirit? Rather, in his statement, Peter is discussing not the common gifts of the Holy Spirit which are necessary to all the devout for renewal and sanctification, but the miraculous gift of the Holy Spirit flowing down upon the disciples of the early church. This outpouring would not happen to those who were foreign to Christian faith and piety, but to those alone who had been obedient to the Word and who had been drawn through the Word to faith and obedience to the teaching of the Gospel. But if this is applied to conversion, it will have to be said that the Holy Spirit is given to the obedient, that is, to those who hear and meditate on the Word and do not resist the working of the Holy Spirit with hostility. For in Hebrew idiom affirmative words are very often used for denied contraries. In this way the statement would pertain to the rule that must be held carefully in this matter: violent raptures must not be sought nor enthusiastic movements expected; rather, the Holy Spirit is effectual through the word of the Gospel when we hear and think on it.

Acts 10[:4]: “Prayers and alms ascended to God.”

§ 97. “Acts 10:4: ‘The prayers and alms of Cornelius ascended to God’ before Peter taught him and before he received the Holy Spirit. Therefore people are equipped with the capability of preparing themselves for grace.”

We respond. Before Cornelius was taught by Peter, and before Cornelius received the miraculous gifts of the Holy Spirit, he had some knowledge of the Messiah and His office through the Spirit of sanctification and was endowed with a faith which embraced the Messiah, though he did not yet know which individual person was the Mediator and Messiah. For he is said to have been “a devout man who feared God” (v. 2), and whose “prayers and alms ascended as a memorial before God” (v. 4). Therefore he was surely endowed with some faith, “for how will they call upon Him in whom they have not believed?” (Rom. 10:14). “Without faith it is impossible to please God” (Heb. 11:6).

Augustine (De praedest. sanct., bk. 1, ch. 7): “Whatever good Cornelius did before he believed and when he believed and after he believed, it must all be assigned entirely to God, lest anyone be extolled.” Ad Simplic. (bk. 1, q. 2): “In some people there is such a grace of faith as is insufficient to obtain the kingdom of heaven, as in the case of Cornelius. Thus in conversion occur incomplete beginnings similar to conceptions. Yet not only must one be conceived, but he also must be born. Yet none of this happens without the gracious mercy of God.”

Bede (commentary on this passage [in Acts]): “Cornelius was not reaching out to God by his virtues but was reaching out to virtues by his faith.”

The Glossa ordinaria, from Gregory: “Cornelius, whose alms are praised by angelic witness before his Baptism, comes not by works to faith but by faith to works. For if he did not believe in God before Baptism, how did he pray, or how would God hear him if he did not ask Him for an increase of good? Therefore he knew that God was the Creator of all things, but he did not know His incarnate Son; he had faith, and his alms and prayers pleased God.” (But in the same place in the Glossa this is added: “By his good work, Cornelius merited to know God,” and this is opposed to what it had said earlier.)

Acts 26[:19]: “I was not disobedient to the heavenly vision.”

§ 98. “In Acts 26, as Paul gives the account of his conversion before King Agrippa, he says that he was ‘not disobedient to the heavenly vision’ (v. 19). Therefore he obeyed his heavenly calling by his own powers.”

We respond. From the verse immediately following, it is clear that the apostle is not speaking about the obedience of first conversion but about the obedience which followed conversion in accepting the duty of preaching the Gospel and the apostleship entrusted to him, for the words read this way: “I was not disobedient to the heavenly vision but declared first to those who were at Damascus, then at Jerusalem and throughout all the country of Judea and also the Gentiles, that they should repent.” Nor shall a more illustrious example of free conversion be easily produced than this very conversion of Paul, who from a persecutor was made so great an apostle solely by God’s grace and effectual changing. Augustine says (Contra duas epist. Pelag. ad Bonif., bk. 1, ch. 19): “Tell me: what good did Paul will while he was still Saul? Was it not rather great evils? etc. With what merits of his good will did God convert him by a marvelous and sudden calling from these evils to good?”

Galatians 3[:14]: “The promise of the Spirit is received by faith.”

§ 99. “Gal. 3:14: ‘The promise of the Spirit is received by faith.’ Therefore faith precedes the reception of the Holy Spirit.”

We respond. Chemnitz in his Loci (part 1, art. De lib. arb., ch. 6, p. 479) treats this argument learnedly, and in his Judicium de controv. quibusd. qq. (p. 52) he asserts this, in brief: since in a great many declarations of Scripture faith is said to be the gift and work of the Holy Spirit, it cannot be said that faith is conceived and kindled out of natural powers before the grace of the Holy Spirit. Therefore the meaning of the apostle’s words is that we receive the Holy Spirit through the Word when we hear and meditate on the word of the Gospel which is “the ministry of the Spirit” (2 Cor. 3:6). For these things must not be divided: that we first sense the working of the Holy Spirit, and then later the hearing of and meditation on the Word follow. Nor should it be thought that we obtain the Holy Spirit by our meditation or desire. Rather, the Holy Spirit comes ahead of our will but not through enthusiastic or violent raptures, but rather when we begin from the Word. Therefore the phrase spoken here—“the promise of the Spirit is received by faith”—is explained in v. 2 in this way: that the Spirit is received ἐξ ἀκoῆς τῆς πίστεως, “through the hearing of the preached faith,” or through the preaching of the Gospel, perceived by listening. The Glossa interl. takes the “promise of the Spirit” to mean the blessedness which the Spirit promises, given as a pledge. Others take the passage to mean an increase of the gifts of the Holy Spirit, because many gifts of the Spirit are given to believers, and, having first been given, they are increased. But the first explanation is simpler and more in harmony with the text.

2 Timothy 2[:21]: “Whoever purifies himself will be a vessel for honor.”

§ 100. “2 Tim. 2:21: ‘If anyone purifies himself from these things, he will be a vessel for the honor of sanctification and useful to the Lord for every good work.’ Therefore through free choice man can prepare himself to be fit for obedience to God.”

We respond. Augustine (Hypognost., bk. 3) responds to Coelestius, who was arguing from this passage: “The person who already believes in God, one illumined and restored through grace, is one thing; but a person who does not believe is another.” For we cannot cleanse ourselves by our own powers, but it is God who “purifies hearts by faith” (Acts 15:9) and “purifies souls through the Spirit” (1 Pet. 1:22). Therefore what we cannot do of ourselves, we can accomplish by Him who gives and works effectually.

Revelation 3[:20]: “Behold, I stand at the door and knock.”

§ 101. “Rev. 3:20: ‘Behold, I stand at the door and knock. If anyone hears My voice and opens the door, I shall come in to him and eat with him.’ Therefore by our powers of free choice we can open the door of our heart to Christ when He knocks.”

We respond. This is being expressed not as the capability of our powers but as the debt of our responsibility. For we are taught that the ministry of the Law knocks at our heart as a hammer; thus it is ours not to close our ears nor harden our heart, but to hear the voice of Him who knocks, to open our heart wide, and to receive Him quickly as He enters, something we cannot accomplish by our power but by the power of God, who “works in us to will” (Phil. 2:13) and “who opens our heart” (Acts 16:14) and prepares in it a dwelling place worthy of Himself. When God knocks at the door of our heart through the Word, and especially through the preaching of the Law, at the same time the grace of the Holy Spirit is present, who wants to work conversion in our heart. Therefore in that knocking He is not only present outside but also is acting within.


 

1 A “natural action” is an action in which an agent brings about an effect on a passive object and in which the agent is of greater power than the object. Bellarmine uses the term as a synonym for an irresistible action of God upon man. See Bellarmine, “Controversia de gratia et libero arbitrio,” bk. 1, ch. 12, in Roberti Cardinalis Bellarmini Opera Omnia 4:291. The antonym of a “natural action” is a “moral action,” in which the agent persuades, exhorts, and the like. See Deferrari, Lexicon of St. Thomas Aquinas, s.v. “actio” 1.e2, and below, § 58, where Bellarmine speaks of natural and moral causes.

2 I.e., “moral action,”; see the previous footnote.

3 Read proinde non per contrarios actus tollitur with Cotta instead of proinde per contrarios actus tollitur.

4 In scholastic thought, a disposition or habit [habitus] is an inclination of a rational being toward doing certain acts. A habit does not compel the doer, but makes him more ready and able to do certain acts. An “innate disposition” arises from a person’s nature. An “acquired disposition,” on the other hand, comes from repeated human actions, and hence it derives from free choice. For example, one can acquire the habit of playing the guitar by much practice (Signoriello, Lexicon peripateticum, 159, 161). Here Gerhard is saying that the corruption of original sin is an “innate disposition,” and thus cannot be removed by practicing good works.

5 What is here called “absolute necessity” is elsewhere called “necessity of the consequent.” It is a necessity by which something simply cannot be other than it is. What is here called “conditioned necessity” is elsewhere called “necessity of the consequence.” It is a necessity by which something is not necessary by its own nature but only on the supposition of something antecedent.

6 Cf. Vindication of All the Articles of Luther Condemned by the Recent Bull of Leo X (1520), WA 7:142–49.

7 Bellarmine, De gratia et libero arbitrio, bk. 5, ch. 14.

8 Bellarmine, De gratia et libero arbitrio, bk. 5, ch. 15.

9 Bellarmine, De gratia et libero arbitrio, bk. 5, ch. 16.

10 Bellarmine, De gratia et libero arbitrio, bk. 5, ch. 17.

11 Bellarmine, De gratia et libero arbitrio, bk. 5, ch. 18.

12 Read absolutam with Cotta instead of solutam.

13 On “primary actuality,” see above, p. 49 n. 4.

14 Bellarmine, De gratia et libero arbitrio, bk. 5, ch. 19.

15 Bellarmine, De gratia et libero arbitrio, bk. 5, ch. 20.

16 See above, p. 104 n. 2.

17 Bellarmine, De gratia et libero arbitrio, bk. 5, ch. 21.

18 Bellarmine, De gratia et libero arbitrio, bk. 5, ch. 22.

19 Cf. Lectures on Genesis (1535–45/1544–54), AE 1:269 (WA 42:199). 20

20 Gerhard’s Hebrew and Scripture references are in error here. Eccl. 7:29 has the word [image: ], “upright,” while Gen. 6:5 and 8:21 have the word [image: ], “intention.” Moreover, the word [image: ], “thicket,” does not appear in any of these texts.

21 I.e., the author of Ecclesiasticus, Jesus ben Sirach.

22 Contra malignum J. Eccii iudicium … defensio (1519), WA 2:647, cited in FC SD II 23.

23 Normally God’s “absolute power” means what God is able to do when we consider His power on its own, whereas His “ordinary” or “ordered power” is what God is able to do given what He has already chosen to do in creating and providentially directing this world. “By His absolute power God can do other things than what He foreknew and foreordained that He would do” (Signoriello, Lexicon peripateticum, 263). Here Gerhard uses these terms to distinguish what God could possibly due without means (absolute power) from what God can do through the means He has chosen (ordinary power).

24 This is Ps. 27:9 in English translations.

25 This is Ps. 70:2 in English translations.







CHAPTER VII: THOSE WHO ERR ABOUT FREE CHOICE DEFICIENTLY

§ 102. This concludes our discussion on the Pelagians, who are the defenders of free choice, and on however many others follow their footsteps and depart to the right-hand side of the path of heavenly truth in this article.

Departing to the left-hand side are all who err in defect, such as: (I) The Valentinians, Marcionites, and the Manichaeans who followed them in binding all the actions of man to the laws of absolute necessity. They claim that sin began not from the free will of man but as a result of an evil substance created by an evil principle, and in so doing they take away all freedom in civil and evil acts. In this regard, let the writings of the fathers, especially of Irenaeus and Tertullian, be examined.

(II) The Enthusiasts, who sprang from Messalius. They claim that the Holy Spirit converts people immediately, without the aid of the Word, with a violent rapture or by falling upon them through the contemplation of dreams or through the pretense of prayer. Concerning them, see the Tripart. (bk. 7, ch. 1).

Some claim that the Euchites are the same as the Enthusiasts; Augustine mentions them (Ad Quodvultdeum, heresy 57). In our day, their footsteps are followed by: those who support the absolute necessity of all things and the immutability of a Stoic fate; those who deny that the ministry of the Word is the instrument of the Holy Spirit as He works conversion; those who imagine that in conversion the substance of the old man is wiped away totally and a new substance taken on; those who do not discern the different states of man but claim that the will of man is always at war with the Holy Spirit, not only before and in conversion but even after conversion.





CHAPTER VIII: ON THE WORKS OF THE UNREGENERATE

The verdict of the Holy Spirit concerning the works of unbelievers.

§ 103. Furthermore, what we have said above—that unregenerate people can do nothing except sin—must be taken with this explanation: either the action is depraved of itself, or it becomes depraved due to accident. We say this on account of the external discipline and civil righteousness which even the unregenerate can perform and because they can control their external movement. These external works, such as covering the naked, helping those in danger, etc., though they are not sins in themselves on the basis of their type of act, become sins and do not please God. This occurs, namely, because the person has not yet been reconciled to God through faith in Christ. Heb. 11:6: “Without faith it is impossible to please God.” Rom. 14:23: “Whatsoever is not of faith is sin.” Titus 1:15: “To the impure and unfaithful nothing is clean.” Matt. 7:18: “A bad tree cannot bear good fruits.”

God does not judge according to appearance but according to truth. He considers the heart and considers its duties not on the basis of their acts but on the basis of His commandment, the true cause, form, and ends. For them to be good they must be done by a good person for a good end. Dionysius said: “For a good is considered good on the basis of the whole cause.” Although the works of heathen may have a fine appearance, yet because “they have not been done by God” (John 3:21), they are sins in the judgment of God. Nothing within us pleases God except what He Himself works in us. Those who are not yet grafted into Christ, the true vine, cannot produce salutary fruits (John 15:4). Those not yet reborn are “hostile in mind in evil works” (Col. 1:[21]), “wild olive trees” (Rom. 11:[24]), “are the children of wrath” (John 3:36 [cf. Eph. 2:3]). But what pleasing thing can be offered by enemies? What fruit can be hoped for from the wild olive tree? What can be expected from the sprig without the vine? That is why it is said of the sacrifices of the wicked that they are “abominations to the Lord” (Prov. 15:8; Isa. 66:3). Isa. 1:12: “Who has required this from your hands?” “Their prayers are not heard” (Isa. 1:15); their “fasts are rejected” (Isa. 58:[3]). This is because these things do not come from faith, from a heart purified by faith, from a good conscience; they are done in the oldness of the letter and not in the newness of the Spirit, they are applied not to the glory of God but to empty boasting.

The statements of the ancients.

§ 104. Hence the ancients, especially Augustine, so often repeat that without faith no truly good works can be done, that the entire life of unbelievers is sin, etc.

Augustine (Ad Bonif., bk. 3, ch. 5): “Without faith, works which appear to be good are turned into sins, for whatever is not done of faith is sin.” Contra Julian. (bk. 4, ch. 3): “There can be no true virtue except in him who is just, but no one can be just without faith.” Tractate on Psalm 31: “Although the works which are said to have been done before faith may appear praiseworthy to people, they are worthless. Thus to me they appear to be great powers and very swift running outside the path. No one should count his works before faith; where faith did not exist, there was no good work. For intent makes a work good, and faith directs the intent. Do not pay much attention to what a person does but to what he is looking toward when he does it.” [Augustine] writes statements similar to these in De civ. Dei (bk. 5, ch. 12; bk. 19, ch. 25); Letter 99; De nupt. et conc. (bk. 1, ch. 3); etc.

Basil (De bapt., bk. 2, ch. 7): “When a sinner sacrifices, it is the same as if he were killing a dog.”

Chrysostom (vol. 3, Sermon de fide et leg. nat., col. 901) compares “the works of the unregenerate to the beautiful and expensive clothes of the dead who have no sense of them nor desire their warmth, strength, or benefit.”

Jerome (on Zechariah 8 and Galatians 3): “Without Christ every virtue lies in sin.”

Ambrose or Prosper (De vocat. gent., bk. 1, ch. 3): “Without the worship of the true God, the things which appear to be virtues are sins. No one can please God without God, but who is pleased by him who does not please God except himself and the devil?”

Anselm (on Romans 14): “The entire life of the unbeliever is sin, and nothing is good without the greatest good.”

In fact, even Lombard writes (Sent., 2, dist. 41, letter A): “It is not irrationally claimed by some that all actions and wills of a person without faith are evil, which become good with the possession of faith.”

Antithesis.

§ 105. But the open truth that all the works of the faithless are sins is said to be “a harsh and cruel paradox” by the Censura Coloniensis, and it is not approved by Bellarmine (De grat. et lib. arbitr., bk. 5, ch. 9). He argues thus: “Good works can be done by unbelievers with the special help of God or by the powers of nature alone. (I) Scripture testifies that God rewards some works of the heathen. Therefore they are surely not evil; otherwise punishment and not reward would be owed.”

We respond. External obedience is compensated with external reward. The actions of unbelievers are good in a civil sense; thus, in order that human society may be preserved, they are rewarded by God with temporal blessing, but they do not become truly and spiritually good before God because of this.

(II) [Bellarmine argues:] “Some Scriptures indicate that unbelievers do some good works, such as ‘greeting the brethren’ (Matt. 5[:47] and ‘doing the things which are of the Law’ (Rom. 2[:26]).”

We respond. Things are said to be good either according to their appearance alone or because the substance of the work is good in itself, though they are evil in the subject, object, end purpose, and other circumstances. The judgment is the same regarding the statements of the fathers.

Bellarmine also adds two explanations: (1) “No explanation can be given as to why the works of unbelievers would always be sins, because they are sometimes done for the glory of God and are not vitiated by their own cause.”

We respond. How do those to whom the true God is unknown direct their works to the glory of the true God? There is no other true God than the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. How will the works of those whose heart is unclean not be unclean and iniquitous? How can the works of those who are themselves not pleasing to God be pleasing to God? The person who is not yet reconciled to God through faith in Christ cannot do truly good works which please God.

(2) [Bellarmine:] “If no good work were able to be done by unbelievers, it would be better for them to do evil works than good ones.”

We respond. Not at all, for though actions that are morally and civilly good are not truly good but are sins in the judgment of God, nevertheless God demands them from the unregenerate in order to preserve society by punishing wrongdoers and by granting rewards to the obedient.

The counterarguments of Bellarmine.

§ 106. In ch. 10 Bellarmine attempts to overturn the foundations of our position. He says: (I) “The statements which prove that the sacrifices of the wicked do not please God destroy the idea that there is a great difference between sacrifices and moral works, because the former require a hatred of sins and a pure conscience, but these are not required in the latter.”

We respond. On the contrary, a truly good and God-pleasing work also requires a hatred of sins and a purity of conscience, for how will that which flows from a polluted spring be pure? 1 Tim. 1:5: “The end purpose of the commandment is love from a pure heart and a good conscience and an unfeigned faith.” Therefore when a heart has not yet been purified nor the conscience cleansed through faith in Christ, a good work does not proceed from the sort of love which the Law requires.

(II) When the Holy Spirit says that “every imagination of the heart is evil” [Gen. 6:5], Bellarmine explains that as a reference to “the greater part of mankind of that age.”

We respond. In its own place [On Original Sin (Commonplace XII), § 61; On Actual Sins (Commonplace XIII), § 52] we have shown that a fine description of original sin is being set forth in this passage, for the Holy Spirit clearly uses not only the universal words “every imagination” and “at every time” but also the exclusive word “only,” and these we shall not suffer to be covered with clouds of sophistry.

(III) Bellarmine makes such sport of “bad trees cannot produce good fruits” [Matt. 7:18] that he says, “A bad tree indeed produces bad fruits ordinarily and most frequently, but it also sometimes produces some good fruit.”

We respond. The negative statement of Christ is quite plain and clear: “A bad tree cannot produce good fruits.” But now, the unregenerate are bad trees; for though they have some good things of nature, yet they have been depraved and corrupted by sin. Thus nothing can come from them except what is depraved, corrupt, and unclean.

(IV) [Bellarmine argues:] “Before regeneration man is flesh, yet he is not forced to be obedient to the flesh in every work.”

We respond. All the works of one who is entirely flesh proceed from the old flesh, for how would he who is totally carnal and still not in any part renewed by the Holy Spirit do some things which are not carnal?

(V) [Bellarmine argues:] “Indeed, works of piety and salvation cannot be accomplished without the help of grace, yet moral works can.”

We respond. That is entirely true; yet moral works themselves are sins in the judgment of God and do not obtain any merit for gaining the grace of conversion.

(VI) [Bellarmine argues:] “In the apostolic statement ‘whatever is not of faith is sin’ [Rom. 14:23], the word ‘faith’ does not mean saving faith but the testimony of conscience.”

We respond. Augustine clearly and completely takes it as a reference to saving faith, which explanation does no violence to the text at all, since there is no certainty of conscience without faith, because it alone follows the lead of the Word whose light shines ahead and fully confirms our conscience so that we know what pleases God and what displeases Him. Whatever does not proceed from this faith cannot please God. Thus the works which are not done out of faith are also sins, because the works of man are never so pure and perfect that they reach the supreme perfection prescribed in the Law. Thus the works of the reborn please God because they proceed from faith, because through faith a person is reconciled to God, just as a parent considers the obedience of his child pleasing and acceptable for the very reason that it proceeds from his child. From this passage, the Glossa ordinaria itself concludes that the entire life of unbelievers is sin.

(VII) [Bellarmine argues:] “ ‘For the faithless nothing is clean’ [Titus 1:15] must be taken as a reference to foods and not to works.”

We respond. The apostle adds clearly “because their mind and conscience are defiled.” Thus just as the foods themselves (which nevertheless are considered among the clean according to the Law of God) are unclean for the faithless, so also their mind and conscience are defiled for this very reason: they are not yet renewed through the Holy Spirit.

(VIII) [Bellarmine argues:] “ ‘Without faith it is impossible to please God’ [Heb. 11:6] such that someone might be rendered a friend to God; yet as human nature itself pleases God, so also do works done out of the goodness of that nature.”

We respond. The nature itself is good with regard to its substance yet is also contaminated, infected, and corrupted through sin, in which respect it not only does not please God but even is condemned. In the same way also, moral works done out of the goodness of the nature are good with regard to the act, yet due to inherent sin they are not truly good nor God-pleasing.

The remaining statements of Scripture which Bellarmine attributes to us belong to another place, nor do they directly prove what they are introduced to prove.

§ 107. In ch. 11 [Bellarmine] responds to the statements of the fathers which, he says, must be explained “as a reference to good works which pertain to salvation of the sort that cannot be accomplished by unbelievers; or as a reference to a good work which is assigned to a bad end, or at least which is sin in the broad sense, because it does not have every perfection which it could have; or as a reference to works with regard to the temptations which either accompany them or would accompany them if the perfection and the unique providence of God were not keeping watch.”

We respond. The ancients clearly say that the works of unbelievers not only do not profit them for salvation but also are not truly good, namely, because they lack due perfection with respect to all causes. Neither do they say that unregenerate people usually sin, but rather that they can do nothing except sin, whether those actions are sins in themselves or are sins because of something else. How far this is from the congruous merit which is asserted with such effort by the Scholastics, from dispositions to grace, from the possession of eternal salvation which Andrada and others promise to unbelievers!

In ch. 12 [Bellarmine] responds to “arguments drawn from reason,” to which we do not attribute much, since we are content with the statements of Scripture which testify clearly that the whole person has been corrupted through sin and that reason is not immune from that corruption. Therefore the things that Bellarmine disputes regarding “the seeds of virtues,” “the good of nature,” “the rewards of virtues,” etc., merely prove that somehow the unregenerate can control their external movement and attain civil honor. But they do not yet prove that before God this is not sin, that is, contaminated by sin.





CHAPTER IX: ON THE FREEDOM OF CHOICE LEFT AFTER THE FALL

A consideration of freedom with regard to its objects.

§ 108. Furthermore, that it may be understood that much better in what sense and respect we denied the freedom of choice in the previous discussion, it is proper to discuss the subject more clearly here as an appendix. We are engaged (as was said) in the consideration of freedom which is evaluated with respect to its objects. Therefore, so that we may understand which and what sort of freedom of choice remains left in man, let us distinguish its objects.

The object of free choice is either something earthly and humble which is below the human senses and reason and does not exceed its comprehension and has no need for supernatural light, or it is something spiritual or sublime which is above reason and exceeds the natural powers and needs the illumination of the Spirit. From this, there arise two kinds of action. One of them pertains to earthly life; the other, to spiritual life.

§ 109. Again, the first kind is twofold and regards the things that pertain both to animal life taken narrowly, and then those that pertain to human life. To the former class belong the things that we have in common with brute animals and that pertain to the enlivening [vegetans], sentient, and locomotive power. To the latter class belong the things that belong properly to humans and that pertain to human life, such as all the arts, both mechanical and liberal; the moral virtues; philosophical knowledge; etc.

§ 110. The second kind, which regards spiritual and divine life, contains the things that have been ordained for the kingdom of God and for the Christian life. From this also two types of actions arise, for they are either external, involved in the external exercise of religion and meeting the eyes and the external senses, such as hearing and reading in the Word of God, entering a [Christian] temple, etc.; or they are internal and spiritual, truly God-pleasing, as, for instance, assenting to the Gospel, knowing God truly, living according to the Spirit, etc.

§ 111. With the exception of the spiritual actions of the second type, we say that in all the rest there survives in man some freedom of choice, which, beyond experience, the apostle confirms: “When the Gentiles do by nature,” that is, with their natural powers, “the things which are of the Law” (Rom. 2:14) without the renewal of the Spirit. (Observe here how carefully the apostle is speaking. He does not say that the Gentiles do the Law and show perfect obedience to the Law, but that they do the things which are of the Law, that is, things which are in some way in harmony with the external works commanded by the Law.) He also says that even before his renewal he was “blameless according to the righteousness which is in the Law, my behavior without complaint” (Phil. 3:6). Augustine rightly argues (De civ. Dei, bk. 5, ch. 15): “God rewards external discipline even in the unregenerate with temporal rewards.”

§ 112. Augustine sets forth this same distinction between the objects of free choice, from which also the Augsburg Confession (art. XVIII [1–3, 8–9]) expresses this clearly in these words: “In regard to free choice, they” (our churches) “teach that the human will has some freedom to effect civil righteousness and to select things subject to reason, but without the Holy Spirit it does not have power to effect the righteousness of God or spiritual righteousness because ‘the natural man does not perceive the things which are of the Spirit of God’ [1 Cor. 2:14]. But this is worked in hearts when the Holy Spirit is received through the Word.” And later: “They condemn the Pelagians and others who teach that without the Holy Spirit and solely by the powers of nature we are able to love God above all things, and also that we are able to do the commandments of God with respect to the substance of the acts. For though our nature can effect external works in some way—for it can restrain our hands from theft and murder—nevertheless it cannot cause inner movements such as the fear of God, trust in God, patience, etc.”

§ 113. Augustine (De hypogn., bk. 3) sets forth the same distinction: “We confess that in all people there exists a free choice possessing the judgment of reason. This is not fit to begin and finish the things that pertain to God without God, but merely [operates] in works of this life.” But later he declares what these are: “The good things which spring from the good of nature include wanting to work in the fields; wanting to eat and drink; wanting to have a friend or clothes; wanting to build a house, take a wife, raise cattle, learn a skill, and whatever good thing which pertains to this present life. And the evil things: such as wanting to worship idols, commit murder or adultery, steal the property of others, blaspheme God, live disgracefully, learn how to do evil, get drunk, live in excessive luxury, and do whatever is illicit or unuseful.” The same (De fide ad Petrum, ch. 32): “Hold very firmly and by no means doubt that a person whom neither illiteracy nor any weakness or adversity prevents can either read the sacred words of the Law and the Gospel or hear them from the mouth of a preacher, but no one is able to perceive what he hears bodily also with his heart and to be willing to do the commands of God except the person whom God has anticipated with His grace and to whom God has given good will and virtue.”

For what end some freedom has remained in man.

§ 114. But the remnants of freedom left in man after the fall must be acknowledged regardless of their quality because, even though the human nature was stripped of the true gifts of the intellect through the fall, God wanted something of His gifts to be left in the mind from which it could be known what God is and what kind of a God He is, and so that there could be the pedagogy to Christ [cf. Gal. 3:24], which does not exist in devils. Dr. Chemnitz (Loc., part 1, De lib. arb., ch. 2) writes: “Look upon the deformed people, the delirious, the mad, and the like, and you will see how great a good it is that the use of reason is granted even unto those who are not reborn.”

Hindrances of the freedom that still remains.

§ 115. But it was carefully added that “some freedom of choice survives in external actions, in works of the present life” (as Augustine says), “in civil righteousness and exercises of the flesh” (as the Apology of the Augsburg Confession [XII 142 (VI 45)] says), because there are very many impediments which obstruct this freedom quite a bit, and these are both external and internal.

The external hindrances.

§ 116. We can assign the external [hindrances] to the class either of efficient [cause] [efficiens] or of object. There are two external hindrances of the first class: First, God Himself, with the powerful hand of His providence by which He controls human affairs, just as He does all other things, restrains the desires of human wills so that they are not always able to reach the point they wish to reach. He thus places “His hook in the nose of Sennacherib and His bit in his mouth and turns him back on the way by which he came” (Isa. 37:29). He restrains Jeroboam “so that he is unable to draw back his extended hand” (1 Kings 13:4). The Lord disposes; ours is only to propose. “The way of man is not in himself; it is not in man’s power to walk and to direct his steps” (Jer. 10:23). That is, the plans and efforts of man are useless unless assisted and directed by God. An outcome is always in the hand of God. Thus in James 4:13[–15] those who say, “Today or tomorrow we shall go into the city,” and do not add “if God wills” are rebuked.

§ 117. The second external hindrance in the class of effecting [cause] is that of the tyranny of the devil, who “is effectual in the children of unbelief” (Eph. 2:2) and by whom reprobate people “are captured to do his will” (2 Tim. 2:26). In fact, the apostle also “hastened to see the faces” of the Thessalonians with great desire, “but Satan hindered” him (1 Thess. 2:17–18).

The external hindrance in the class of objects is the heap of toils and perils which often puts various delays upon the judgment of the mind and the selection of the will. The varied and multiple crowd of toils makes it so that someone

Divides his mind now here, now there,

Snatches it in various directions and

Involves it in all things.1

Internal [hindrances].

§ 118. There are also two internal hindrances of freedom: (I) The weakness of the intellect and will [is a hindrance] because the natural powers still left in the mind and will of man are wretchedly weakened, and the indolence and dullness of the powers of the soul, which have been greatly debilitated by original sin, place many different hindrances on the human will. For this reason we often make errors in our plans, even if we apply all the strength of our mental powers and have intended a good end. “A man’s steps are ordered by the Lord; how, then, will man comprehend his way?” (Prov. 20:24) That is to say, the human mind does indeed have left to it the gift of choice in civil matters, but how can a person foresee and be careful of everything so as not to wander in his choosing?

(II) The vehemence and force of his affections is often so great that, like a torrent, they snatch up the will with themselves and overturn the judgment of reason, and then “the chariot is dragged by the horses, and their running heeds not the reins.”2 Thus Medea says this:

I desire one thing, but my mind persuades another.
I see and approve of better things, but I follow worse.3

And hence the Philosopher [Aristotle] (Eth., 7, ch. 3) also argues that “people often do the things that they know are depraved.”


 

1 Vergil, Aeneid 4.285–86 (LCL 63 [1999], p. 440).

2 Vergil, Georgics 1.513 (LCL 63 [1999], pp. 134–35).

3 Ovid, Metamorphoses 7.19–21 (LCL 42 [1999], pp. 342–43).







CHAPTER X: THE USE OF THIS DOCTRINE OF FREE CHOICE

The use of the doctrine of the impediments of freedom.

§ 119. This doctrine of the impediments of freedom even in external actions is given for this end, so that when we see external discipline so mutilated, weak, and infirm, we might bemoan the corruption of our nature and not dare set any external obedience against the judgment of God after the example of the Jews, about whom the apostle says that “they sought to establish their own righteousness” (Rom. 10:3). With the word “establish” here, he indicates its weakness, for that which vacillates and totters in itself is in need of establishing. But this vain effort is expressed with another word, for this establishing is sought for but is not obtained.

Then also [its use is] that we might be the more diligent in controlling our behavior, and that we might the more ardently implore divine help by which our actions not only in spiritual but also in the external matters which are subject to sense and reason are directed by God so that we do not fall by mistake into tragic and inextricable evils, and that we seek to be healed if any such mistakes should befall us.

The use of the doctrine of the powerlessness of our powers in spiritual matters.

§ 120. Furthermore, the things we have said in reference to our lack of power in causing or beginning spiritual impulses in our conversion are focused on this: First, that in some way we acknowledge the greatness of the benefits of the Mediator, the Son of God, whose grace is most necessary for us not only in merit but also in the application of the heavenly treasures. Although the heavenly treasures obtained by the death of our Mediator are offered to us in the Word, we cannot extend the hand of faith toward them unless God works this in us. Augustine (Letter 107): “To be sure, we are not praying to God but [only] imagining that we pray if we think that we ourselves are doing what we pray for and not He. Certainly we are not thanking God but are imagining we are thanking Him if we do not think that He is doing that for which we are thanking Him.”

§ 121. Second, this awareness leads us to humility so that when we feel any such impulses, holy thoughts, good intent, pious desire, etc., we do not boast of our powers and efforts but acknowledge that this is the free gift of the Holy Spirit who works this; so that we thank Him by whom we are made “suitable to think anything” (2 Cor. 3:5) and “who works in us to will” (Phil. 2:13). “What do you have that you have not received? But if you have received it, why do you boast as if you do not receive it?” (1 Cor. 4:7). Cyprian (Ad Quirin., bk. 3): “We must boast of nothing, because nothing is of us,” a statement which Augustine repeats often.

§ 122. Furthermore, it contributes to an increase in faith. For by this comfort we can rouse ourselves in the weakness of our flesh and, in fact, in rebellion against the law of sin which is in our members, because it is not our flesh but the Holy Spirit who begins that good work and therefore will also finish it (Phil. 1:6). Augustine (or whoever authored it) (De dogm. eccles., ch. 6): “We live more safely if we attribute everything to God, but not if we commit ourselves partly to God and partly to ourselves.”

§ 123. In addition, it contributes to destroying our security, lest we become secure when we have the beginnings of faith, love, repentance, etc., as if we could not lose them but could protect and increase them by our own powers. Instead, let us cling even more tenaciously to invocation because “we cannot elicit from our own powers what we lack in spiritual goods or protect what we have received, but we can do it through Him without whom we can do nothing [John 15:5]” (Augustine, De dogm. eccles., ch. 17).

§ 124. Finally, it contributes to stirring up our diligence in guarding the divine gifts so that we realize that, if we pour away such gifts or dump them onto the ground, we are doing wrong not to our own nature but to the Holy Spirit Himself, who works conversion in us. Augustine (De dogm. eccles., ch. 32): “God acts in us so that we will and do what He wills. He does not allow that to be idle which He has given for the purpose of being exercised and not neglected, so that we may be workers together with the grace of God. And if we see anything languishing in us because of our laxity, let us anxiously run to Him who heals all our weaknesses and who commands us to pray, ‘Lead us not into temptation’ [Matt. 6:13].”

Abuses of this doctrine.

§ 125. But we should not abuse this doctrine to encourage our idleness so that we think: “I shall wait with a secure and idle will until absolute conversion and renovation occurs in me on every level through the operation of the Holy Spirit,” because the Holy Spirit works in us to will without us, but when we will and will in such a way that we do, He cooperates with us. But it cannot be shown at what mathematical point the will begins to act. But when prevenient grace produces the first beginnings of faith and conversion in man, the wrestling of flesh and Spirit begins immediately, and the wrestling does not occur without the movement of our will. And the freed will is not idle but is effectual with the newly given powers.

Conversion does not occur at a mathematical point.

§ 126. Obviously conversion and renewal is not the sort of change which is completed and accomplished in every detail immediately in one moment. Rather, it has its beginnings and its progress in which it is perfected in great weakness. Augustine (Ad Simpl., 1, q. 2): “In conversion there occur beginnings similar to conception, but there is need not only for conception but also for being born; yet none of these happens without the free mercy of God.”

§ 127. In the beginning the desire is more clouded, the assent more languid, the obedience less intense, and these gifts must increase. But they grow in us not like lilies of the field but by trying, wrestling, seeking, asking, knocking, and “this is not of ourselves; it is the gift of God” [Eph. 2:8]. The Savior says, “To the one who has, it will be given” (Matt. 13:12). Whoever has received very small spiritual gifts from God should acknowledge them with a grateful mind, ask that they be increased, and neglect no opportunities to advance in piety. To him it will be given that he may be the richer. But from him who does not have—that is, from him who behaves as if he had received nothing from God—even what he has will be taken away. Chemnitz (Judicium de controv. quibusdam q., p. 63) writes about this:

Because conversion according to all its parts is not completed immediately or at a single moment, it should not be said that the will must be idle and purely passive until it feels as if conversion has been finished; or because conversion and renewal is the work of God, [it should not be said] that faith should not care whether [conversion] might or has occurred, but ought to commit this to God, who will be able to complete His work, etc. Rather, when the first beginnings of conversion are given to us through the Holy Spirit, the wrestling of flesh and Spirit begins right away. Obviously this does not occur without any movement of our will, and this cooperation [συνεργία] of the will is not of the old will but of the one which has begun to be renewed, and these beginnings grow in great weakness and are increased not without the movement of our will. Furthermore, the cooperation always depends upon the grace of God, etc.





CHAPTER XI: AN EXPLANATION OF SOME STATEMENTS
OF SCRIPTURE AND OF SOME QUESTIONS CONCERNING FREE CHOICE

§ 128. On the basis of this foundation, many things can be more rightly understood and judged. In Luke 11:13 Christ says, “The heavenly Father will give the Holy Spirit to those who ask.” Yet in 1 Cor. 12:3 the apostle expressly says: “No one can say ‘Lord Jesus’” (namely, out of true faith and not merely by the mouth’s profession) “except by the Holy Spirit.” “He alone is the Spirit of prayer” (Zech. 12:10) who “teaches us to pray” (Rom. 8:26). Therefore how should the statement of Christ be understood?

We respond. Christ is speaking not about the first spark of faith and the first salutary movements such that we can precede the first beginning of faith with prayers that proceed from the natural powers of our choice without the Holy Spirit. Rather, He is speaking about the increase of the gifts of the Holy Spirit which have already been received, which must be obtained by seeking, asking, and knocking. He wants to teach that we should not wait for perceptible, violent movements in order to determine the presence of the Holy Spirit, but that when the desire is present, even if it barely shows itself with secret groans, we should still be sure that the Holy Spirit is present and that therefore we should pray for His richer grace.

§ 129. Thus in Gal. 3:14 “the promise of the Spirit” is said to be “received through faith,” not because faith first emerges from the powers of our choice, and through this faith we are afterward made partakers of the indwelling of the Holy Spirit. Rather, the apostle intends to say that the efficacy of the Holy Spirit reveals itself through the Word. We receive the Holy Spirit by faith when we hear and meditate on the word of the Gospel. We receive the promise of the Spirit by faith, and yet faith comes by hearing through the working of the Holy Spirit [cf. Rom. 10:17]. The Holy Spirit first approaches someone externally as he listens to the Word, and finally through the faith He has kindled He begins to dwell in his heart. As the Bridegroom of our soul, Christ tries to reconcile our soul to Himself through the Holy Spirit and overcome it so that the mystical betrothal may occur. About this see Hosea 2:19 and elsewhere.

Is man purely passive in conversion?

§ 130. From this, these questions can be decided: Is man purely passive in conversion? Is he like a stone and a log? Is he converted while resisting? etc. Answers in regard to this subject must be established from the Word of God and the truth. Man does not produce an active [ἐνεργητική] capability for these spiritual movements in conversion from the store of his own natural powers. Nevertheless renewal is not received in the same way as a stone or wax receives an impression. Rather, “God works in us to will” (Phil. 2:13). For this reason Augustine (De corrept. et gr., ch. 14) writes: “God draws people by their own wills, but it is He who worked those wills”; and De grat. et lib. arb. (ch. 16): “It is certain that it is we who will when we will, but it is He who causes us to will about whom it is said, ‘It is God who works in us to will’ [Phil. 2:13].”

§ 131. Indeed, “the heart of man” before conversion “is of stone” (Ezek. 36:26). Yet meanwhile it should not be thought that man’s conversion is coerced violently, that the will is beat upon and pushed about by brute force the way stones tumble down, or is made without any movement [of the will] like the oracles that used to be poured out by possessed people. Rather, with these and similar phrases it is taught that in man not even tiny bits of his natural powers survive with which he might be able to work his own conversion.

Is he like a stone and a log?

§ 132. It is said that the will of man is a purely passive subject, not active, and is correctly compared to a stone. In respect to this, however, because man has been endowed with a will, or with a power to will—to which, as to a subject, the external grace of conversion can come—it is apparent that he differs from a stone in this respect: because it is certainly incapable of conversion.

§ 133. Some call it a passive [passiva] capacity. Some call it a passive [παθητική] aptitude (by which the will cannot convert itself but only be converted by something else). Some call it an essential power of the soul. And some call it free choice. Thus Dr. Luther (vol. 1, f. 236) writes: “When the fathers defend free choice, they are speaking about the capacity of its freedom, namely, that it can be turned to God through grace and become the truly free thing which it was created to be.”1 Augustine writes beautifully (Letter 107 ad Vitell.): “If we truly wish to defend free choice, we should not attack the source from which it becomes free. For he who attacks the grace by which the choice is freed to turn away from evil and to do good still desires his own choice to be held captive.”

§ 134. In fact, in a certain respect the will of man before conversion is worse than a stone or a log, because a stone does not fight against the artist, but “the mind of the flesh is hostility toward God” (Rom. 8:7), and “the law in my members is at war with the law of my mind” (Rom. 7:23), and thus “every thought of the intellect must be taken captive to obey Christ” (2 Cor. 10:5), and “no one comes” to Christ “except the heavenly Father draw him” (John 6:44).

[Is one who resists converted?]

§ 135. Yet take note that a violent drawing must not in turn be imagined, as if even those are drawn to Christ who persevere in wickedly and stubbornly resisting God as He calls, for by rejecting the Word such people “judge themselves unworthy of eternal life” (Acts 13:46). Rather, by means of the preaching and hearing of the Word, God bends the will of man through the power of the Holy Spirit and makes an unwilling person willing, agreeing, and obedient, for the Word is that catching net through which God draws (Matt. 13:47). Be careful not to understand this in the sense that He is merely showing what He wants to be done in the Word. Rather, an inner efficacy is also required by which the mind is illuminated and the will is turned. Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 2): “Draw” (O God) “the will, which is in some way unwilling, to make it willing; draw the sluggish will to make it run.”

§ 136. Pelagius had said that grace assists the good intent of everyone, yet that a zeal for virtue is not sent upon one who resists. Augustine responds (Contra duas epistolas, bk. 4, ch. 6): “It could be understood [to be said] well if it were not said by those whose meaning is known, for the first coming of the divine call is procured for the resisting person by the very grace of God, and then the Spirit of virtue is kindled in him, and he is no longer reluctant.”

§ 137. Ambrose had said (De voc. gent., bk. 2, ch. 9): “The fact that grace is rejected by many is of their wickedness. That many receive it is of divine grace and human will.” But he explains himself correctly in the same place: “For grace itself does this with every type of aiding and assisting, so that in him whom He calls He prepares the will to be a very good receiver for it and to be a servant of His gifts.”

§ 138. What we have said about the manner of conversion is set forth by Christ in this way (John 6:44–45): “No one can come to Me unless the Father who sent Me draws him. It is written in the prophets: ‘They will all be taught by God.’” Therefore it is required that we be drawn by the Father, that we be taught by God. But He adds: “Everyone who has heard and learned from the Father comes to Me” [v. 45]. For God teaches, and we learn not without means but through the Word. Therefore the statement of Christ expresses the order in which God usually draws people. With His own grace He Himself comes ahead of every movement and attempt of ours, reveals and publishes His Word, and manifests it through His Son. Therefore he who hears the Son hears the Father, and he who hears the ambassadors of the Son hears the Son Himself [cf. Luke 10:16]. Therefore whoever wants to be drawn by the Father should listen to Christ’s Word, through which He wants to be effectual, for “the Gospel is the power of God for salvation” (Rom. 1:16). And he should not merely listen, but listen with the intent to learn. That is why Christ connects hearing and learning. Learning and advancing in the classroom of God are not within our powers. Nevertheless because a hunger for hearing the Word is ascribed even to the unregenerate (Amos 8:11) and because Herod listened to John “gladly” (Mark [6]:20), from this it is apparent that an eagerness to hear and learn still partly belongs to man even before his conversion.

Cyril (commentary on this passage [from John]): “The Father draws by admonition, teaching, and revelation. For where hearing, training, and teaching are present, there faith arises not by force, but by persuasion.”

Augustine (on John, tr. 26): “See how the Father draws! He attracts by teaching, not by imposing a necessity. Learn to be drawn to the Son by the Father; that the Father may teach you, listen to the Son.”

§ 139. Even in unregenerate man there remain these natural, theoretical ideas [notitiae]: that God exists; and these practical [ideas]: that He is just and the avenger of crimes. There survives a “natural knowledge of the moral law” [συντήρησις],2 that the thoughts of people, even of totally heathen people, accuse them (Rom. 2:15). Also the thought of a judgment after this life has not completely died. Both an internal testimony exists in man and the testimony of the Holy Spirit exists in the Word. When these are connected, they can stir up some interest in hearing and learning even in those who are not yet converted, so that a person afterward is convicted through the working of the Holy Spirit by inner and outer testimony and is converted to God.


 

1 Contra malignum J. Eccii iudicium … defensio (1519), WA 2:647, cited in FC SD II 23.

2 For the meaning of the συντήρησις in scholastic thought, see Deferrari, Lexicon of St. Thomas Aquinas, s.v. “synderesis.”







CHAPTER XII: A SUMMARY OF THIS COMMONPLACE

§ 140. This concludes our discussion on the freedom of choice in unregenerate man after the fall; indeed, it was discussed in greater detail because of the magnitude of the topic. A summary of these things is this: In external actions and in the control of discipline there still survives some freedom of choice. But in order to put aside the depravity of our nature with which we are born and to begin spiritual movements which please God, no powers at all survive. Instead, this must be ascribed wholly to the free gift of God and to the working of the Holy Spirit, who through the Word, preached and heard, is effectual in man and kindles new movements in him.

Freedom from the slavery of sin.

§ 141. But after man has been transferred from his state of corruption into a state of grace and has been converted from error to truth, from unbelief to faith, from sins to God, from darkness to light, he gains a different freedom of choice which we can call freedom from the slavery of sin, because the Holy Spirit kindles a new light in the mind and grants new powers to the will so that in this state the will is no longer idle but afterward cooperates with the Holy Spirit through the new powers given to it. John 8:36: “If the Son frees you, you will be free indeed.” Rom. 6:18: “Having been set free from sin, you have become slaves of righteousness.” 2 Cor. 3:17: “Where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is freedom.”

Augustine (De corrept. et grat., ch. 2): “They must understand that, if they are the children of God, they are acting by the Spirit of God to do what must be done, and when they have done it, they give thanks to Him by whom they are acted upon, for they are acted upon so that they act, not in such a way that they themselves do nothing.” Thus [Augustine] also distinguishes very laboriously among prevenient, preparing, operating, cooperating, and perfecting grace. In the state of having been renewed, we are very willing to concede to the human will a cooperation [συνεργία] toward good.

In this life it is not perfect.

§ 142. Nevertheless the freedom of choice in the regenerate is not yet such that the assistance of the Holy Spirit is no longer necessary, because their will, having been freed toward good, depends not on its natural powers but on the power of the Holy Spirit, who acts on and controls it. Augustine (De corrept. et grat., ch. 11):

It must be confessed that we have free choice to do both good and evil. But in doing evil everyone is free from righteousness and a slave to sin. In what is good no one can be free unless he has been freed by Him who said, “If the Son frees you, you are free indeed” [John 8:36]. Nor is it that when someone has been freed from the condemnation of sin, he is now no longer in need of the help of his Deliverer. But rather it is thus: that when he hears from Him, “Without Me you can do nothing” [John 15:5], he himself says, “Be my helper! Do not abandon me!” [Ps. 27:9]. This faith is undoubtedly genuine, prophetic, and apostolic.

§ 143. Even after conversion, in the regenerate there continues to be the “wrestling of flesh and Spirit” (Gal. [5]:17) in this life. Through this it happens that they “delight in the Law according to the inner man,” and yet meanwhile “see in their members another law at war with the law of the mind” (Rom. 7:22–23), because in this life renewal only begins and grows but is not completely perfected. Thus Scripture says that in the converted there are something like two men, the old and the new, the outer and the inner.

§ 144. Consequently, the free and freed will of the reborn is nonetheless a captive under the Law (Rom. 7:23) because the flesh stubbornly resists those who do good. Therefore we can say that there is a free slavery or an enslaved freedom because the reborn “serve the Law of God with the mind but with the flesh serve the law of sin” (Rom. 7:25). There is a free slavery because the reborn are led spontaneously by the Spirit according to the inner man and freely serve God according to the newness of the Spirit. There is an enslaved freedom because there must be no grasping at an unrestrained license to do everything according to choice, but our obedience must be conformed to the will of God and to the norm of the Law, nor should the license of the flesh be taken for the freedom of the Spirit. Thus we do not call even this freedom the “freedom from sin” (because in Rom. 7:17 sin still dwells in the flesh of the reborn) but “freedom from the slavery of sin” (because in Rom. 6:6 the reborn do not serve it). But they do acknowledge it, grieve over it, ask for remission through Christ, and fight against it.

§ 145. Nor is the freedom of the reborn in this life such that it cannot turn again to evil. On the contrary, in fact, if they want to deliver themselves over to the slavery of sin again and reject the grace of God, they will slide back into their original state of corruption, and their latter condition will be worse than the first (2 Pet. 2:20–21). “If you live according to the flesh, you will die” (Rom. 8:13). “If you continue in His goodness, otherwise you will be cut off” (Rom. 11:22). “Be faithful unto death, and I shall give you a crown of life” (Rev. 2:10), etc. This will be discussed elsewhere in greater detail [On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 134–44; On Justification through Faith (Commonplace XIX), §§ 184–94]. This meditation will stir up in us the fear of God, a serious zeal for piety, ardent prayers, etc., and will destroy our sluggishness and security.

Freedom from sin and changeability.

§ 146. Finally, in the other life, the reborn aspire to full freedom of choice, which we can call “freedom from sin and changeability,” because at that time the elect will be cleansed not only from the slavery of sin but also from all the remnants of sin and will be confirmed in the good in such a way that they will no longer be able to fall out of that happy state through sins. For they will be “equal to angels” [ἰσἀγγελoι] (Matt. 22:30), “they will see God face-to-face” (1 Cor. 13:12), “they will see God as He is” (1 John 3:2). Then there will be full security and secure freedom, and much more will be restored to us through Christ than was lost through Adam because the freedom of Adam was to be able not to sin, but the freedom of the elect will be to be unable to sin. In the life to come every error will depart from reason, every grief from the will, every fear from the memory; and they will be replaced by that for which we hope: pure serenity, full sweetness, eternal security.

Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 11, col. 519): “The Truth, God, will make the first; Love, God, will make the second; Supreme Power, God, will make the third, so that God is all in all: in reason as it receives the inextinguishable light, in the will as it attains imperturbable peace, in the memory as it eternally clings to the unfailing fountain.” May He carry us to this full freedom! May the Author and Perfecter of our salvation complete the good things which He has begun in us, and may He be blessed forever!





GLOSSARY

 

accident. An incidental property of a thing; that which affects something and is outside its essence. For example, “whiteness” can be an accident of a wall but is not of its substance. See substance.

action, moral. An action in which the agent persuades, exhorts, and the like. See action, natural.

action, natural. An action in which an agent brings about an effect on a passive object and in which the agent is of greater power than the object. See action, moral.

actions, elicited. Acts called forth or accomplished by a human ability. The opposite of this is “commanded actions.”

actuality, primary (actus primus). A power or potential that is not currently actualized. See actuality, secondary.

actuality, secondary (actus secundus). The actual operation of a thing. See actuality, primary.

adjunct. Anything added to something else which is not part of its essence. An adjunct is really distinguished from its subject, even if it is proper to the subject. While adjuncts are often accidents (like wisdom in a man), they can also be substances (like wine in a bottle).

appetite, concupiscible and irascible. The sensitive appetite (see appetite, sensitive and intellectual) is subdivided into “concupiscible” and “irascible.” The concupiscible appetite (ἐπιθυμία) is the faculty by which someone desires what seems good to him and avoids what seems bad. For example, a person desires food and avoids poison. The irascible appetite (θύμoς), on the other hand, is the faculty by which someone desires to give up what seems good or undertake what seems bad in order to obtain a greater good or avoid a greater evil. For example, someone may desire to fight in order to obtain food, or may desire to abstain from a pleasant, though poisonous, drug in order to retain health.

appetite, sensitive and intellectual. The sensitive appetite is the faculty by which a sensing being desires what it perceives as good and avoids what it perceives as bad. It is subdivided into the concupiscible appetite and the irascible appetite. (See appetite, concupiscible and irascible.) The intellectual appetite, on the other hand, is the faculty by which a human being desires the good or avoids the bad that he has known by his intellect; it is the same thing as the “will.”

cause, adequate. The total cause of something, which perfectly constitutes the essence of an effect. An effect proceeds from the whole adequate cause and from it alone.

cause, efficient. That through which something is accomplished or made and on which the result depends.

cause, final. The same as an “end,” that is, an aim, purpose, or goal. An end is the cause for which a doer acts, or that for whose sake something happens.

cause, formal. See form.

cause, impulsive. That which impels a principal efficient cause to act. This impulsion comes either from inside or outside of the principal cause.

cause, material. See material.

cause, proximate. The nearest and immediate cause of something, also called “first cause,” because it moves the effect primarily and is linked with it most closely. A proximate cause attains an effect through itself and immediately. For example, fire is the proximate cause of heat.

contradiction in the predicate (ἀντικείμενoν ἐν πρoσκειμένῳ). This occurs when the predicate in a proposition cancels the subject or introduces a contradiction.

differences, constituent and dividing (differentiae constituentes and dividentes). Differences divide a category (genus) and constitute a subcategory (species). For example, the difference “rational” divides the category “animal” into “human” and “brute.” In so doing, the difference establishes each of these as its own subcategory, different from the other.

disposition, innate and acquired. See habit, innate and acquired.

end. Aim, purpose, goal. An end is the cause for which a doer acts, or that for whose sake something happens.

evil of fault (malum culpae). An evil that is constituted by deliberate fault or guilt. See evil of punishment.

evil of punishment (malum poenae). The punishment that God renders for sin according to His justice. This is not “evil” in the English sense of the word, but rather “bad” to the one who experiences it. See evil of fault.

form. That which completes another thing or determines it or through which it operates. “Form” is that which gives the being of a thing. For example, wood can be the material of a carved statue. In this case, the form of the statue is the shape or figure that makes it a statue and not simply wood. See material.

habit (habitus). A durable, accidental quality in the nature of a thing, or a disposition or inclination toward something.

habit, innate and acquired. In scholastic thought, a disposition or habit [habitus] is an inclination of a rational being toward doing certain acts. A habit does not compel the doer, but makes him more ready and able to do certain acts. An “innate disposition” arises from a person’s nature. An “acquired disposition,” on the other hand, comes from repeated human actions, and hence it derives from free choice. For example, one can acquire the habit of playing the guitar by much practice.

“in a certain manner and simply” (παρὰ τὸ πῆ καὶ ἁπλῶς). This invalid argument takes something that was stated only in a certain manner or respect and applies it simply or absolutely.

intelligible. Something that can be thought or understood (by the intellect or reason) above and beyond the senses. See sensible.

material. In scholastic thought, most things are composites, consisting of matter (or “material”) and form. The matter is thought of as determinable, and the form is what determines it, or makes an individual thing to be what it is. For example, a particular statue’s matter may be marble, and its form is its figure or shape. See form.

necessity, absolute. Elsewhere called “necessity of the consequent.” It is a necessity by which something simply cannot be other than it is.

necessity, conditioned. Elsewhere called “necessity of the consequence.” It is a necessity by which something is not necessary by its own nature but only on the supposition of something antecedent. For example, supposing that each of the boys in Chicago owns a ball, it is necessary that John, a boy who lives in Chicago, owns a ball. Yet there is no intrinsic relationship of living in Chicago and owning a ball.

potentiality, proximate. Being on the point of having something. For example, a full-grown, healthy man can fight in the army with proximate potentiality, whereas a young boy can fight in the army only with remote potentiality (after he has grown into a man).

potentiality, remote. See potentiality, proximate.

power, absolute and ordered (or ordinary). Normally God’s “absolute power” means what God is able to do when we consider His power on its own, whereas His “ordinary” or “ordered power” is what God is able to do given what He has already chosen to do in creating and providentially directing this world. “By His absolute power God can do other things than what He foreknew and foreordained that He would do.” Gerhard sometimes uses these terms to distinguish what God could possibly due without means (absolute power) from what God can do through the means He has chosen (ordinary power).

principle (principium). A source or origin from which something proceeds or emanates.

principle, impulsive. See cause, impulsive.

quality, positive. Something posited within the realm of reality, not “good.” Its opposite, “negative,” means “lacking,” not “bad.”

sensible. Perceptible by the senses, rather than “reasonable” or “prudent” as this word often means in modern English. See intelligible.

subject. An individual subsisting of itself, distinct from other individuals either of the same or of a different species; attributed to inanimate as well as animate things, to beasts as well as to rational persons.

subordinates. Subordinates are noncontradictory things or propositions of which one is categorized under the other.

substance. A being subsisting of itself. A concrete reality, that which exists. See accident.
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PERSON INDEX

 

The number before the dot refers to the commonplace and the number after the dot refers to the paragraph (§).

Adrian of Utrecht (Pope Adrian VI, Adrianus de Trajecto), 13.104

Albert the Great, 14.63

Alcuin (Flaccus Alcuinus), 14.74

Alexander of Hales (Alexander Alesius, or Alexander ab Ales), 12.38, 12.58, 12.115; 13.26; 14.51, 14.63

Alfonso, 12.85

Aliaco, Petrus de. See d’Ailly, Pierre Almainus, Jacobus (Jacques Almain), 13.95

Almarius. See Almainus, Jacobus (Jacques Almain)
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Adrian of Utrecht (Pope Adrian VI, Adrianus de Trajecto)

Sent. 4 • Hadriani Sexti pontificis maximi, Quaestiones in quartum sententiarum. Ubi sacramentorum materia ita exactè tractatur, ut nihil deesse videatur: diligentiaque maxima ita à mendis purgatae, ut momi iudicium non pertimescant. Lugduni: Gionta, 1546

Albert the Great (Albertus Magnus)

Alcuin (Flaccus Alcuinus)

In 4. Psalm. poenit. • Enchiridion Seu Expositio Pia Ac Brevis In Psalmos Poenitantiales (PL 100)

Alexander of Hales (Alexander Alesius, or Alexander ab Ales)

Sent. • Glossa in quatuor libros sententiarum Petri Lombardi. Quaracchi Florentiae: Coll. S. Bonaventurae, 1951–57

Summa • Pars prima [-quarta] summe theologice. Lyon: Jacque Myt, 1515–17

Almainus, Jacobus (Jacques Almain)

Aurea … opuscula, omnibus theologis perquam vtilia: non ante hac simul impressa. Moralia optime recognita cum additionibus. Lectura in tertium completa. De penitentia: siue in quartum lectura. De potestate ecclesiastica. Vesperiarum non spernenda questio. Dictata super sententias Holcot. Parrhisiis: Chevallon, 1518

Almarius. See Almainus, Jacobus

Ambrose of Milan

Collected works • Omnia Qvotqvot Extant D. Ambrosii Episcopi Mediolanensis Opera, Primvm Per Des. Erasmvm Roterodamvm, Mox Per Sig. Gelenivm, deinde per alios eruditos uiros diligenter castigata: nunc uero postremum per Ioannem Costerium … emendata. Basileae: Episcopius, 1567

1 Corinthians • Ambrosiaster, Commentarius in epistulas Paulinas (CSEL 81/1–3) • Commentaries on Romans and 1–2 Corinthians, trans. G. L. Bray. Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2009

2 Corinthians • Ambrosiaster, Commentarius in epistulas Paulinas (CSEL 81/1–3) • Commentaries on Romans and 1–2 Corinthians, trans. G. L. Bray. Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2009

Apolog. David • De apologia prophetae David (PL 14)

Contra Novatianos • Ambrosiaster, Contra Novatianum (Der Pseudoaugustinische Traktat Contra Novatianum, ed. A. von Harnack. München, 1898)

De Cain. • De Caino et Abel (PL 14; CSEL 32/1) • Cain and Abel (FC 42)

De fuga seculi • De fuga saeculi (PL 14; CSEL 32)

De Isaac et anima • De Isaac et anima (PL 14) • Isaac and the Soul (FC 65)

De offic. • De officiis Ministrorum Libri Tres (PL 16) • On the Duties of the Clergy (NPNF2 10)

De paradiso • De paradiso (CSEL 32/1) • On Paradise (FC 42)

De poenit. • De poenitentia libri duo (PL 16) • Concerning Repentance (NPNF2 10)

De regeneratione • See De sacram. regenerationis

De sacram. regenerationis • De sacramento regenerationis sive de philosophia(CSEL 11)

De vocat. gent. • Prosper of Aquitaine, De vocatione omnium gentium (PL 17, 51) • On the Calling of All the Gentiles (ACW 15)

Hexaem. • Hexameron. Augsburg: Johann Schüßler, 1472 (CSEL 32) • Six Days of Creation (FC 42)

Isaiah • Fragmenta in Esaiam (CCSL 14:405–8)

Letters • Epistulae (CSEL 82) • Letters (NPNF2 10)

Luke • Expositio Evangelii secundam Lucam (CCSL 14) • Commentary of Saint Ambrose on the Gospel according to Saint Luke. Dublin: Halcyon Press, 2001

Psalm 118 • Expositio Psalmi CXVIII (CSEL 52)

Romans • Ambrosiaster, Commentarius in epistulas Paulinas (CSEL 81/1–3) • Commentaries on Romans and 1–2 Corinthians, trans. G. L. Bray. Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2009; Commentaries on Galatians–Philemon, trans. G. L. Bray. Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2009

Andrada (Diogo Paiva de Andrade, Andradius Payva)

Defens. fid. Trid. • Defensio tridentinae fidei catholicae, et integerrimae. Ingolstadii: apud Davidem Sartorium, 1580

Angelus de Clavisio (Angelus Clavetus)

Summa angelica • Summa angelica de casibus Conscientiae. Cum additionibus quam commodis Iacobi Ungarelli. Venetiis: Ad cadentis salamandrae insigne, 1578

Anselm of Canterbury

Collected works • Opera omnia quatuor tomis comprehensa. Cologne: Peter Cholinus, 1612

1 Corinthians

2 Corinthians

Cur Deus homo • Cur Deus homo (PL 158) • Cur Deus homo in Anselm, Basic Writings, trans. and ed. Thomas Williams. Indianapolis: Hackett, 2007

De conceptu virginali et peccato originali • De Conceptu Virginali Et Originali Peccato (PL 158)

De concord. grat. et lib. arbit. • De Concordia Praescentiae Et Praedestinationis Nec Non Gratiae Dei Cum Libero Arbitrio (PL 158)

De lib. arbitr. • Dialogus de libero arbitrio (PL 158)

De mensur. crucis • De Mensuratione Crucis Liber (PL 159)

Hebrews

Medit. redemt. • “Meditatio redemptionis humanae,” meditation 11 in Liber Meditationum et Orationum (PL 158) • Eleventh meditation, “Of the Redemption of Mankind,” pp. 136–51 in St. Anselm’s Book of Meditations and Prayers. London: Burns & Oates, 1872

Romans • See Collected works

Apology of the Augsburg Confession

Die Apologie des Augsburger Bekenntnisses (BSLK) • The Defense of the Augsburg Confession (Concordia)

Aretius, Benedictus

Loc. theolog. • S. S. Theologiae Problemata: Hoc est Loci Commvnes Christianae Religionis, Methodice Explicati. Bernae Helvetiorum: LePreux, 1604

Problem. • See Loc. theolog.

Aristotle

Collected works • Operum … Graecè & Latinè. [Geneva:] Guillaume Laimarie, 1597

Eth. • Ethicorum, sive De moribus, ad Nicomachum libri decem. Hanoviae: Marnius, 1611 • Nicomachean Ethics (LCL 73)

Arnobius of Sicca

Cont. gent. • Contra gentes. Hamburg, 1610 (CSEL 4) • Against the Heathen (ANF 6)

Athanasius

Collected works • Τα Ευρισκoμενα Απαντα… Opera Qvae Reperivntvr Omnia. 2 vols. [Heidelberg,] 1601

Orat. de incarn. Domini • Oratio de incarnatione Verbi (PG 25) • The Incarnation of the Word (LCC 3) q. 71 • Quaestiones ad Antiochum ducem (PG 28)

Sermon de incarnat. verb. • See Orat. de incarn. Domini

Augsburg Confession

Die Augsburgische Konfession (BSLK) • The Augsburg Confession (Concordia)

Augustine of Hippo

Collected works • Omnivm Opervm Primvs Tomvs [–Decimvs]. Paris: Claude Chevallon, 1531

83 Quaest. • De diversis quaestionibus octoginta tribus (CCSL 44A) • On Eighty-Three Varied Questions (FC 70)

Ad art. sibi falso impos. • See Prosper of Aquitaine, Ad art. sibi falso impos.

Ad Bonifacium • Contra duas epistolas Pelagianorum, ad Bonifacium Romanae ecclesiae episcopum (PL 44) • A Treatise against Two Letters of the Pelagians (NPNF1 5)

Ad Quodvultdeum • See De haeres. ad Quodvultdeum

Augustine of Hippo, cont.

Ad Simplic. • Ad Simplicianum (CCSL 44) • To Simplicianus (LCC 6)

Adv. Julian. • Contra Julianum (PL 44) • Against Julian (FC 35)

Confess. • Confessiones (CCSL 27) • Confessions (NPNF1 1)

Cont. Coelest. et Pelag. • See Contra Pelag. et Coelest.

Cont. Fortun. • Acta contra Fortunatum Manicheum (PL 42; CSEL 25/1:251–797) • Acts or Disputations against Fortunatus the Manichean (NPNF1 4)

Contra Donatist. de baptismo • See De baptismo

Contra duas epist. Pelag. ad Bonifac. • See Ad Bonifac.

Contra Faustum • Contra Faustum Manichaeum (CSEL 25/1) • Against Faustus, a Manichee (NPNF1 4)

Contra Julianum • Contra Julianum (PL 44) • Against Julian (FC 35)

Contra Pelag. et Coelest. • De Gratia Christi Et De Peccato Originali Contra Pelagium Et Coelestinum (PL 44; CSEL 42) • On the Grace of Christ and Original Sin (NPNF1 5)

De baptismo contra Donatistas • De baptismo (CSEL 51) • On Baptism (NPNF1 4)

De bono persever. • See De dono persever.

De civit. Dei • De civitate Dei (CCSL 47–48) • The City of God (FC 8, 14, 24)

De consensu evangelist. • De consensu Evangelistarum (CSEL 43) • On Agreement among the Evangelists (NPNF1 6)

De contrit. cord. • De contritione cordis (spurious) (PL 40)

De correptione et grat. • De correptione et gratia (PL 44) • On Admonition and Grace (FC 2)

De dogmat. eccles. • Dogmata Ecclesiastica: Wie vnd was die Kyrche Jesu Christi vorzeiten geleret vnd geglaubet hat/ Aus S. Aurel. Augustino, durch Georg. Vicelium gedeudscht. Leipzig: Wolrab, 1539; Tractatus plures: De doctrina christiana; de fide ad Petrum Epistola; de conflictu vitiorum et virtutum; lib. meditationum, tract. de fuga mulierum; tract. de continentia; de contemtu mundi; de ecclesiasticis dogmatibus; de agone christiano; de vivendo deum; de adorando deum; de vera et falsa poenitentia; de spiritu et anima; liber soliliquiorum; speculum peccatoris; de concordia fratrum; de manuali verbo dei. [s.l., s.d.]

De dono persever. • De dono perseverantiae (PL 45) • On the Gift of Perseverance (FC 86)

De duab. anim. contra Manich. • De duabus animabus contra Manichaeos (PL 42)

De fide ad Petrum • Fulgentius of Ruspe, De fide ad Petrum (PL 40) • Fulgentius of Ruspe, On the Faith, to Peter (FC 95)

De fide contra Manich. • Evodius of Uzalis, De fide contra manichaeos (PL 42)

De Gen. ad lit. imperf. • De Genesi ad litteram (CSEL 28/1) • On the Literal Interpretation of Genesis (ACW 41–42)

De grat. Christi contra Pelagium et Coelestium • See De grat. et peccat. origin.

De grat. et peccat. origin. • De gratia Christi et de peccato originali Contra Pelagium Et Coelestinum (PL 44) • (NPNF1 5)

De gratia Dei contra Pelagian. • See De grat. et peccat. origin.

De gratia et libero arbitrio • De gratia et libero arbitrio (PL 44) • On Grace and Free Choice (NPNF1 5)

De haeres. ad Quodvultdeum • De haeresibus (CCSL 46) • On Heresies (WSA 1.18)

De hypogn. • See Hypogn. cont. Pelag. et Coelest.

De libero arbitrio • See De gratia et libero arbitrio

De natura et gratia • De natura et gratia (CSEL 60) • On Nature and Grace (NPNF1 5)

De nupt. et concupisc. • De nuptiis et concupiscentia (PL 44; CSEL 42) • On Marriage and Concupiscence (NPNF1 3)

De ovibus • Sermo XLVII, De ovibus, in Ezechiel cap. XXXIV (PL 38)

De pastorib. • De pastoribus liber unus, planè et pius eruditus. Eiusdem de cura pro mortuis agenda liber unus. Coloniae: Johann Gymnich I., 1529

De peccat. merit. et remiss. • De peccatorum meritis et remissione et de baptismo parvulorum (CSEL 60) • On the Merits and Forgiveness of Sins and on Infant Baptism (NPNF1 5)

De peccat. orig. • De Gratia Christi Et De Peccato Originali Contra Pelagium Et Coelestinum (PL 44; CSEL 42) • On the Grace of Christ and Original Sin (NPNF1 5)

De perfect. justitia contra Coelestium • De perfectione justitiae hominis (CSEL 42) • On the Perfection of Human Righteousness (NPNF1 5)

De praedest. et grat. • De Praedestione et Gratia (spurious) (PL 45)

De praedest. sanct. • De praedestinatione sanctorum (PL 44)

De praesent. Dei ad Dard. • De praesentia Dei (ep. 187) (PL 33; CSEL 57) • On the Presence of God (Letter 187) (FC 30)

De s. virg. • De sancta virginitate (CSEL 41) • On Holy Virginity (FC 27)

De sentent. Jacobi apost. ad Hieron. • See Letters (no. 167)

De Spir. et lit. • De spiritu et littera (CSEL 60) • On the Spirit and the Letter (LCC 8)

De Trin. • De Trinitate libri XV (CCSL 50, 50A) • The Trinity (NPNF1 3)

De vera et falsa poenit. • De Vera Et Falsa Poenitentia (PL 40)

De vera religione • De vera religione (CCSL 32) • On True Religion (LCC 6)

De visit. infirm. • De visitatione infirmorum (spurious) (PL 40)

Enchirid. ad Laurent. • Enchiridion ad Laurentium, de fide, spe et caritate (CCSL 46) • A Handbook on Faith, Hope, and Love (ACW 3)

Genesis • De Genesi ad litteram (CSEL 28/1) • On the Literal Interpretation of Genesis (ACW 41–42)

Haeres. • See De haeres. ad Quodvultdeum

Hypogn. cont. Pelag. et Coelest. • Hypomnesticon contra Pelagianos et Coelestianos (spurious) (PL 45)

John • In Johannis evangelium tractatus (CCSL 36) • Tractates on the Gospel of John (NPNF1 4)

Letters • Epistulae (CCSL 34, 44, 57, 58, 88) • Epistles (NPNF1 1)

Psalms • Enarrationes in Psalmos (CCSL 38–40) • Explanations of the Psalms (ACW 29–30)

Quaest. evangel. • Quaestiones Evangeliorum (CCSL 44B) • Questions on the Gospels (WSA 1.15)

Quaest. V. ac N. T. • Quaestiones veteris et novi Testamenti CXXVII (spurious) (CSEL 50)

Quaestion. super Levit. • See Quaestiones in Heptateuchum

Quaestiones in Heptateuchum • Quaestiones in Heptateuchum (CCSL 33) • Questions on the Heptateuch (WSA 1.15)

Retract. • Retractiones (CCSL 57) • Reconsiderations (FC 60)

Romans • Expositio quarundam propositionum ex epistula Apostoli ad Romanos (PL 35; CSEL 84) • Commentary on Statements in the Letter to the Romans (WSA 1.17)

Sermon 2 de verb. apostoli • Sermo 131 (PL 38:729–34)

Sermon 3 de verb. apost. • Sermo 163 (PL 38:889–95)

Sermon 5 de verbis apostoli • Sermo 61 (PL 38:409–14)

Sermon 7 de verbis apostoli • Sermo 165 (PL 38:902–7)

Sermon 10 de verb. apost. • Sermo 176 (PL 38:949–53)

Sermon 11 de verb. apost. • Sermo 26 (PL 38:171–78)

Sermon 11 de verb. Dom. • Sermo 71 (PL 38:445–67)

Sermon 12 de verb. apost. • Sermo 30 (PL 38:187–92)

Sermon 13 de verb. apost. • Sermo 156 (PL 38:849–59)

Sermon 14 de verb. apost. • Sermo 294 (PL 38:1335–48)

Sermon 37 de verb. Domin. • Sermo 171 (PL 38:933–35)

Sermon 45 de tem. • Sermon 151 (PL 38:814–19)

Soliloq. • Meditationes, Soliloqvia, Et Manvale. Cologne: Arnold Mylius, 1604 (PL 32; CSEL 89) • The Soliloquies (NPNF1 7; FC 2)

Speculum • Speculum (PL 34; CSEL 12) • The Mirror (WSA 1.17)

Tract. on the Epistle of John • In epistulam Joannis ad Parthos tractatus (SCH 75) • Tractates on the First Letter of John (FC 92)

Augustine of Hippo, cont.

tractate on Psalm 31 • See Psalms

Azorius, Ioannes

Instit. moral. • Istitutionum moralium, in quibus universae quaestiones ad conscientiam recte, aut prave factorum pertinentes breviter tractantur tomus … Lugduni: Cardon & Cavellat, 1616–25

Bannes, Dominicus

Sent.

Basil of Caesarea

Collected works • Απαντα Τα … Βασιλειoυ … Opera Graeca quae ad nos extant omnia. Basel: Hieronymus Froben, 1551; Opera … Omnia: Iam recens per Wolfgangvm Mvscvlvm partim locis aliquot castigata, partim luculentis accessionibus aucta. Basel: Johann Oporinus, 1565

Asceticon magnum • Asceticon magnum sive Quaestiones (regulae fusius tractatae) (PG 31) • William Kemp Lowther Clarke, trans. and ed., The Ascetic Works of Saint Basil. London: SPCK, 1925

Conc. de humil. • Homily 20, De humilitate (PG 31)

De bapt. • De baptismo (PG 31)

De virgin. • De vera virginitatis integritate (PG 30)

Letters • Epistulae (PG 32; LCL 190, 215, 243, 270) • Letters (NPNF2 8; FC 13, 28)

Quaest. comp. explic. • See Asceticon magnum

Quod Deus non sit auctor malorum • Homilia quod Deus non est malorum auctor (PG 31) • Homily IX (NPNF2 8)

Bede (Beda Venerabilis)

Collected works • Opera … omnia. Cologne: Gymnich & Hierat, 1612

Acts • Super Acta Apostolorum Expositio (PL 92) • Commentary on the Acts of the Apostles, trans. Lawrence T. Martin. Kalamazoo: Cistercian, 1989

Leviticus • In Pentateuchum Commentarii (PL 91)

Luke • In Lucae evangelium expositio (PL 92)

Samuel • In Samuelem Prophetam Allegorica Expositio (PL 91)

Bellarmine, Robert (Roberto Bellarmino)

Collected works • Opera omnia: nunc postremo ab ipso authore recogn. et in 7 tomos distributa. Coloniae Agrippinae: Gualterus, 1617–20

De amiss. gratiae et stat. peccati • “De gratiae amissione” and “De gratiae reparatione, et statu justificatorum per Christum” in Disputationes de controversiis

De gratia et liber. arbitr. • “De gratia et libero arbitrio,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De gratia primi hominis • “De gratia primi hominis,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De justif. • “De iustificatione impii,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De lib. arbitr. • See De gratia et liber. arbitr.

De monach. • “De monachis,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De notis eccles. • “De notis verae eccles.,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De sacram. Euch. • “De Eucharistia,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De stat. peccat. et amiss. grat. • See De amiss. gratiae et stat. peccati

Disputationes de controversiis • Disputationum de controversiis christianae fidei, adversus huius temporis haereticos opus; ab ipsomet auctore nunc demum auctum, recogn., et in 4 tomos distributum: Acc. hac ed., singulis tomis recentia quaedam eiusdem auctoris opuscula, suis quaeque locis inserta. T. 2: Acc. accuratior De exemptione clericorum disputatio, & De cultu sacrarum imaginum libelli cuiusdam refutatio. Ingolstadii: Sartorius, 1601

Galatians

Bernard of Clairvaux

Collected works • Opera … omnia. Basel: Johann Herwagen, 1552 (PL 182–85; Sancti Bernardi Opera, ed. J. Leclercq. Romae: Ed. Cistercienses, 1957–98)

Bernard of Clairvaux, cont.

De grat. et lib. arbit. • De Gratia Et Libero Arbitrio Tractatus (PL 182)

De sept. pan.

Homil. de pass.

Letters • Epistolae (PL 182) • The Letters of St. Bernard of Clairvaux, trans. B. S. James. Kalamazoo: Cistercian, 1998

Medit. • Meditationes Piissimae De Cognitione Humanae Conditionis (PL 184)

Medit. devotiss. • See Medit.

Parv. serm. 30 • Sermones de tempore, de sanctis et super cantica canticorum. Parisius: Parvus, 1517 (?)

Sermon 4 Hebd. poen. • Sermo de Tempore, in Feria IV Hebdomadae Sanctae (PL 183)

Sermon 4 in die nat. • Sermones De Tempore. In Nativitate Domini (PL 183) • Sermons for Advent and the Christmas Season, trans. I. Edmonds, W. M. Beckett, and C. Greenia, ed. J. Leinenweber. Kalamazoo: Cistercian, 2007

Sermon 4 in nativ. • See Sermon 4 in die nat.

Sermon 4 in vig. nat. • Sermones De Tempore. In Nativitate Domini (PL 183) • Sermons for Advent and the Christmas Season, trans. I. Edmonds, W. M. Beckett, and C. Greenia, ed. J. Leinenweber. Kalamazoo: Cistercian, 2007

Sermon 4 nativ. • See Sermon 4 in die nat.

Sermon 6 de adventu Domini • Sermones de tempore. In adventu Domini (PL 183) • Sermons for Advent and the Christmas Season, trans. I. Edmonds, W. M. Beckett, and C. Greenia, ed. J. Leinenweber. Kalamazoo: Cistercian, 2007

Sermon de coena Domini • Sermo in Coena Dominica (PL 183)

Song of Songs • Sermones in Cantica canticorum (PL 183) • On the Song of Songs, trans. Kilian Walsh. Kalamazoo: Cistercian, 1971–80

Beust, Joachim von

Homil. Domin. in die concept. • Orthodoxa Enarratio Euangeliorum, Qvae Diebvs Dominicis, Et Sanctorvm Festis In Ecclesia Dei explicantur. Leipzig: [Michael Lantzenberger], 1592

Beza, Theodore

Quaest. et respons. • Quaestionum et Responsionum Christianarum Libellus. [Geneva:] Vignon, 1573–77

Respons. 2 ad colloq. Mompelg. • Ad Acta Colloqui Montisbelgardensis … Responsionis, Pars prior [–Altera]. Geneva: Jean LePreux, 1589

Biel, Gabriel

Sent. • Collectorium circa quattuor libros sententiarum. Tübingen, 1501; repr., Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, [1973–92]

Bonaventure

Comp. • Compendium sacrae theologiae pauperis. Basel: Jacobus de Pfortzen, 1509

Sent. • Prima [–Quarta] pars … librum Sententiarum. [1510]

Bradwardine, Thomas (Bradwardinus)

De causa Dei contra Pelagium et de virtute causarum. London, 1618

Brenz, Johannes

Collected works • Opervm … Tomus Primus [–Tertius, Sextus–Octavus]. Tübingen: Gruppenbach, 1576–90

Brigitta (Birgitta Suecica)

Revelationes • Revelationes sanctae Birgittae. Norib., 1521 (Reuelaciones extrauagantes. Uppsala: Almqvist Wiksell, 1956)

Bucanus, Guilielmus (Guillaume Bucanus)

Instit. theol. • Institutiones Theologicae. Seu Locorum Communium Christianae Religionis, Ex Dei Verbo, Et praestantissimorum Theologorum Orthodoxo consensu expositorum, Analysis: Ad Leges Methodi Didascalicae; Quaestionibus & Responsionibus conformata: atque in usum Ministerii Sacri Candidatorum, qui se ad Examen Doctrinae subeundum parant, accomodata. Bernae Helvetiorum: Le Preux, 1605

Loci • See Instit. theol.

Budaeus, G.

Annotationes in Pandectas tam priores quàm posteriories … Forensia, In Qvibvs Et Vvlgares Et Vere Latinae Ivrisconsultorum loquendi formulae traduntur. Basel: Episcopius, 1557

Commentarii linguae Graecae. Parisiis: Stephanus, 1548

Bugenhagen, Johannes

Jeremiah • In Ieremiam Prophetam Commentarium. Wittenberg: Peter Seitz, 1546

Cajetan, Thomas (Thomas de Vio Caietanus)

Collected works • Opuscula omnia Thomae de Vio Caietani … in tres distincta tomos. Lugduni, 1581

Comm. Thom. • Summa Sacrae Theologiae: … Divo Thoma Aqvinate Doctore Angelico autore, in tres … partes … divisa … Thomae a Vio Caietani … commentariis illustrata. Lugduni: Iunta, 1562

Calvin, John

Collected works • Opuscula omnia in unum volumen collecta. Geneva: Gerardus, 1552

De rat. eccles. reform. • Egregium Consiliorum Theologicorum De Optimo Ecclesias reformandi & fidei controversias decidendi genere, specimen, praecipua & maxime controversa fidei capita breviter, evidenter & eleganter explicans, eaque paucis quidem sed solidis argumentis confirmans. Haidelbergae: Typis Voegeliniani, 1604

Defens. 2 contra Westphal. • Secvnda Defensio Piae Et Orthodoxae De Sacramentis Fidei Contra Ioachimi Westphali calumnias. Crespin, 1556

Genesis • Mosis libri V. cum … commentariis. Geneva: Henri Estienne, 1563 • Calvin’s Commentaries. Grand Rapids: Baker, 1974

Instit. • Institutio christianae religionis. Geneva: Robert Estienne, 1559 • Institutes of the Christian Religion

Campianus, Edmundus (Edmund Campion)

Rat. • Rationes decem, quibus fretus, certamen anglicanae ecclesiae, & omnibus orthodoxis evangelii ministris obtulit in causa fidei: et ad eas Guil. Withakeri … responsio. Lich, Hessen: Wolfgang Ketzel, 1604

Candidus, Daniel

Notis • De fractione panis eucharistici theses quas … in Academia Francofurtana … proponebat publ. Christophorus Pelargus; … Respondente M. Johanne Crugerio … V. Iduum Aprilis anni M. DC. VI…. denuò excusa & notis … illustrata Daniel Candidus. Hanoviae: Typis Wechelianis apud Claudium Marnium & Heredes Ioannis Aubrii, 1607; see also Christoph Pelargus, Ad Notas Thesium non utiles, sed futiles Danielis Non-Candidi Calvinistae Personati Responsio Necessaria Christophori Pelargi D.: In gratiam Autoris Notarum & Lectoris, adiunctae sunt ipsae Notae una cum Thesibus. Francofurti: Thymius, 1608

Caninius, Angelus (Angelo Canini)

Disquis. de obscur. locis N. T. • Disquisitiones in locos aliquot Novi Testamenti obscuriores. Frankfurt, 1602

Canisius, Petrus

De virgine Deipara • De maria virgine incomparabili, et dei genitrice sacrosancta. Editio secunda. Ingolstadii, 1583

canon law. See Ius canonicum

Canus, Melchior (Melchior Cano)

Loc. theol. • See Loci theologici

Loci theologici • Locorum Theologicorum Libri duodecim. Coloniae Agripp.: Apud haeredes Arnoldi Birckmunni, 1574

Capreolus, Joannes

Sent. • F. Ioannis Capreoli Thomistarvm Principis, In Libros Sententiarvm Amplissimae Qvaestiones, Pro Tvtela Doctrinae S. Thomae Ad Scholasticum certamen egregie disputatae. Venetiis: Scotus, 1588

Cassander, Georgius

Consult. • De Articvlis Religionis Inter Catholicos Et Protestantes Controversis Consvltatio. Coloniae: Aquensius, 1577

Cassian, John

Collationes • Conlationes XXIV (CSEL 13) • The Conferences (NPNF2 11)

Cassiodorus, Flavius Magnus Aurelius

Psalms • In Psalterium expositio [Basel: Johann Amerbach, 1491] (CCSL 97–98)

Cassius, Dio (Cassius Dio Cocceianus)

life of Nero • Dionis Cassii Cocceiani Historiae Romanae libri XLVI. Hanoviae: Marnius, 1606 • (LCL 32, 37, 53, 66, 82, 83, 175–77)

Cat. Racov.

Catechismus Racoviensis, è Polon. linguâ in Germanicam translatus & Acad. Witt. inscript. â Valent. Smalcio. Racov., 1608; Catechismus, Der Gemeine derer Leute / die da … affirmiren und bekennen / das niemand anders / den nur allein der Vatter unsers Herrn Jesu Christi / der einige Gott Jsrael sey. Rakow: [Sebastian Sternacki], 1608 • Racovian Catechism, trans. Thomas Rees. London: Longman, Hurst, 1818

Catharinus, Ambrosius (Lancelotto Politi)

De lapsu homin. et peccat. orig. • Disceptationvm … super quinque articulis: De certitudine inhaerentis gratiae; De praedestinatione Dei; De natura peccati originalis; De potentia liberi arb…. De desertione ac induratione Dei, liber. Romae, 1551 (?)

Censura Coloniensis

Censura et docta explicatio errorum catechismi Ioannis Monhemii … in qua tum S. Scripturae … tum evidentiss. rationibus veritas Catholicae religionis defenditur, per deputatos à Sacra Theologica facultate Universitas Coloniensis. Coloniae: Maternus Cholinus, 1560

Chemnitz, Martin

Exam. Concil. Trid. • Examinis Concilii Tridentini … opus integrum. Frankfurt am Main: s.n., 1599 • Examination of the Council of Trent, trans. Fred Kramer. St. Louis: Concordia, 1971–86

Harmon. • Libri Tres Harmoniae Evangelicae. Francofurti Ad Moenum: Porssius; Spiessius, 1608 • The Harmony of the Four Evangelists, trans. Richard Dinda. Malone, TX: Center for the Study of Lutheran Orthodoxy, 2011–

Judicium de controv. quibusdam q. • De controversis quibusdam, quae superiori tempore, circa quosdam Augustanae Confessionis Articulos motae & agitatae sunt judicium D. Martini Chemniti, editum per Polycarpum Lyserum. Witebergae: Gronenberg, 1594

Loci • See Loci theol.

Loci comm. • See Loci theol.

Loci theol. • Loci theologici. Wittenberg: Meisnerus, Bergerus, Schûrerus, 1615 • Loci Theologici, trans. J. A. O. Preus. St. Louis: Concordia, 1989

Resolv. de peccat. orig. • Themata de imagine dei in home. Authore D. Ioachimo Morlino Episcopo Sambiensi etc. et de eadem materia brevis tractatus D. Doctoris Martini Kemnitii, Superintendentis Brunschuuicensis. contra impiam et absurdam Propositionem: Peccatum esse substantiam, vel ipsam etiam animam rationalem. Wittenberg, 1570

Chrysostom (John Chrysostom)

Collected works • Opera … tomus primus [–quintus]. Basel: Hieronymus Froben & Nikolaus Episcopius, 1558

1 Corinthians • In epistulam I. ad Corinthios argumentum et homiliae (PG 61) • Homilies on 1 Corinthians (NPNF1 12)

1 Timothy • In epistulam I. ad Timotheum argumentum et homiliae (PG 62) • Homilies on 1 Timothy (NPNF1 13)

Chrysostom (John Chrysostom), cont.

2 Corinthians • In epistulam II. ad Corinthios argumentum et homiliae (PG 61) • Homilies on 2 Corinthians (NPNF1 12)

Acts • In Acta apostolorum homiliae 55; Sancti Patris Joannis Chrysostomi Archiepiscopi Constantinopoleos Expositio perpetua In novum Jesu Christi Testamentum. [Heidelberg:] Bibliopolium Commelinianum, 1603 (PG 60) • Homilies on the Acts of the Apostles (NPNF1 11)

Ephesians • In epistulam ad Ephesios argumentum et homiliae (PG 62) • Homilies on the Epistle to the Ephesians (NPNF1 13)

Genesis • Homiliae 9 in Genesin; Homiliae 67 in Genesin (PG 53–54) • Saint John Chrysostom Homilies on Genesis. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press 1999–2001

Homily 1 advent.

Homily 19 ad populum Antiochenum • Ad populum Antiochenum homiliae 21 (De statuis) (PG 49) • Homilies on the Statues (NPNF1 9)

Homily de Adam et Eva

John • In Iohannem homiliae 88 (PG 59) • Commentary on Saint John the Apostle and Evangelist (FC 33)

Matthew • In Matthaeum homiliae (PG 57–58) • Homilies on the Gospel of St. Matthew (NPNF1 10)

Philippians • In epistulam ad Philippianos argumentum et homiliae (PG 62) • Homilies on the Epistle to the Philippians (NPNF1 13)

Psalms • Expositiones in Psalmos (PG 55)

Romans • In Epistulam ad Romanos homiliae 32 (PG 59) • Homilies on Paul’s Epistle to the Romans (NPNF1 11)

Sermon de fide et leg. nat. • See Collected works, vol. 3, col. 901

Cicero, Marcus Tullius

Collected works • Opera omnia, quae exstant [Tomus I–II]. Paris: Jacque Du Puis, 1566

De repub. • De Respublica (LCL 213)

Parad. • De Amicitia. De Senectute. Paradoxa. Strasbourg: Matthias Schürer, 1516 (LCL 349)

Clarus Sylvius, Antonius. See Sylvius, Antonius Clarus

Clichtovaeus, Jodocus (Josse Clicthove)

commentary on Damascenus’s De orth. fid. • In hoc opere contenta: Theologia Damasceni 4 libris explicata et adiecto ad litteram commentario elucidata aeditio interprete Jacobo Fabro Stapulensis, interiecta Judoci Clichtovei explanatione. Paris: Stephanus, 1519

Conc. Arausic. See Council of Orange, Second

Concil.

Concilia Generalia, Et Provincialia, Graeca Et Latina Quotquot Reperiri Potuerunt, Item Epistolae Decrtales Et Romanor. Pontific. vitae [Tomus I–II]. Cologne: Anton Hierat, 1618; Tomus Tertius [–Quartus]. Cologne: Anton Hierat & Johann Gymnich, 1606; Tomvs … Conciliorvm omnivm, tvm generalivm, tvm provincialivm atqve particvlarivm, qvae iam inde ab apostolis vsque in praesens habita, obtineri potuerunt, magna insignium Synodorum … accesione adeo nunc auctorum, ut in Tomos 4. distributa sint. Coloniae Agripinae: Calenius & Quentel, 1567 (Joannes Dominicus Mansi, ed. Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio. Paris: H. Welter, 1901–27)

Concil. Basil.

Conciliorvm Qvatuor Generalium. Niceni. Constantinopolitani. Ephesini. et Calcedonensis. Que diuus Gregorius magnus tanquam quatuor Evangelia colit ac veneratur. Tomvs primvs. Quadraginta quoque septem Conciliorum prouincialium authenticorum. Decretorum etiam sexaginta nouem Pontificum Ab apostolis et eorundem canonibus, vsque ad Zachariam primum, Isidore authore. Item Bulla Aurea Caroli IIII. Imperatoris, de electione Regis Romanorum. Tomvs secvndvs. Aliorvm aliqvot Conciliorvm Generalivm. Practica quintae synodi Constantinopolitanae. Sexta synodus Constantinopolitana. Acta concilij Constantiensis. Decreta concilij Basiliensis. Approbatio actorum concilij Basiliensis per N. P. Confirmatio constitutionum Friderici et Carolinae, Jacobus Merlinus, ed. Coloniae: Quentell, 1530

Cornelius, a canon of Cologne

Animadv.

Corpus Iuris Civilis

C. • “Codex.” In Paulus Krueger, ed. Corpus Iuris Civilis. Vol. 2, Codex Iustinianus, editio stereotypa octava. Berolini: apud Weidmannos, 1906

ff. • “Digesta.” In Paulus Krueger and Theodor Mommsen, eds. Corpus Iuris Civilis. Vol. 1, Institutiones, Digesta, editio stereotypa quinta decima. Berolini: apud Weidmannos, 1928

Inst. • “Institutiones.” In Paulus Krueger and Theodor Mommsen, eds. Corpus Iuris Civilis. Vol. 1, Institutiones, Digesta, editio stereotypa quinta decima. Berolini: apud Weidmannos, 1928

Costerus, Franciscus (François de Coster)

Christ. instit. • Libellus Sodalitatis, h. e. Christianarum Institutionum Libri 5. Antverpiae: Joan. Moretus (offic. Plantin), 1597

Enchirid. • Enchiridion Controversiarum Praecipuarum Nostri Temporis, De Religione. Coloniae Agrippinae: Mylius, 1608

Council of Basel. See Concil.

Council of Mileve. See Concil.

Council of Orange, Second. See Concil.

Council of Trent

See Concil. • Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, ed. Norman P. Tanner. London: Sheed & Ward, 1990

Cyprian (Thascius Caecilius Cyprianus)

Collected works • Opera … unà cum annotationunculis. Basel: Johann Froben, 1520

Ad Quirin. • Ad Quirinum: testimoniorum libri III (CSEL 3/1) • To Quirinus: Three Books of Testimonies (ANF 5)

De eleemosynis • De opere et eleemosynis (CSEL 3/1) • On Works and Alms (ANF 5)

De operibus Christi cardinalibus • [Arnoldus Bonavallis,] Sermones de cardinalibus Christi operibus. Daventrie: Pafraet, ca. 1500

Expos. orat. Domin. • De dominica oratione (CSEL 3/1) • On the Lord’s Prayer (ACW 20)

Expositio symbol. • See Rufinus, Expositio symbol.

Letter de eleemosynis • See De eleemosynis

Letter de mortalit. • De mortalitate (CSEL 3/1) • On the Mortality (ANF 5)

Letter de orat. Dom. • See Expos. orat. Domin.

Letters • Epistolae (PL 4; CSEL 3/2) • (ANF 5)

Sermon de nativ. • See De operibus Christi cardinalibus (?)

Cyril of Alexandria

Collected works • Opera … In Tomos Qvinqve digesta. Basel, 1566

In Julian. • Contra Julianum imperatorem (PG 76)

John • Commentarii in Iohannem (P. E. Pusey. Cyrilli … in d. Joannis evangelium. Oxford, 1872) • Commentary on the Gospel according to S. John, trans. P. E. Pusey and T. Randell. Oxford: J. Parker, 1874–85

Damascenus (John of Damascus)

Collected works • Ιωαννoυ Τoυ Δαμασκηνoυ Eργα … Ioannis Damasceni Opera Omnia … Item, Ioannis Cassiani eremitae non prorsus Dissimilis Argvmenti Libri Aliqvot. Basel: [Sixtus & Sebastian Henricpetri, 1575]

Dialect. • Dialectica (PG 94)

Orat. 1 in nat. virg. • Homilia in nativitatem (SC 80)

Orthod. fid. • Expositio fidei orthodoxae (PG 94) • Exposition of the Orthodox Faith (NPNF2 9)

Daventria, Johannes à

Refutat. art. secund. Augustan. Confess. • Exegesis Absolvtissima Ivxta ac breuissima Euangelicae veritatis, errorumque & mendaciorum quae sunt cum in Confessione Lutherana Caesa. Maiestati in comitijs Augustensis exhibita, tum in eiusdem Apologia. Coloniae: Nouesianus, 1535

Demosthenes

Orat. περἰ στεφáνoυ • Orationes Aeschinis et Demosthenis in Ctesiphontem et de Corona seu pro Ctesiphonte. Ingolstadii, 1595 • On the Crown (LCL 155)

de Palude, Petrus. See Petrus Paludanus

D’Étaples, Jacque LeFèvre. See Faber Stapulensis, Jacobus

Dionysius the Areopagite, Pseudo-

De div. nominibus • “De divinis nominibus,” in Dionysii Areopagitae episcopi Atheniensis libri duo. Venetiis: Zanetti, 1538/1539 (PG 3)

Driedo, Johannes (Jan Dridoens, Johannes de Turnhout)

De concord. lib. arbit. et praedest. • De concordia liberi arbitrii et praedestinationis divinae. Lovanii: Rescius, 1537

De grat. et lib. arbit. • De gratia et libero arbitrio, libri duo. Lovanii, 1537

Grat. et lib. arbitr. • See De grat. et lib. arbit.

Drusius, Johannes

Observ. sacr. • Observationum Sacrarum Libri XVI., quorum duodecim anteà editi, sed nunc primùm renovati: reliqui quatuor plane novi prodeunt. Franekerae: Radaeus, 1594

Durandus de Sancto Porciano (Durand of Saint Pourçain)

In Petri Lombardi sententias theologicas commentarium libri IV. Venetiis: Ex typogr. Guerraea, 1571

Eobanus Hessus, Helius

Operum farragines duae. Halae Suevorum, 1539

Epiphanius of Salamis

Adv. haeres. • Contra Octoaginta Haereses Opvs, Panarivm, Sive Arcvla, Avt Capsula Medica appellatum. Basel: Robert Winter, 1543 (PG 41–42) • The Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis, trans. Frank Williams. Leiden: Brill, 1987, 1994

Haeres. • See Adv. haeres.

Erasmus, Desiderius

Annot. • In Novvm Testamentvm … Annotationes. Basel: Johann Froben, 1519 • Annotations on the New Testament (CWE 42–44)

Romans • In Epistolas Apostolicas Paraphrasis. Lyon: Sébastian Gryphius, 1544 • Paraphrases on Romans and Galatians, ed. Robert D. Sider. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1984

Faber Stapulensis, Jacobus (Jacques LeFèvre D’Étaples)

Romans • Contenta … Dilectus frater noster Paulus … scripsit vobis: Epistola ad Rhomanos; Epistola prima ad Corinthios; Epistola secunda ad Corinthios; Ad las 14: adieta in intelligentia ex graeco; Epistola ad laodicenses; Epistolae ad Senecam sex; Commentariorum (Jacobi Fabri Stapulensis) libri quatuordecim, Ling de passione Petri & Pauli. [In coenobis S. germani iuxta Parisios: H. Stephanus, 1515]

Fagius, Paul

Deuteronomy • Die fünff Bücher Mosis sampt dem Hohenlied Salomonis, Ruth, Claglied Hieremie, Prediger Salomonis, vnd Esther: auch der Juden Evangelien, die sie Haphtaroth nennen … auß hebraischer Sprach nach jüdischer Art, von Wort zu Wort ins Teutsch verdolmetschet, und mit hebraischer Schrifft … gedruckt. Costenz: [Paul Fagius & Jakob Froschesser], 1544 (?)

Faustus of Riez (Regiensis, Reiensis)

De Gratia Dei Et Libero Arbitrio Libri Duo (PL 58)

Ferrariensis, Petrus (Joannes Petrus de Ferrariis Papiensis)

Practica singularis et perutilis per totum orbem celebratissima. Lugduni, 1549

Ferus, Johannes (Johannes Wild)

John • In Sacrosanctvm Iesv Christi Domini Nostri Evangelivm secundum Ioannem, piae & eruditae iuxta Catholicam doctrinam Enarrationes. Lyon: Jacque de Millis, 1557

Flacius Illyricus, Matthias

Clav. • Clavis Scriptvrae S. Sev De Sermone Sacrarum literarum … Pars Prima: In Qva Singvlarvm Vocvm Atqve locutionum S. Scripturae vsus ac ratio Alphabetico ordine explicatur. Basel: Sebastian Henricpetri, 1609; Clavis Scriptvrae S. seu de Sermone Sacrarum literarum … P. 2 … plurimas generales Regulas continens. Basileae: Episcopius, 1581

Defensio sanae doctrinae de justitia ac injustitia originali • Defensio sanae doctrinae de originali justitia ac injustitia. Basel: [Peter Perna], 1570

Demonstrationes de essentia imaginis Dei et diaboli • Demonstrationes Evidentissimae Doctrinae De Essentia imaginis Dei et Diaboli, justitiaeque ac injustitiae originalis: una cum testimoniis veterum ac recentium theologorum. Basel, c. 1570

Nosce te ipsum • Defensio verae piae ac Lutheranae, de originali peccato, sententiae, ac refutatio sophismatum simpliciores a vero nosce teipsum, abstrahentium, opposita commentitio colloquio caeterisque adiunctis scriptis a D. Iacobo Andraea nuper aeditus. 1575

Formula of Concord

Summarischer Begriff der streitigen Artikel zwischen den Theologen Augsburgischer Konfession; Gründliche, lautere, richtige und endliche Wiederholung und Erklärung etlicher Artikel Augsburgischer Konfession (Triglotta) • The Formula of Concord (Concordia)

Förster, Johann

lexicon • Dictionarium Hebraicum novum. Basileae: Froben, 1564

Fraxineus, Joannes (Johannes Eschner)

Christo triumphante Facula Augustiniana mysterium peccati, tam actionis, quam naturae illustrans. Ursellis: Henricus, 1601 (?)

Frisius

Speculum medicinale

Fulbert of Chartres, bishop (Fulbertus Carnotensis, episcopus)

Collected works • Opera Varia … Quae tam ad Refutandas hereses huius temporis, quam ad Gallorum Hist. pertinent. Quibus adijcitur Episcop. Carnot. Cathalogus. Paris: Thomas Blaise, 1608 (PL 141)

Fulgentius of Ruspe

Collected Works • Opera B. Fvlgentii Aphri … Item Opera Maxentii. Hagenau: Koberger, 1520

Ad Monim. • Ad Monimum (CCSL 91)

Letters • Epistolae In Unum Corpus Nunc Primum Collactae (PL 65)

Galatinus, Petrus (Pietro Galatino)

De arc. cath. verit. • De arcanis catholicae veritatis. [Hanau]: Wechelus, 1603

Gellius, Aulus

Noct. Attic. • Noctes Atticae, Sev Vigiliae Atticae, Qvas Nvnc Primvm A Magno mendorum numero magnus veterum exemplarium numerus expurgavit. Frankfurt am Main: Zacharias Palthenius Erben, 1624

Gentilletus, Innocentius

Apol. pro Christ. Gallis • Apologia Pro Christianis Gallis Religionis Evangeliae, seu Reformatae. [Geneva:] Iacobus Stoer, 1588 • An Apology or Defence for the Christians of Frau[n]ce which Are of the Eua[n]gelicall or Reformed Religion, trans. Jerome Bowes. Aldersgate: John Day, 1579

Gerhard, Johann

Medit. • Quinquaginta Mediationes Sacrae Ad Veram pietatem excitandam & interioris hominis profectum promovendum accommodatae. Jena: Christoph Lippoldt, 1606 • Gerhard’s Sacred Meditations, trans. Charles W. Heisler. Philadelphia: Lutheran Publication Society, [1896]

Gerson, Jean

Collected works • Prima [–quarta] pars [operum] Joannis Gersonis. Paris: Jean Petit & François Regnault, 1521 (Palémon Glorieux, ed. Jean Gerson Oeuvres Complètes. 10 vols. [Paris: Desclée & Cie, 1960–73])

De consol. theol. • De consolatione theologiae (Glorieux, Oeuvres 9)

Gerson, Jean, cont.

De vita spirit. anim. • De vita spirituali animae, lectiones sex (Glorieux, Oeuvres 3)

Glossa interl.

Biblia latina cum Glossis, interlineari et ordinaria, Nic. Lyrani Postilla et Moralitatibus, Burgensis additionibus et Thoringi Replicis. Lugduni, 1545

Glossa ordinaria

Textus biblie: Cum glosa ordinaria, Cum Nicolai de lyra postilla, Cum moralitatibus eiusdem, Cum Pauli Burgensis additionibus, Cum Matthie Thoring replicis Prima [–Sexta] pars. [Basil: Johann Amerbach, 1508]

Gotfridus Viterbiensis

Joan. Pistorius, Quo continentur Gotefridi Viterbiensis Pantheon, Werneri Rolewinkii fasciculus temporum, & H. Mutii Chronica. Hanoviae: Typis Wechelianis apud haeredes Claudii Marnii, 1613

Gregory of Rimini (Gregorius Ariminensis; de Arimino)

Sent. • Lectura Super primum et secundum librum sententiarum. 1522; repr., St. Bonaventure, NY: Franciscan Institute, 1955

Gregory the Great

Collected works • Opera … In Tomos Sex Distributa. Paris, 1605

1 Kings • In Librum Primum Regum Variarum Expositionum Libri Sex (PL 79)

Exodus • Operum Tomvs VI. Complectens Expositionem In Vetvs Ac Novvm Testamentvm. Paris, 1605; Paterius Notarius Gregorii I, Liber De Expositione Veteris Ac Novi Testamenti (PL 79)

Ezekiel • Homiliarum in Ezechielum prophetam libri duo (PL 76) • The Homilies of St. Gregory the Great on the Book of the Prophet Ezekiel, trans. Gray. Etna, CA: Center for Traditionalist Orthodox Studies, 1990

Psalm 51 • In Septem Psalmos Poenitentiales Expositio (PL 79)

Guicciardinus (Francesco Guicciardini)

Histor. • La Historia D’Italia … con la uita dell’ Autore. Venice, 1562

Guilielmus Parisiensis

Collected works • Opera omnia. Venetiis, 1591

Henricus Gandavensis (Henrik Goethals)

Quodlib. • Quodlibeta magistri Herici Goethals a Gandauo. Paris, 1518

Hervaeus Natalis

Sent. • In IV Petri Lombardi sententiarum volumina scripta subtilissima nuperrime in lucem castigatissime prodeuntia. Venetiis: Lazarus de Soardis, 1505

Hesshusius, Tilemann (Heshusius)

De peccat. orig. • Propositiones de peccato originis contra furores Manichaeorum et Pelagianorum. Jena: Hüttich, 1572

De sexc. error. pontif. • Sexcenti Errores Pleni Blasphemiis In Devm, Qvos Romana Pontificia Ecclesia contra Dei verbum furenter defendit. Frankfurt am Main, 1577

Hilary (not of Poitiers)

letters to Augustine which are extant in vol. 7 • See Augustine of Hippo, Collected works

Hilary of Poitiers (Hilarius Pictaviensis)

Collected works • Lvcvbrationes Qvotqvot Extant Olim Per Des. Erasmvm Roterod. haud mediocribus sudoribus emendatae, nunc denuò uigilantissimè & ad plura exemplaria per D. Martinum Lypsium collatae & recognitae. Basel: Episcopius, 1570 (PL 9–10)

Job • Perhaps Hilary’s lost translation of Origen’s Commentary on Job or another lost sermon on Job, as quoted by Augustine, Contra Julian., bk. 2

Matthew • Commentarius in Euangelium Matthaei (PL 9; CSEL 65)

Psalms • Commentarii in Psalmos (CSEL 22) • Commentary on the Psalms (abridged; NPNF2 9)

Historia Tripartita

Tripertite historie ex Socrate Sozomeno et Theodorico in unum collecte et … de greco in latinum translate libri numero duodecim. Augsburg: Johann Schüßler, 1472

Horace

Odes • Carmina (LCL 33) • Odes (LCL 33)

Huss, John (Jan Hus, Joannes Huss)

Sermon de elucid. fid. • “Sermo de fidei suae elucidatione,” in Historia Ioannis Hussi et Hieronymi Pragensis, martyrum et confessorum Christi. Norribergae, 1558

Hypognost.

See Augustine of Hippo, Hypogn. cont. Pelag. et Coelest.

Ignatius of Antioch

Letter ad Trall. • (Joseph Barber Lightfoot and J. R. Harmer, eds. The Apostolic Fathers. London: Macmillan, 1893) • Epistle to the Trallians (ACW 1)

Index Belgicus

Index expurgatorius Belgicus • Index expurgatorius librorum qui hoc saeculo prodierunt vel doctrinae non sanae erroribus inspersis, vel inutilis et offensivae maledicentia fellibus permixtis, juxta sacri Concilii Tridenti decretum Philippi II Regis … jussu … atque Albani Ducis consilio … in Belgia concinnatur anno MDLXXI: Acc. Excerpta ex indice librorum expurgatorum, qui in indice hoc Belgico desiderabantur; Ex Jndice Hispanico … Gasparis Quiroga … jussu edito; Juxta Exemplar quod typis mandatum Madriti 1584. Argentorati, 1609

Index expurgat. Hisp. See Index Belgicus

Irenaeus

Adv. haeres. • Libri quinque Aduersus portentosas haereses Valentini & aliorum, accuratius quàm antehac emendati, additis Graecis quae reperiri potuerunt. Geneva: Jean LePreux and Jean Petit, 1570; Adversus haereses (PG 7) • Against Heresies (ANF 1)

Contra haereses • See Adv. haeres.

Isidore of Pelusium (Isidorus Pelusiota)

Deuteronomy • Enarrationes doctissimae brevissimaeque in Genesim, Exodum, Leviticum, Numeros, Deuteromium, Iosue, Iudicum, Regum IIII. Esdram, Machabae. Coloniae: Soter; Quentel, 1530

Ius canonicum

Aemilius Friedberg, ed. Corpus Iuris Canonici, editio Lipsiensis secunda. 2 vols. Graz: Akademische Drucku. Verlagsanstalt, 1959

Jacobus de Voragine

Legenda sanctorum • See Vita

Vita • Legenda sanctorum que alio nomine Lombartica vocitatur historia. Nürnberg: Anton Koberger, 1492 • The Golden Legend of Jacobus de Voragine. Salem, NH: Ayer, 1987

Jerome (Sophronius Eusebius Hieronymus)

Ad Laetam • See Letters, no. 107

Adv. Jovin. • Adversus Jovinianum Libri Duo (PL 23) • Against Jovinianus (NPNF26)

Amos • Commentarii in Prophetas minores (PL 25)

Dial. 2 adv. Pelagian. • Dialogi contra Pelagianos libri iii (PL 23) • Against the Pelagians (NPNF2 6)

Dial. advers. Lucifer. • Altercatio Luciferiani et Orthodoxi (PL 23) • The Dialogue against the Luciferians (NPNF2 6)

Ephesians • See Pauline Epistles

Galatians • See Pauline Epistles

Letters • Epistolae (CSEL 54–56) • The Letters of St. Jerome (NPNF2 6)

Matthew • Commentarii in Euangelium Matthaei (PL 26) • Commentary on Matthew, trans. T. P. Scheck. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2008

Jerome (Sophronius Eusebius Hieronymus), cont.

Pauline Epistles • Commentarii in IV epistulas Paulinas (ad Galatas, ad Ephesios, ad Titum, ad Philemonem) (CCSL 77C) • The Commentaries of Origen and Jerome on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians, trans. Ronald E. Heine. New York: Oxford University Press, 2002

Proverbs • Tomvs Commentariorvm D. Hieronymo Adscriptorvm Tomus 8, In quo haec continentur: Commentarij in Iob. Commentarij in Prouerbia Salomonis. Homiliae quatuor Origenis in Canticum canticorum. Commentarij in omnes Pauli Apostoli Epistolas. Antverpiae: Plantinus, 1578

Psalms • Opervm Tomvs VII. Continens Commentaria Svper Psalmos; Quibus accessit Psalterium ipsum ex Hebraico ab ipso Hieronymo Latinitate donatum. Cologne: Anton Hierat, 1616 (cf. PL 26)

Zechariah • Commentarii in Prophetas minores (PL 25)

Jesuits of Bordeaux

Inventaire • Inventaires des faultes, contradictions, faulses allégations du Sieur Plessis, remarquées en son livre de la Sante Eucharistie, par les théologiens de Bordeaux. Bordeaux, 1599–1601

John of Salisbury (Johannes Sarisberiensis)

Polycraticus • Policratici Contenta, Festiuum opus: et omni statui delectabile lectu: quod intitulatum Policraticum De nugis curialium et vestigijs philosophorum. Venale in vico sancti Jacobi in Sole aureo: et in Lilio aureo apud beniuolos mercatores magistrum Bertholdum Rembolt: & Joannem paruum, 1513 • Policraticus: Of the Frivolities of Courtiers and the Footprints of Philosophers, trans. Cary J. Nederman. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995

Josephus, Flavius

Antiquit. Jud. • Antiqvitatvm Ivdaicarvm Libri XX, Adiecta … Vita Iosephi per ipsum conscripta … De Bello Iudaico libri VII … Contra Apionem libri II…. De Imperio Rationis, siue De Machabaeis liber unus, à Des. Erasmo Roterodamo recognitus. Basel: Hieronymus Froben & Nikolaus Episcopius, 1548 • Jewish Antiquities (LCL 242)

Junius and Tremellius

Bible • Franciscus Junius and Immanuel Tremellius, Testamenti Veteris Bibli Sacra: sive Libri Canonci Priscae Judaeorum Ecclesiae A Deo Traditi, Latini recens ex Hebraeo facti, brevib´sque Scholiis illustrati ab Immanuele Tremellio, & Francisco Junio. Accesserunt libri qui vulgo dicuntur Apocryphi, Latinê redditi, & Notis quibusdam aucti à Francisco Junio. Multò omnes quàm antè emendatiùs editi & aucti locis innumeris: quibus etiam adjunximus Novi Testamenti libros ex sermone Syro ab eodem Tremellio, & ex Graeco à Theodoro Beza in Latinum versos, Notisque itidem illustratos. Hanau, 1603

Justin Martyr

Collected works • Τα Eυρισκoμενα… Opera Qvae Vndeqvaque Inveniri Potvervnt. [Heidelberg]: Hieronymus Commelinus, 1593

Dial. cum Tryph. • Dialogus cum Tryphone (Georges Archambault, ed. Dialogue avec Tryphon. Paris, 1909) • Dialogue with Trypho (ANF 1)

Juvenal (Decimus Iunius Iuvenalis)

Satires • Saturae (LCL 91) • Satires (LCL 91)

Kimchi, David (David Kimhi)

Psalms • Sefer Tehillim im Perush Rabbi Dawid Qimkhi, in: Sefer hash-Shorashim. [Venice: Daniel Bomberg, 1529]; Liber Psalmorum Hebraicarum Rabbinico. Francofurtum ad Moenum, s.d.

Lactantius, Lucius Caecilius Firminianus

Collected works • Opera, quae quidem exstant omnia. Basel: Heinrich Petri, 1563

Div. inst. • See Instit.

Instit. • Divinarvm Institvtionvm Libri VII. Antwerp: Christophe Plantin, 1587 (CSEL 19) • The Divine Institutes (ANF 7)

Leo the Great

Collected works • Opera omnia. Paris: Jérôme Drouart, 1614

Sermon de nat. Dom. • See Sermones

Sermones • Sermones In Praecupuis Totius Anni Festivitatibus Ad Romanam Plebem Habiti (PL 54)

Leyser, Polycarp

Noachus … hoc est, Theologica Expositio Secvndae Partis Geneseos, quae continet historiam Noachi, Secundi mundi genitoris. Leipzig: Abraham Lamberg, 1605

Lombard. See Peter Lombard

Luther, Martin

Collected works (Jena edition) • Der Erste [–achte] Teil aller Bücher vnd Schrifften des thewren, seligen Mans Doct. Mart. Lutheri. Jena: Donatus Richtzenhain, 1560–62; Tobias Steinmann, 1598–1615; Tomvs Primvs [–Qvartvs] Omnivm Opervm Reverendi Patris D. M. L. Jena: Donatus Richtzenhain, 1564–70; Tobias Steinmann, 1600–1611

Collected works (Wittenberg edition) • Der ander [–Fünffte, Siebend] Teil der Bücher des … Martini Lutheri. Wittenberg: Hans Lufft, 1548–54; Tomus primus [–septimus] omnium operum reverendi Domini Martini Lutheri, Doctoris Theologiae. Witebergae, 1545–58

Against Latomus • Rationis Latomianae pro incendiariis Lovaniensis scholae sophistis redditae, Lutheriana confutatio, 1521 (WA 8) • Against Latomus (AE 32)

Assert. artic. a Leone X. damnatorum • Assertio omnium articulorum M. Lutheri per bullam Leonis X. novissimam damnatorum, 1520 (WA 7) • Vindication of All the Articles of Luther Condemned by the Recent Bull of Leo X (AE 71)

Bible • Biblia Das ist: Die gantze heilige Schrifft. Wittenberg: Johann Schwertel, 1575; Anmerkungen und Erläuterungen zur Deutschen Bibel (WA DB 6–12)

De servo arbitrio • De servo arbitrio, 1526 (WA 18) • The Bondage of the Will (AE 33)

Defense and Explanation of All the Articles • Grund und Ursach aller Artikel D. M. Luthers, so durch römische Bulle unrechtlich verdammt sind, 1521 (WA 7) • Defense and Explanation of All the Articles (AE 32)

Genesis • Enarratio in Genesin, 1535–45 (WA 42–44) • Lectures on Genesis (AE 1–8)

Oper. • See Collected works

Oper. Lat. • See Collected works

Psalm 51 • Enarratio Psalmorum LI “Miserere mei Deus” et CXXX “De profundis clamavi” (WA 40/2:315–470) • Psalm 51 (AE 12)

Psalm 90 • Enarratio psalmi XC per D. M. Lutherum in schola Witenbergensi anno 1534 publice absoluta (1534–35/1541) (WA 40/3) • Psalm 90 (AE 13)

Lyra, Nicolaus of

commentary • Textus biblie: Cum glosa ordinaria, Cum Nicolai de lyra postilla, Cum moralitatibus eiusdem, Cum Pauli Burgensis additionibus, Cum Matthie Thoring replicis Prima [–Sexta] pars. [Basil: Johann Amerbach, 1508]

Genesis • See commentary

Macarius the Egyptian

Homilies • Homiliae spirituales quinquaginta. De integritate, quae decet Christianos. Cunctis, quibus animae salus revera curae est, tum propter insignem pietatis doctrinam, tum propter similium frequentiam, maxime utiles ac necessariae. Frankfurt am Main: Nikolaus Basse, 1594

Maldonatus, Ioannes (Juan de Maldonado)

John • Commentarii in quatuor evangelistas. Pont-à-Mousson: Étienne Marchant, 1596

Luke • Commentarii in quatuor evangelistas. Pont-à-Mousson: Étienne Marchant, 1596

Maro, Franciscus (Franciscus de Mayronis, Francis of Meyronnes)

scholia on Augustine, De Genesi ad literam • See Augustine, De Genesi ad literam

Sent. • In quattuor libros sententiarum ac quodlibeta eiusdem. Venice, 1520; repr., Frankfurt am Main: Minerva-Verl., 1966

Martyr. See Vermigli, Peter Martyr

Maxentius, Johannes

Confess. de Christo • Confessio suae Fidei, Maxima bibliotheca veterum patrum 9. Lugduni: Amisson, 1677

Melanchthon, Philipp

Collected works • Omnivm Opervm … Pars Prima [–Secvnda]. Wittenberg: Johann Krafft, 1562; Opervm … Pars Tertia [–Qvarta]. Wittenberg: Johann Krafft, 1563–1564

Loci • Loci Commvnes Sev Hypotyposes Theologicae. [Wittenberg: Johann Krafft, 1550] (CR 21–22) • The Chief Theological Topics: Loci Praecipui Theologici 1559, trans. J. A. O. Preus. St. Louis: Concordia, 2011

Molanus, Joannes

tract. 5 • Theologiae practicae compendium, par conclusiones in quinque tractatus digestum. Coloniae: Arnoldus Mylius, 1590

Morton, Thomas

Apol. Cath. • Apologiae Catholicae libri duo. London: John Norton, 1606

Munsterus, Sebastianus (Sebastian Münster)

Hebraica Biblia Latina Planeqve Nova … tralatione, post omneis omnium hactenus ubiuis gentium aeditiones euulgata, & quoad fieri potuit, hebraicae ueritati conformata: adiectis insuper è Rabinorum commentarijs annotationibus haud poenitendis, pulchre & uoces ambiguas, & obscuriora quaeque elucidantibus. Prior Hic Tomvs Habet Mosaicos libros quinque Iehosuam Iudicum Samuelis lib. duos Regum lib. duos. Basel: Michael Isengrin & Heinrich Petri, 1534

Nazianzen, Gregory (Gregory of Nazianzus)

Collected works • Sancti Gregorii Nazianzeni … Opera … Graecè & Latinè coniunctim edita … Jac. Billivs … contulit, emendauit, interpretatus est, una cum doctißimis Graecorum Nicetae Serronij, Pselli, Nonij, & Eliae Cretensis commentariis. Aucta est haec editio aliquammultis … Gregorij Epistolis … ex interpretatione Fed. Morelli. Paris: Claude Morel, 1609

Apolog. • Oratio 2. Apologetica (PG 35) • Oration 2. In Defence of His Flight to Pontus, and His Return, after His Ordination to the Priesthood, with an Exposition of the Character of the Priestly Office (NPNF2 7)

Orat. funeb. in patrem • Oratio 18, funebris in patrem (PG 35) • Oration 18: On the Death of His Father (NPNF2 7)

Oecumenius

1 Timothy • See Pauline Epistles

Pauline Epistles • Oecumenii Graecii vetustique Scriptoris in omnes S. Pauli Epistolas absolutissimi Commentarii: Maximo Florentino interprete. Basil, 1554

Opus imperfect. in Matthaeum

Opus imperfectum in Matthaei evangelium; D. Joannis Chrysostomi Archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani Opera, quae hactenus versa sunt omnia, vol. 3, In quo Homiliae in Matthaeum & Joannem; praeterea Commentarij … in Matthaeum incerto autore. Basileae: Froben, 1530 (PG 56)

Origen

Collected works • Opera … omnia … Cum Vita Auctoris. Basel: Episcopius, 1571

Exodus • In Exodum homiliae (GCS 29; SCH 16) • Homilies on Genesis and Exodus (FC 71)

Luke • In Lucam homiliae 39 (GCS 35) • Homilies on Luke (FC 94)

Ostorodus, Christophorus (Christoph Ostorodt)

Inst. Germ. • Unterrichtung von den vornemsten Hauptpuncten der christlichen Religion, in welcher begriffen ist fast die gantze Confession oder Bekentnis der Gemeinen im Königreich Polen, Grossfürstenthumb Littawen und anderen zu der Kron Polen gehörenden Landschafften. Racovia: Sebastian Sternacki, 1604

Ovid

Metamorphoses • Metamorphoses (LCL 42–43) • Metamorphoses (LCL 42–43)

Pagninus, Sanctes (Sante Pagnini, 1470–1536)

Bible • Biblia Hebraica. Cum interlineari interpretatione Latinâ Xantis Pagnini. Quae quidem interpretatio, cum ab Hebraicarum dictionum proprietate discedit, sensum, videlicet, magis quàm verba exprimens, in margine libri est collocata; atque alia Ben. Ariae Montani aliorumque collato studio è verbo reddita, ac diverso characterum genere distincta, in ejus locum est substituta. Accessit bibliorum pars quae Hebraicè non reperitur, item Testamentum Novum Graecè, cum vulgata interpretatione Latinâ, Graecis contextus lineis insertâ. [Leiden:] Raphelengius, 1615

Parva Genesis

Albert M. Ceriani, ed. “Parva Genesis.” Monumenta sacra et profana 1, no. 1 (1861): 9–64 • Jubilees (Charlesworth 2)

Payva, Andradius. See Andrada

Pererius (Benito Pereyra)

Genesis • Commentarii et disputationes in Genesim. Ingolstadij: Sartorius, 1590

Romans • Secvndvs Tomvs Selectarvm Dispvtationvm In Sacram Scriptvram, Continens Centvm Octoginta octo Disputationes super Epistolam beati Pauli ad Romanos. Lyons: Horace Cardon, 1610

Peter Lombard (Petrus Lombardus)

Sentent. • Magistri sententiarum, libri IIII. Lyon: Pierre Landry, 1593 (PL 192) • The Sentences, trans. Giulio Silano. Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 2007–

Petri Lombardi Novariensis … Libri Qvatvor Sententiarvm, Qvibvs Vniversae Theologiae Svmmam ex orthodoxorum patrum decretis, Canonibus, ac sententijs abundè complexus est. Coloniae Agrippinae: apud viduam Ioannis Birckmanni, 1576

Petrus Paludanus (Petrus de Palude)

Sent. • Tertium scriptum super tertium Sententiarum. Parisius: a Claudio Cheuallon, 1517; Quartus sententiarum liber. Parisius: in officina Johannis Parui, 1514

Phavorinus. See Varinus (Guarinus Phavorinus)

Philipp. See Melanchthon, Philipp

Philo of Alexandria

Collected works • Operum … Tomvs Prior [–Alter]. Lyon, 1561

Ἀληγoρ. • See De allegor. legis

De allegor. legis • Νoμων Ιερων Αλληγoριας Των Μετα Την Eχαημερoν. Legis allegoriarum libri III. (LCL 226) • Allegorical Interpretation of Genesis II, III (LCL 226)

De mundo • Περι Της Κατα Μωυσεα Κoσμoπoιιας. De opificio mundi (LCL 226) • On the Account of the World’s Creation Given by Moses (LCL 226)

Περἰ κoσμoπoιἱας • See De mundo

Pighius, Albertus

Controvers. prima de peccat. orig. • Controversiarvm Praecipvarvm In comitiis Ratisponensibus tractarum, & quibus nunc potissimum exagitatur Christi fides & religio, diligens, & luculenta explicatio. Parisiis: Guillard, 1549

Plato

Collected works • Opera, Qvae Ad Nos extant omnia, per Ianvm Cornarivm … Latina lingua conscripta. Basel: Hieronymus Froben, 1561; Ἃπαντα Πλατωνoς Μεθ’ ‘ϒπoμνημáτων Πρóκλoυ Eις Τòν Τίμαιoν, Καὶ Τà Πoλιτικ, Θησαυρoῦ Τῆς Παλαιãς Φιλoσoφίας Μεγίστoυ. Platonis Omnia Opera Cvm Commentariis Procli In Timaeum & Politica, thesauro ueteris Philosophiae maximo. Basel: Johann Walder, 1534

De repub. • De republica (LCL 237, 276) • The Republic (LCL 237, 276)

Sophista • Sophista (LCL 123) • Sophist (LCL 123)

Prosper of Aquitaine

Ad art. sibi falso impos. • Pro Augustini Doctrina Responsiones Ad Capitula Objectionum Vincentianarum (PL 45:1679, 1843–50)

De ingr. • Peri Axariston. Seu De Ingratis Carmen In Quatuor Partes Distributum (PL 51) • Charles T. Huegelmeyer, Carmen de Ingratis S. Prosperi Aquitani: A Translation with an Introduction and a Commentary. Patristic Studies 95. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1962
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