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EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION

This volume contains two commonplaces: On the Gospel and On Repentance. Both were published in 1613 together with Johann Gerhard’s commonplaces On the Law of God, On the Ceremonial and Forensic Laws, and On Justification through Faith.1 Gerhard’s commonplaces on Law and Gospel—as with the entirety of his Theological Commonplaces—can be traced to his participation in formal disputations.2 Beginning on February 5, 1607, Gerhard held monthly disputations in Coburg on theological topics, and in advance of each disputation, the list of theses was printed. The disputations on the Gospel and on repentance were held on January 19 and March 22, 1609.3 It appears that the disputations were put into print in a collection: Gerhard’s Succinct and Select Aphorisms.4 Thus the disputations and the printed collection of that material is a stage in the development of the Theological Commonplaces.





THE GOSPEL

The proper, narrow definition of “Gospel,” as Gerhard explains, is the good news about the free forgiveness of sins through faith in Christ.5 Other, broad meanings of the word are distinguished from this, and it is this differentiation of usage to which much of this commonplace on the Gospel is devoted. A particular focus for Gerhard is the distinction of Law and Gospel, which is different than the distinction between the Old and New Testaments. In his discussion, Gerhard demonstrates his concern for consoling consciences, an emphasis that recurs when he shows that Christ is not a new Lawgiver, when he shows that the Gospel properly speaking is not a preaching of repentance, and when he refutes the “evangelical counsels” of Roman Catholic opponents and the “perfect commandments” of Socinian opponents, etc. In all of these things the Gospel should not be considered Law, or else it would lose its power to console.6

This commonplace on the Gospel is also of interest because of Gerhard’s discussion of the two covenants (cf. Jer. 31:31–34), which he calls the “old and new testaments.”7 (These are the old and new covenants, not the two halves of the canonical Scriptures. The latter are capitalized in this volume as “Old and New Testaments.”)8 Lutheran theology, if dealing with “covenant” at all, follows Gerhard’s biblical teaching here of two covenants.

This commonplace has received little scholarly attention. Some have noticed that Gerhard not only speaks of the differences between Law and Gospel (how they can be known, what they present, their function, their objects) but also their points of agreement: God is the author of both; both are addressed to all human beings; both have eternal blessedness as their goal.9 Indeed, in his Succinct and Select Aphorisms, Gerhard even stated that “the Gospel is parallel to the Law,”10 not contradictory to it nor opposite nor categorically different. Yet there, as well as here in the Theological Commonplaces, most of Gerhard’s time is spent distinguishing the two.11





REPENTANCE

Repentance was a major concern for Gerhard because it is where theology becomes practical, Law and Gospel are put into effect, and godliness is pursued. In the Lutheran sense, which Gerhard explains carefully, repentance is contrition and faith. This is where all theology is applied to the lives of human beings.12 Therefore this commonplace rests upon the previous commonplaces (On the Image of God in Man before the Fall [Commonplace XI] and On Original Sin [Commonplace XVII]) as well as on some of the following ones (On Justification through Faith [Commonplace XIX] and On Good Works [Commonplace XX]). Gerhard explained this practical aspect of repentance in his Aphorisms: “The practice of Law and Gospel consists in repentance. … For it is not sufficient to know what the office of the Law is, what the office of the Gospel is, but the practice of both is required. Theology is practical doctrine.”13 This same concern is reformulated at the beginning of the commonplace On Repentance: “[I]t should by no means be decided that it is sufficient to know the doctrine of the Law and the Gospel unless we are eager to bring this into practice in a true conversion to God.… [T]he doctrine of repentance.… is a living practice of the Law and Gospel.”14 This view of repentance as the practical application of Law and Gospel corresponds to the parts of repentance: it includes contrition (i.e., remorse at one’s sin) and faith in Christ. Good works, then, are the result or fruit of repentance. These parts of repentance, it should be noted, formed also the parts of “godliness” for Gerhard and were at the heart of his five books of The School of Piety, and thus of the moral part of his theology.15 Another term for repentance is “conversion,” as Gerhard makes clear.16

As part of the discussion of repentance, Gerhard seeks to clarify the role of good works. In the Apology of the Augsburg Confession XIIa (V) 28, Philipp Melanchthon (1497–1560) had conceded that new obedience could possibly be considered a third part of repentance, after contrition and faith. Gerhard and those after him take the position that good works and the new obedience are indeed the fruit of faith, or the fruit of repentance, but Gerhard very clearly states that good works are a result of repentance and only in this sense a part of it.17 This is an example of Gerhard’s concern to defend divine monergism in salvation: man is not a cooperator toward his own salvation.18

Most of the commonplace deals with the Roman Catholic definition of the sacrament of penance, whose material consists of contrition, confession, and satisfaction. The discussion of satisfaction leads then naturally to the Roman Catholic practice of indulgences. In English we distinguish between “penance” and “repentance.” In Latin the word was the same: poenitentia. We use “penance” when referring specifically to the Roman Catholic “sacrament of penance” and when an outward act of repentance is meant. Otherwise “repentance” is our translation.

In this commonplace, Gerhard also strives to show that confession and absolution cannot be considered a sacrament, in apparent contradiction to Melanchthon’s confessional statement in the Apology of the Augsburg Confession XIII 3–4. Although Gerhard argues against the sacramental nature of confession and absolution, he also urges his readers to guard it, retain it, and use it.19 He quotes Melanchthon: “Love this custom of private Absolution; for if that custom were abolished, what kind of church would there be? Also, this custom is a witness that forgiveness of sins is in the church.”20 Related to this is the role of the pastor in imparting absolution, the forgiveness of sins. Here Gerhard’s basic thought is that the pastor cannot be a judge, and therefore the releasing or binding of sins cannot rest on the pastor’s diagnosis and judgment of the penitent’s spiritual condition.

Edward Preuss, the editor of the edition of Gerhard’s Loci from which Dr. Richard Dinda made his translation, was reprinting the Frankfurt/Hamburg edition, and that edition, for some reason, omitted the chapter divisions for these two commonplaces. We have restored the chapter divisions and their titles from the original Jena edition.21

The publication of Gerhard’s Theological 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





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). At 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 said 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. xvi.

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 the 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.
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COMMONPLACE XVII

ON THE GOSPEL





CHAPTER I: THE CONNECTION WITH THE PRECEDING COMMONPLACE

§ 1. Our faithful Chief Shepherd, Christ Jesus, declares that He rules His flock with two sticks or staves (Zech. 11:7). The first pastoral staff is called נֹעַם, “agreeable or pleasant,” by which the teaching of the Gospel is indicated, which showers contrite hearts with the sweetest pleasantness by announcing the remission of sins (Isa. 61:1–2). The other staff is called חֹבְלִים [“binders”], which the Septuagint renders as σχοίνισμα [“portion”], for חָבַל means to bind and tie with a rope. Since this brings bothersome pain, חֶבֶל is used for “pain,” and Dr. Luther was mindful of this meaning in his German translation of this passage. Therefore the doctrine of the Law is denoted by the staff חֹבְלִים, which binds people or causes pain with the harsh reins and bonds of obedience and which stirs up great pain in people’s hearts by revealing the atrocity of their sin (Rom. 4:15).

The twin staves of our Chief Shepherd stand as an indication that both main parts of God’s teaching—namely, the Law and the Gospel—must be taught, urged, and inculcated in the church. This is proved by the clear example of the patriarchs, prophets, and apostles, and, in fact, by the example of Christ Himself when He lived on earth, since all of them as one conducted themselves in all parts of their ministry so that they rightly applied the wine of the Law and the oil of the Gospel in healing the wounds of souls (Luke 10:34).

§ 2. Surely if the first parent of our race had endured in his concreated integrity, one kind of heavenly doctrine (the Law, of course) would have been completely sufficient for his salvation. In fact, he could have won the prize of eternal life by showing a complete and absolute obedience to the Law in every detail. But after he had fallen into sin, he fell into the wretched inability to fulfill the Law and began to need another aid for life and salvation, namely, the promises of the Gospel. This can be seen in the fact that God had pity on Adam and on all of us and came forth from the hidden seat of His majesty immediately after the fall in Eden to reveal the First Gospel [protevangelium] of the One who would come from the woman’s seed and bruise the head of the infernal serpent [Gen. 3:15]. Ever since that time the preaching of the Law and the Gospel have always been connected in the church, and the conjoining of both teachings is proved by the example of the actual First Gospel of God. Thus in proper order the teaching of the Gospel follows the explanation of the divine Law, since the preaching of the Gospel, like the sweetest balsam, cures and revives those whom the hammer of the Law has bruised [Jer. 23:29] and whom the thunder of the Law has terrified [Exod. 19:16; 20:18]. The Gospel declares that the obedience which the harshness of the Law demands so severely has been provided by Christ in our place. Thus we shall pass from Moses to Christ, from Mount Sinai to Mount Zion, from the disclosure of the sickness to its remedy.





The etymology of evangelium (“Gospel”).

§ 3. Christ and His apostles called the primary part of their teaching about the free forgiveness of sins and the mercy of the heavenly Father “the Gospel” [evangelium], and in this they followed the Greek translation of the Old Testament which everyone was using at that time. The Messiah says (Ps. 40:[7]): “Lo, I come. In the head of the book it is written of Me.” Verse 9: “I have told the good news [εὐηγγελισάμην] of righteousness in the congregation.” The Epistle to the Hebrews (10:5) clearly assigns this passage to Christ. “He shall give words of power to those who preach good news [τοῖς εὐαγγελιζομένοις]” (Ps. 68:11). The apostle applies this psalm to Christ’s kingdom (Eph. 4:8 [cf. Ps. 68:18]). Therefore surely His particular teaching is the evangelium. “Preach the good news [εὐαγγελίζεσθε] of His salvation from day to day” (Ps. 96:2). The Gospel [evangelium] is the new song of the New Testament about the salutary coming of the Lord. “Get you up a high mountain, you who preach good news [ὁ εὐαγγελιζόμενος]” (Isa. 40:9). The context of the passage shows that Christ is meant. In the Vulgate of Isa. 41:27 the word evangelizare occurs, though the Greek translates it: “I shall encourage them for the journey [παρακαλέσω εἰς ὁδόν].” “How beautiful are the feet of those preaching [τῶν εὐαγγελιζομένων] a report of peace, as of one who preaches [εὐαγγελιζομένος] good things” (Isa. 52:7). “Behold, on the mountains the feet of one who preaches good news [εὐαγγελιζομένου],” etc. (Nah. 1:15).

The apostle (Rom. 10:15) takes these texts to refer to the preaching of grace in the New Testament. “They shall preach [εὐαγγελιοῦνται] the salvation of the Lord” (Isa. 60:6). “The Lord has sent Me to preach good news [εὐαγγελίσασθαι] to the poor” (Isa. 61:1). Christ interprets this passage as referring to His own ministry (Matt. 11:[5–]6; Luke 4:18). There are some who make a distinction between ἐπαγγελία, which they call the promise about Christ who was yet to appear, and εὐαγγέλιον, which they call the announcement of Christ who has appeared. But this distinction does not always hold true and does not concern the matter itself, which is the same in both instances; rather, it should be taken in regard to the manner of revelation.





The definition of the word.

§ 4. Moreover, εὐαγγέλιον, or εὐαγγελία, on the basis of the force of the word, is “good news.” Augustine (Contra Faust., bk. 2, ch. 6): “Surely all who know Greek even slightly interpret evangelium as ‘good news’ or a ‘good announcement.’ ” [Augustine] again (De C. D., bk. 18, ch. 35): “The evangelium is a good announcement.”

** Suidas: “The Gospel is the best news.” The Jews laugh at this word [i.e., εὐαγγέλιον] and wish it to be used contemptuously, as in גִלְיֹוןןֶוָא, “the deceit or wickedness of a book.” See Guido Fabricius, Lexicon Syro-Chaldaicum, on the root גְלָא. **





Homonyms.

The incomparable theologian Chemnitz (Loci, part 2, p. 555) notes three uses of this word from Greek writers. The first is used for the actual fortunate announcement of something good and pleasant. Aristophanes (Plutus): “I wish to crown you for the good tidings [εὐαγγέλια] you have reported.” Second, it is taken as a gift or reward which is given to the person who announces the joyful tidings. Homer (Odyss., ξ ): “May the good tidings [εὐαγγέλιον] be mine.” Cicero (Epist. ad Attic., bk. 2, Letter 8): “How sweet your letters are! I confess that I owe them the good tidings [evangelia]!” Third, it is used for the sacrifices and supplications which used to be decreed at the announcement that something had turned out well. Plutarch (on Phocion.): “They sacrificed the good tidings [εὐαγγέλια].”

** Indeed, the same meanings occur in Holy Writ. The first use is found in 2 Sam. 4:4 and 18:27 and in Isa. 61:1–2; the second is [also] extant in the Septuagint translation of 2 Sam. 4:10 and 18:22; and the third is in Paul’s Epistle to the Romans 15:16, where he calls himself “a minister of Christ, sacrificing the Gospel [ἱεουργοῦντα τὸ εὐαγγέλιον] of God.” **

The Septuagint translators use the word εὐαγγελίζειν in place of ּבִּׂשַר, “he announced carnal things, pleasurable, and joyful,” and it is always used in a good sense about the happy news of something good. It seems to be used in a bad sense only once (1 Sam. 4:17), about the man who was bringing the news of the death of the children to their father, Eli. Yet this is explained by some in this way: that even though the news about the death of his children was sad to their father, yet it was very pleasing to God’s people because they had been freed from those wicked tumors of the priesthood.1

** For the Holy Spirit seems to have used this word for a salutary and pleasant event which followed the taking of the ark and the death of Eli’s children, to signify that God does not customarily and usually plan salutary things without great upheavals. Some go back to the mystery which was truly good news: that the ark of the covenant, the Law of God, and the worship of the true God has been transferred to foreigners, now that the synagogue has been abandoned and the Old Testament priesthood is dead. This can also be referred to the foundation of the Gospel, which is the incarnation of the Son of God. **

The designations used in the Scriptures to express ּבִּׂשַר and εὐαγγελίζειν can be applied most beautifully to the quality of Gospel teaching. In general, ּבִּׂשַר means “he announced a carnal and pleasant thing” or “he announced happy things for the flesh,” so that the nature of this doctrine is indicated: that it moreover offers its good things to all and exhilarates people with a very happy message; and at the same time it expresses the lot of its hearers: that they are flesh and liable to many infirmities, so that they should by no means ignore this divinely offered salvation.

In particular these words are used: (1) When enemies, from whom a great and perilous danger was imminent, have been put to flight, and the announcement is made that peace has been restored (1 Sam. 31:9; 2 Sam. 1:20; 18:19). In this way the Gospel announces that Christ “has freed us from the hand of our enemies” (Luke 1:74), “has delivered us from the dominions of darkness” (Col. 1:13), “has despoiled the principalities and powers and has made a triumph of them” (Col. 2:15). Consequently, these two are joined together: “The Lord gives the word; great is the host of those who bore the tidings [evangelizantium]; the housewife divided the spoil” (Ps. 68:11–12). (See Chrysostom, on Matthew, homily 1.)

(2) When the birth of a son is announced to someone (Jer. 20:15). Thus in the Gospel it is announced: “For to us a Son is born and given” (Isa. 9:6). “To all who received Him He gave power to become the sons of God” (John 1:12) “so that through Him we might receive the adoption of sons” (Gal. 4:5).

(3) When freedom is declared to captives and comfort to those who mourn (Isa. 61:1). Thus it is announced in the Gospel that Christ “has set” us “captives free from the waterless pit” (Zech. 9:11). Hence there is that most joyful declaration: “Comfort, comfort My people, says your God. Speak to the heart of Jerusalem and cry to her that her warfare is ended” (Isa. 40:1–2).

(4) When the lifting of a siege is announced (2 Kings 7:9). Thus in the Gospel a liberation from the prison of hell and from the power of Satan is declared.

(5) When the death and destruction of a foe are announced (2 Sam. 4:10). Thus in the Gospel the happy news is published that Christ is death to our death and a plague to hell (Hosea 13:14).2

§ 6. The proper and genuine meaning of this word is: (1) When it is used for the doctrine of the free forgiveness of sins through faith in Christ. All the statements of Scripture in which the word “Gospel” is attributed to this kind of heavenly doctrine pertain here. “The poor have the Gospel preached to them” (Matt. 11:5), etc.

(2) Related to this meaning is that which is used in regard to the public proclamation of the revealed Messiah and the solemn publication of the New Testament: “The beginning of the Gospel of Jesus Christ” (Mark 1:1). There it is shown that the public proclamation of the revealed Messiah began in the preaching of John. Concerning this passage, the observation is made that the teaching in the Old Testament about the coming Messiah is called ἐπαγγελία [“promise”] but that the preaching of the revealed Messiah in the New Testament is called εὐαγγέλιον [“Gospel,” “good news”]. The apostle declares that he has been “set apart for the preaching of the Gospel of God which He promised beforehand through His prophets” (Rom. 1:[1–]2).

(3) The word “Gospel” is used generally for the entire ministry of the New Testament, which includes not only the teaching of grace but also of the Law. “Preach the Gospel to every creature” (Mark 16:15), which is explained as having been said generally: “Teach all nations” (Matt. [28:20]). Yet we must point out that with the word “Gospel” a synecdoche is claimed, not at all inappropriately, in the declarations which express the entire ministry of teaching, so that the whole is understood from [reference to] the more worthy and powerful part.

(4) Finally, this title is given to the historical writings of the evangelists in which they set forth the birth, life, teaching, miracles, suffering, and resurrection of Christ. Some take the passage “whose praise is in the Gospel” (2 Cor. 8:18) in the sense that it refers to the evangelical account written by Luke. This account was sealed at Paul’s order, as Nicephorus (Hist., 2, ch. 43) reports on the basis of Bishop Dorotheus of Cyprus. Thus many of the ancients claim that the apostle has this in mind when he says “according to my Gospel” (Rom. [2:16]; 2 Tim. 2:8). The customary meaning by which the word “Gospel” is used for a pericope or particular part of the account of Christ, which is generally explained for the congregation on festival days and Sundays, is also assigned here.





When the word “Gospel” is being used generally or specifically.

§ 7. Furthermore, whether the word “Gospel” is being used in general for the entire system of God’s teaching or, rather, specifically and properly for the doctrine of grace is easily known from the context of each passage.

(1) Whenever the doctrine of the Law is contrasted to the Gospel or whenever an effect has developed from the Law—for instance, contrition, wrath, grief, etc.—then it is certain that the doctrine of grace is understood by the word “Gospel.” “Repent and believe in the Gospel” (Mark 1:15).

(2) Whenever Christ is set forth as the subject or matter of the Gospel, along with His benefits, which are the free pardon of sins, reconciliation with the heavenly Father, the adoption of sons, then here, too, the word “Gospel” is being used properly and specifically as distinguished from the Law. “The Lord has sent Me to preach the Gospel [ad evangelizandum] to the afflicted, to bind up the brokenhearted, to proclaim liberty to the captives” (Isa. 61:1).

(3) When people are set forth as the object of the Gospel, people who are contrite because of the knowledge of their sin and because they feel the divine wrath, then here, too, the word “Gospel” must be understood as the doctrine of grace. “The Gospel is preached to the poor,” (Matt. 11:5), namely, to those who are poor in spirit (Matt. 5:3).

(4) Whenever eternal life and salvation are stated as effects of the Gospel, then it is certain that here the word “Gospel” means the preaching of grace, since righteousness and salvation do not come to us from the Law but from the Gospel, in the proper sense of the word; not from works but from faith; not as result of merit but from the free gift of God. “The Gospel is the power of God for salvation to everyone who has faith” (Rom. 1:16).

(5) Whenever faith is stated as being related to the Gospel, then here, too, it should be judged that the word “Gospel” denotes the doctrine of grace. Indeed, “the Law is not from faith, for ‘he who does them shall live in them’ ” (Gal. 3:12). Thus “repent and believe in the Gospel” (Mark 1:15).





Synonyms for “Gospel.”

§ 8. In a beautiful order Dr. Chemnitz arranges the synonymous names which are attributed to the doctrine of the Gospel in the Holy Scriptures into the following classes.3 (1) Some are general, as when it is called “the Law,” “the Word,” “the testimony,” “precept,” “doctrine,” “mandate,” “truth,” “the way of truth.”

(2) Some are something like a comment on, a circumlocution of, or an explanation of the word “Gospel,” as when it is called the “good word of God,” “the good doctrine,” “sound speech,” “sound doctrine,” “proclamation [κήρυγμα].”

(3) Some are taken from the efficient cause, namely, those that speak about the Author of the Gospel or when it is called “the voice of God,” “the Word of God,” “the Gospel of God,” “the witness of God,” “the witness of Christ,” “the witness of the Spirit,” “the doctrine of the Spirit,” “the words which God has sent,” “the wisdom of God,” “the mystery of Christ,” “the good intent of the will of God,” etc. Here pertain the names taken from the instrumental or ministerial cause,4 as when it called the “Gospel of the apostles” or “the doctrine of the apostles.”

(4) Some indicate and describe the subject5 or material of the Gospel, as when it is called the “promise,” “the Gospel of Christ,” “the word of Christ,” “the doctrine of the Savior,” “the Gospel of the kingdom,” “the knowledge of salvation,” and “the promise of life eternal.”

(5) Some are taken from the effects of the Gospel, as when it is called “the words of life,” “the word of grace,” “the Gospel of salvation,” “the Gospel of peace,” “the law of liberty,” “the Gospel of the glory of the blessed God,” “the Gospel of the kingdom”—for it calls us to the kingdom of grace, it reveals to us the good things of that kingdom, and it transfers us to the kingdom of glory.

(6) Some are taken from its object, as when it is called “the word of faith,” “the hearing or preaching of faith,” “the law of faith.”

(7) Some names are metaphorical, as when it is called “a pleasant fragrance,” “good seed,” “good wine,” “a sweet sound,” “a spring of water flowing to eternal life,” “the true light,” “food,” “forage,” “water of refreshment,” “a table,” “an overflowing cup,” “a rod,” “a staff,” etc.

** Thus the Gospel is compared to a spring: (a) with respect to necessity, (b) with respect to utility, (c) with respect to purity, (d) by reason of its sweetness, (e) by reason of community. (Cf. Psalm 84.) **

To these the following must be added: (8) The class of names taken from the adjuncts6 of the Gospel, as when it is called “the eternal Gospel,” “the secret good-pleasure of the divine will,” “mystery,” etc.

(9) Likewise, there are the names taken from the accidental effects and adjuncts, as when it is called “the word of the cross,” “the offense of the cross,” “the foolishness of God,” “the foolishness of preaching,” “the fragrance of death,” etc. For these fit this doctrine not of themselves but by accident.7

All the names which are ever attributed to the Gospel in the Scriptures can be assigned to these classes. Some are proper; some are figurative—but both [kinds] are taken from the causes or from the effects or from the subjects or from the adjuncts.





Summaries of the Gospel in the Old Testament.

§ 9. Not only the epithets or titles given to this doctrine pertain to the definition of the Gospel, but also the summaries of the Gospel pertain, which are comprehended in brief statements as well as in complete descriptions, the more significant of which we shall list because they very beautifully express the genuine nature of the Gospel. Thus it must be observed that the Gospel is described in the Old Testament in the following way. It is the most joyful discourse of God concerning the “woman’s Seed which would bruise the serpent’s head and whose heel would be ambushed by the same,” that is, concerning the suffering and death of the Messiah through which the power of the devil would again be trod underfoot and his kingdom destroyed (Gen. 3:15). It is the promise of the Messiah who would be born of the seed of Abraham, in whom “all the nations of the earth would be blessed,” so that faith in this promise would be imputed to them as righteousness (Gen. 12:2; 15:6; 22:18). (That promise is repeated to Isaac, Gen. 26:4, and to Jacob, Gen. 28:14.) It is the discourse about the Messiah who would be born of the tribe of Judah, who would be Shiloh—“the son of a virgin” or, as others have translated it, “fortunate and prosperous”—to whom the nations will cling by faith (Gen. 49:10).

It is the promise about “a prophet who would be similar to Moses, who would come from the people of Israel, who would speak to people in the name of God, and whom all must hear with the obedience of faith” (Num. 24:17; Deut. 18:18–19).

It is the promise of the Son of God, who in the fullness of time would assume a true human nature from the seed of David; who would die for the sins of mankind; who nonetheless would rise again from the dead, ascend into heaven, and be placed at the right hand of the Father; who would be the King, the Priest, and the Bridegroom of the church; etc. All of this is from a repetition of the promise given to David (2 Sam. 7:1[–17]; 1 Chronicles 22) and is clearly gathered from its depiction published in the Psalms by the inspiration of the Holy Spirit (Psalm 2; 8; 22; 45; 68; 89; 110).

It is the discourse about the Messiah who would be “Immanuel,” God and man, “the Son of a virgin” (Isa. 7:14); the one who would be sacrificed for the sins of the whole human race on the altar of the cross (Isa. 43:24; 53:4[–9]), by the salutary knowledge of whom we are justified (Isa. 53:11). It is the discourse about “the branch of David which would be raised up, who would be called Jehovah, our Righteousness” (Jer. 23:5[–6]; 33:15[–16]). It is the doctrine of the suffering and death of the Messiah through which “transgression is to be ended, an end put to sin, expiation made for iniquity, and everlasting righteousness brought forth” (Dan. 9:24).

It is the most joyful message about “death being overcome and hell being destroyed by the death of the Messiah” (Hosea 13:14); about the Messiah “who would be born in Bethlehem, who would be the ruler of His people, whose going out is from the days of eternity”—that is, who is the God-man (Mic. 5:2)—because of whom “our sins will be cast into the depths of the sea” (Mic. 7:19), for which reason He is also called “the desire of the nations” (Hag. 2:8). It is the most joyful message about a King who “comes to us as a righteous Savior” (Zech. 9:9); that in Him there is set a “fountain opening into the forgiveness of sins and into cleansing” (Zech. 13:1). It is the universal message pertaining to all nations (Mal. 1:11) regarding the Mediator of the new testament (Mal. 3:1), regarding the “Sun of righteousness under whose wings is healing” (Mal. 4:2), etc.





From the New Testament.

§ 10. In the New Testament there are more and clearer descriptions of the Gospel, as, for instance, that it is the doctrine about the Son of God born in the fullness of time of the Virgin Mary, who is Jesus and “Savior, because He will save His people from their sins” (Matt. 1:21). It is the most joyful message to the poor, that is, that which is to be preached to the poor in spirit because of whom the Son of God came into the world to call them to repentance (Matt. 9:13; Mark 2:17; Matt. 11:5; Luke 5:32; 7:22). It is the very sweet word of Christ by which He benevolently invites to Himself “all who labor and are heavy laden” and promises “rest for their souls” (Matt. 11:28–29). It is the preaching of the suffering, death, and burial of Christ which is to be declared throughout the world (Matt. 26:13; Mark 14:9). It is the message “to be announced to every creature, and whoever believes it will be saved” (Mark 16:[15–]16). It is the very joyful news about Christ, the Savior, born for us, a message which pertains to all people (Luke 2:10–11).

It is the teaching revealed through the Son from the bosom of the heavenly Father, a teaching which shows us “the Lamb of God which takes away the sin of the world, who is full of grace and truth, from whose fullness we all receive grace for grace, because of which we receive the adoption of sons, namely, we who believe on His name” (John 1:12, 14, 16, 18, 29, 36). It is the salutary declaration of Christ that “whoever believes in Him will have eternal life and will not come into condemnation but has passed from death into life” (John 5:24). It is the manifestation of the divine will by which eternal life and resurrection to life are promised to all who believe in Christ (John 6:40). It is the word of Christ such that “whoever keeps it will not see death” (John 8:51). It is the preaching about Christ, who is “the resurrection and the life, and whoever believes in Him, though he were dead, shall live, and everyone who lives and believes in Him will never die” (John 11:25–26). It is the promise of eternal life which must be obtained through the true knowledge of the heavenly Father and of His Son, Jesus Christ (John 17:3). It is the preaching of the apostles put into writing for this purpose: that we “may believe that Jesus is the Christ, and that believing we may have life in His name” (John 20:31).

§ 11. In the sermons and writings of the apostles stand the following definitions of the Gospel. It is the message of the “kingdom of God and the name of Jesus Christ” (Acts 8:12). It is the news which “God sent to the children of Israel, declaring peace by Jesus Christ, who is Lord of all, to whom all the prophets bear witness that whoever believes in Him will receive the forgiveness of sins through His name” (Acts 10:36, 43). It is the good news of the fulfillment of the promise made to the fathers through the revealed and raised Jesus Christ, and the good news of the remission of sins, freedom from the curse of the Law of Moses, and life eternal to be attained through faith in Him (Acts 13:32–33, 38, 46).

It is the “doctrine of God handed down by the prophets in the Scriptures and promised beforehand concerning the Son of God, who was born of the seed of David according to the flesh, declared to be the Son of God with power according to the Spirit of holiness through His resurrection from the dead; which doctrine is the power of God unto salvation for all who believe” (Rom. 1:2–4, 16). It is the “law” or the doctrine “of faith in which the righteousness of God is manifested apart from the Law and is attested by the witness of the prophets; I say, the righteousness of God through faith in Jesus Christ unto all and upon all who believe” (Rom. 3:21–22, [26]). It is the “word of faith, the call published into all the earth about Christ, who is the end of the Law to the righteousness of everyone who believes” (Rom. 10:4, 8, 18). It is the news of “Jesus Christ and the unfolding of the mystery kept silent for long ages but now disclosed at the time of the apostles and through the prophetic Scriptures, according to the mandate of the eternal God, to the obedience of faith revealed in all nations” (Rom. 16:25–26).

It is the “testimony to Christ, the word of the cross, the foolish preaching of Christ crucified who has been made by God to be our wisdom, righteousness, holiness, and redemption, who saves all who believe and who excludes all boasting of the flesh” (1 Cor. 1:6, 18, 21, 29–30). It is the “testimony of God preaching not in the plausible words of human wisdom but in demonstration of the Spirit and of power, the wisdom of God hidden in a mystery, that hidden wisdom which God decreed before the ages in regard to Jesus Christ crucified” (1 Cor. 2:1–2, 4, 7). It is the joyful news about Christ, “who died for our sins according to Scripture, who was buried and rose again on the third day according to Scripture”—the good news that provides salvation to him who accepts it in true faith and perseveres in it (1 Cor. 15:1–4).

It is the preaching of the apostles about Jesus Christ, the Son of God, “in whom all the divine promises are Yes and Amen to the glory of God” (2 Cor. 1:19–20). It is the “fragrance of the knowledge of God revealed by the apostles in every place, the fragrance of life unto the life and salvation of those who believe, but the fragrance of death unto death for those who do not believe” (2 Cor. 2:14–16). It is the “ministry of the new testament, not of the letter that kills, but of the life-giving Spirit and of righteousness in glory, through which ministry the glory of the Lord is revealed as if in a mirror with face veiled, so that we are transformed into the same likeness from glory to glory as by the Spirit of the Lord” (2 Cor. 2:6, 9, 18). It is the preaching of Christ Jesus bringing light to hearts, “to give the light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ” (2 Cor. 4:5–6). It is the “ministry or word of reconciliation” which the apostles declare as they carry out their mission in the name of Christ, that through the death of Christ the world has been reconciled to God; and as they ask that, for Christ’s sake, we be reconciled to God, that is, that by faith we accept the benefits that are offered in the Gospel (2 Cor. 5:18–20).

It is the “doctrine preached by the apostles among the nations, a doctrine revealed to them through the revelation of Jesus Christ, that Christ gave Himself for our sins that He might remove us from this present evil time according to God’s will” (Gal. 1:4, 11–12, 16). It is the “truth”; that is, it is the sure and true doctrine whose sum is that “man is not justified by the works of the Law but through faith in Christ, who loved us and gave Himself for us” (Gal. 2:14, 16, 20). It is the message of faith in regard to “Abraham’s Seed, in whom all nations are blessed”; that is, it is about Christ, who “redeemed us from the curse of the Law by having become a curse for us” (Gal. 3:2, 8, 13).

It is the “manifestation of the mystery of the will of God according to His good-pleasure, which He set forth in Himself. It is the word of truth which reveals the decree of the divine will that God has chosen us in Christ before the foundations of the world were laid and predestined us unto adoption through Christ” (Eph. 1:4–5, 9, 11, 13). It is the “message of peace brought through Christ, through whom we have access to the Father, as we have been made fellow citizens of the saints and members of the household of God” (Eph. 2:17–19). It is the “revelation of the mystery of Christ given to His apostles and prophets through His Spirit, the declaration of the unsearchable riches of Christ, through which the manifold wisdom of God has become known in the church” (Eph. 3:4–5, 8, 10).

It is the “true message of hope set in heaven for us by the heavenly Father, who has made us fit to share in the lot of the saints in light, who has brought us out of the power of darkness and has translated us into the kingdom of His beloved Son, through whom we have redemption through His blood, the forgiveness of sins” (Col. 1:5, 12–14).

It is “the sure and worthy message which we by all means embrace, a message whose sum is that Jesus Christ came into the world to save sinners” (1 Tim. 1:15).

It is the “testimony of Christ” or the doctrine of the “grace of God given us through Christ before time began, which has been published through the appearance of our Savior, Jesus Christ, who abolished death and brought life and immortality to light” (2 Tim. 1:8–10).

It is the “message committed to the apostles in the New Testament, according to the command of God, our Savior, a message about the hope of eternal life which God, who never lies, promised before time began” (Titus 1:2–3). It is the teaching of our Savior, Jesus Christ, who “gave Himself for us to redeem us from every iniquity and to purify for Himself a people of His own, a pursuer of good works” (Titus 2:14). It is the “undoubted message of God’s goodness and love of mankind whereby He saved us through Christ, by whose grace we were justified and are made heirs according to the hope of eternal life” (Titus 3:4–8).

It is the “good word of God through which we taste the heavenly gift and the virtues of the ages to come and are made partakers of the Holy Spirit” (Heb. 6:4–5).

It is the “word preached by the apostles through the Holy Spirit, the word sent down from heaven which declares to those who believe the end goal of faith: the salvation of their souls for Christ’s sake” (1 Pet. 1:8–9, 12).

It is the doctrine preached by the apostles about the promise of eternal life for Christ’s sake, “who is the propitiation for our sins” (1 John 2:2, 24–25). It is the “commandment of God that we believe in the name of His Son, Jesus Christ, so that whoever keeps that commandment remains in God and God in him” (1 John 3:23–24). It is the testimony of the apostle about the Son of God, “whom the Father has sent as the Savior of the world; whoever confesses that He is the Son of God, God remains in him and he in God” (1 John 4:14–15). It is the “testimony of God which He testified about His Son, namely, that God has given us eternal life and that this life is in His Son so that, if someone has the Son, he has life and so that whoever believes in the name of the Son knows that he has eternal life” (1 John 5:9, 11–13).

It is the “message of God and the testimony of Jesus Christ: that He has loved us and has washed us clean of our sins with His blood and has made us kings and priests to God and His Father” (Rev. 1:2, 5–6).





Parabolic and typological descriptions of the Gospel.

§ 12. The parabolic and typological descriptions of the Gospel, in which the Gospel is compared to a very sumptuous banquet, a nuptial feast, and to other very joyful things, must also be placed here. “The Lord is my shepherd; I shall not want. He makes me lie down in green pastures. He leads me beside the waters of refreshment” (Ps. 23:1–2). “Your rod and Your staff, they comfort me. You prepare a table before me. You anoint my head with oil. My cup is inebriating” (Ps. 23:4–5). “Jehovah of hosts will make for all peoples a feast of fat things, a feast of wine on the lees, of fat things full of marrow, of wine on the lees well-refined” (Isa. 25:6). “The kingdom of heaven may be compared to a king who gave a marriage feast for his son. And through servants he took care to have it announced to the invited: ‘Behold, I have made ready my dinner, my oxen and my fat calves are killed, and everything is ready. Come to the wedding feast’ ” (Matt. 22:2, 4). “The kingdom of God may be compared to a man who gave a great feast and invited many. And at the time for the banquet, he sent his servant to say to those who had been invited: ‘Come, for all is now ready’ ” (Luke 14:16–17). In Luke 15:20–[24] a type of the Gospel is set forth in the reception of the son who had been lost, whose father “ran and embraced him and kissed him, put new clothes on him, prepared a banquet for him,” etc.


 

1 sacerdotii strumis. Cf. Cicero, Letters to Atticus 2.9.2 (LCL 7 [1999], pp. 162–63).

2 There is no § 5.

3 See Chemnitz’s Works 8:821–22.

4 That is, an instrument or tool. For example, a pencil in the hand of an artist is the tool for producing a sketch.

5 A “subject” was usually the subject of a proposition, a something or someone about which something is stated. From there, a “subject” could be defined as anything that can receive an accident or an adjunct. Here Gerhard uses the term to refer to what the Gospel is in and of itself.

6 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 (such as wisdom in a man), they can also be substances (such as wine in a bottle).

7 An “accident” is 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.







CHAPTER II: WHICH TELLS WHAT THE PROPER DOCTRINE OF THE GOSPEL IS

§ 13. From these descriptions of the Gospel given either immediately by God Himself or through the prophets and apostles, it is easy to conclude what the genuine and proper doctrine of the Gospel is, namely, the free promise of the forgiveness of sins, of righteousness, and of eternal life for the sake of Christ, who was promised in the Old Testament and revealed in the New, who made satisfaction for our sins on the altar of the cross and earned perfect righteousness for us, which He gives and applies to us through faith. Therefore all the declarations of the Holy Spirit, whether they occur in the Old or New Testament, pertain to the doctrine of the Gospel which: (1) Speak about God’s grace and mercy. This is because, since the fall, there is no hope for God’s grace for anyone on the basis of the Law or works but in Christ alone, “from whose fullness we receive grace for grace” (John 1:16). “This is the beloved Son of God in whom also we are made precious to God” (Eph. 1:6).

(2) Those which speak about the person and the salutary office and benefits of Christ, the Redeemer and Mediator. This is because the Law demands our payment and obedience to it, but it ignores Christ and His benefits. Anselm [of Laon] (preface to Matthew): “The material1 of the Gospel consists of seven benefits. The first benefit is that Christ became man; the second, His Baptism; the third, His suffering; the fourth, that He plundered hell; the fifth, that He rose again; the sixth, that He ascended into heaven; and the seventh, His second coming in which He will repay His own people.”

(3) Those which speak about faith, through which we are made sharers of Christ’s benefits. This is because “the Law is not of faith, but the man who does them shall live in them” (Gal. 3:11–12).

(4) Those which speak about the Sacraments and about their end2 and use. This is because the Sacraments are the seals and promises of the Gospel, the divinely established means to stir up, increase, and strengthen faith. Circumcision is called “the seal of the righteousness of faith” (Rom. 4:11).





What the benefits of the Gospel are.

§ 14. Furthermore, that we may understand and note more accurately the benefits of Christ offered by the word of the Gospel, it should be noted that they are partly privative and partly positive. The privative consist of the removal of evil things [τῇ τῶν κακῶν ἀφαιρέσει]; the positive, of the adding of effects [τῇ τῶν ἐνεργημάτων θέσει]. We use this enumeration to say that Christ’s benefits are these: (1) Taking our sins upon Himself. You see, “God has laid on Him the iniquity of us all” (Isa. 53:6). “Behold, the Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world” (John 1:29, 36). “God made Him to be sin for us” (2 Cor. 5:21).

(2) The payment of the penalties owed because of our sins. You see, we have put Christ “into the service of our sins; we have wearied Him with our iniquities” (Isa. 43:24). “He was wounded for our transgressions; He was bruised for our iniquities; the chastisement of our peace was upon Him” (Isa. 53:5). “He restored what He did not steal” (Ps. 69:[4]).

(3) His perfect fulfillment of the Law in our stead. You see, Christ came into the world for the very purpose that He might “fulfill the Law” (Matt. 5:17). “He is the end [τέλος], the fulfillment, of the Law for the righteousness of everyone who believes” (Rom. 10:4).

(4) Liberation from the curse of the Law. “There is no condemnation to those who are in Christ Jesus” (Rom. 8:1). “Christ has redeemed us from the curse of the Law, having become a curse for us” (Gal. 3:13).

(5) Our reconciliation with God. “Through Christ God has reconciled us to Himself; God was in Christ reconciling the world to Himself, not counting their trespasses against them” (2 Cor. 5:18–19). “God the Father was pleased to reconcile all things to Himself through Christ, whether on earth or in heaven, making peace by the blood of His cross” (Col. 1:19–20).

(6) Liberation from Satan’s captivity and reign. “The Son of Man came to give His life as a ransom for many” (Matt. 20:28). “God has delivered us from the power of darkness and has transferred to us the kingdom of His Son” (Col. 1:13).

(7) Adoption as sons of God. “To all who received Him, who believed on His name, He gave power to become sons of God” (John 1:12). “God predestined us that He would adopt us as His sons through Jesus Christ” (Eph. 1:5).

(8) The giving of the Holy Spirit. “ ‘He who believes in Me, rivers of living water will flow from his heart.’ But He said this about the Spirit, which those who believed in Him would receive” (John 7:38–39). “Because you are sons, God has the sent the Spirit of His Son into your hearts” (Gal. 4:6).

(9) The blessed possession of eternal life. “Grace rules through righteousness to eternal life through Jesus Christ our Lord” (Rom. 5:21). “Through the Spirit, by faith” (in Christ), “we wait for the hope of righteousness” (Gal. 5:5).

Although these all pertain to the benefits of Christ which are offered in the word of the Gospel, yet of necessity a distinction must be made between the benefit of justification and grace and the benefit of renewal and of the gift [that comes] through grace. Certainly both come to us for Christ’s sake and from Him, yet we are not justified before God by renewal and the gift [that comes] through grace but only through faith in Christ, the consequence of which is the inner renewal; this will be discussed in greater detail in the article on justification [Commonplace XIX, §§ 149–83; On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 13–15].





That the Gospel is properly the message of the free forgiveness of sins because of Christ.

§ 15. But because the integrity and orthodoxy of the article of justification cannot stand unless the doctrine of the Gospel is properly and exactly distinguished from the Law, it must all the more fully be demonstrated and confirmed that the Gospel, in the proper sense of the word, is the joyful message of the free forgiveness of sins, righteousness, and eternal life promised to those who believe in Christ.

** We prove this: (1) From its etymology. Εὐαγγέλιον is “good and joyful news,” from εὖ [“well”] and ἄγγελος [“messenger”] or ἀγγελία [“message”]. The Septuagint translators render ּבְׂשָרַה as εὐαγγέλιον. (2) From the various names for “Gospel,” for it is called the “good word of God,” “the promise,” “the knowledge of salvation,” “the message of grace,” “the promise of life,” etc. (3) From the first Gospel message of the New Testament, Luke 2:10, where the “great joy” is not a message of wrath or repentance. Rather, the Gospel is a declaration of great joy. (4) From the message of John (Mark 1:15) in which, first, repentance or contrition is separated from the Gospel, and, second, the proper object of faith is called “the Gospel.” (5) From the prophecy in Isa. 61:1 which is repeated in Luke 4:18. (6) From the promise in Rom. 1:1[–2], where the Gospel is said to have been promised beforehand through the prophets. Fulgentius (Ad Mon., bk. 1, p. 53): “The bounty of something promised always brings joy.” Page 54: “For it must not be said that a promise threatened by the severity of one’s iniquity should be inferred from the bounty of goodness.” And again: “He foretold and promised a reward which the righteous would enjoy, but He did not promise and foretell a punishment by which the unrighteous would be punished.” (7) From the revelation of divine righteousness without the Law (Rom. 1:17; 3:21). (See Dr. Garthius’s Disput. de discr. legis et evangelii held at Tübingen in 1602 and inserted in vol. 2 of Gerlachius’s Disputationes. See also Meisner, part 2, Sobr. phil., sect. 1, ch. 2, q. 18). **

The Gospel is this sort of message whether it is set forth in the New or in the Old Testament. But, on the other hand, we say that it is an error to limit the Law to the books of the Old Testament and the Gospel to those of the New, which can be seen clearly from the following reasons. (1) The blessed apostle declares that “the righteousness of God is revealed through the Gospel from faith to faith” (Rom. 1:17) and that “the righteousness of God has been manifested apart from the Law, though it is approved by the testimony of the Law and the prophets; I say, the righteousness of God through faith in Jesus Christ for all who believe” (Rom. 3:21–22). The apostle clearly teaches that the righteousness of faith which is of God—that is, the righteousness which avails before God—is revealed in the Gospel apart from the Law. Now, imagine that “Gospel” is taken to mean the books of the New Testament and “Law” the books of the Old Testament. The consequence would be that the righteousness of faith is not taught in the books of the Old Testament, the contrary of which is taught clearly by the apostle in this very passage. The consequence would also be that the devout under the old covenant were saved in a way other than through faith in Christ, the opposite of which is declared in Acts 15:11.

(2) The proper3 and exactly suited object of saving faith is Christ in His office of redemption, for faith relies on Him and applies His benefits to itself. “Whoever believes in the Son has eternal life” (John 3:16, 36). This is repeated in Holy Scripture very frequently. And yet that same saving faith properly looks to the doctrine of the Gospel. “Repent and believe in the Gospel” (Mark 1:[15]). Here the word “repentance” is taken properly as contrition, as the first part of repentance which springs from the preaching of the Law, as the latter part teaches. The word “Gospel” is taken properly to mean the message of the free forgiveness of sins promised to believers for Christ’s sake, as the first part teaches. Therefore the proper doctrine, subject, and material, so to speak, of the Gospel is Christ in His office of redemption.

(3) Whenever the Gospel is described, it is defined as a joyful message, as all the statements cited earlier show [§§ 4, 9–10], especially this: “The Spirit of the Lord is upon Me, because Jehovah has anointed Me to preach good news [ad evangelizandum] to the poor, to bind up the contrite in heart, to proclaim liberty to the captives and the opening of prison to those who are bound, to proclaim the year of Jehovah’s favor” (Isa. 61:1–2), which Christ applied to Himself when He taught in the synagogue at Nazareth (Luke 4:21). The angel’s words are similar: “Behold, I bring you news of great joy, for to you is born a Savior” (Luke 2:10[–11]). But the doctrine of the Law which is repeated in the New Testament no less than that of the Gospel does not bring joy, but rather terrifies. “The Law works wrath” (Rom. 4:15). Therefore not all things which are set forth in the New Testament pertain to the doctrine of the Gospel in the proper sense of the word.

(4) Paul says that he is declaring the Gospel “about His Son which God promised beforehand through the prophets in the Holy Scriptures” (Rom. 1:2[–3]). From this passage it is quite clear that the proper doctrine of the Gospel is the message regarding Christ and His benefits. If you want to take “Gospel” to mean the entire system of heavenly doctrine which the apostles preached and put into writing in the New Testament, the consequence will be that the Law also was promised beforehand, which is inconsistent. The proper content of the Gospel is the joyful promise regarding the Messiah which is taught in the Old Testament but is not part of the Law, as this contrast [between them] teaches (Gal. 3:18).

(5) The Gospel is called “the word of faith” (Rom. 10:8; 1 Tim. 4:6); “the hearing” or “preaching of faith” (Gal. 3:2); “the law [of faith]” or “the doctrine of faith” (Rom. 3:27)—and those names are clearly given because the promise offered in the Gospel is apprehended only by faith. But now, “the Law is not of faith, for he who does them shall live by them” (Rom. 10:5; Gal. 3:12). Therefore the Law, which requires works, does not pertain to the Gospel in the proper sense of the word. On the other hand, faith looks to the Gospel. Faith looks to the promise of grace, not to the Law of deeds. “Boasting is excluded, not by the law of works but of faith” (Rom. 3:27). Therefore it is not the Law of works but the promise of grace which properly pertains to the Gospel.

(6) Believing and doing works are contrasted to each other. “To one who works, his wages are not reckoned according to grace but according to debt. And to one who does not work but trusts Him who justifies the ungodly, his faith is reckoned as righteousness” (Rom. 4:4–5). But the Gospel is the word of faith. Therefore it is not the doctrine of works.

(7) Grace and works are contrasted to each other. “But if it is by grace, it is no longer from works, otherwise grace would no longer be grace”; but if it is from works, it is not from grace, otherwise work would not be work (Rom. 11:6). Yet the Gospel is “the preaching of grace” (Acts 10:24) and “the word of grace” (Luke 4:22). Therefore properly speaking it is not the doctrine of works.

(8) The proper doctrine of Christ is also the proper doctrine of the Gospel, to which pertain all the statements which bear witness that Christ was sent to bring glad tidings. But the joyful and comforting doctrine regarding the free forgiveness of sins is this doctrine for which especially Christ came into the world and which He brought forth from the hidden bosom of His Father in heaven. “He has sent Me to preach the good news [ad evangelizandum], that I might proclaim release to the captives,” etc. (Isa. 61:1; Luke 4:18). “Grace is poured upon Your lips” (Ps. 45:2). “The Lord has given Me an educated tongue, that I may know how to speak a word in a thirsty time” (Isa. 50:4). Therefore the doctrine of the Gospel properly is a joyful and comforting doctrine.

(9) The Gospel is the “promise of the life that is in Christ” (2 Tim. 1:1), “the promise of eternal life” (1 John 2:25), “the promise from which the inheritance comes” (Gal. 3:18). But “the promise did not come through the Law” (Rom. 4:13). Therefore the Law or the doctrine of works does not properly pertain to the Gospel. Also the Gospel is the promise of the blessing which comes from faith in the Seed of Abraham, which is Christ (Gal. 3:8). But the blessing does not come from the Law; rather, the Law declares a curse on “everyone who does not abide by all things written in the Book of the Law” (Deut. 27:26; Gal. 3:10). The Gospel is the word of life; the Law cannot give life. The Gospel is the promise of an inheritance; there is no inheritance from the Law. We are justified from the Gospel, but no flesh is justified from the works of the Law. Therefore the Law or the doctrine of works does not properly pertain to the Gospel.





The testimony of the ancients.

§ 16. Here we must place the statements of the ancients in which they describe the proper doctrine of the Gospel and explain its genuine nature. Ignatius (Ad Philadelph., toward the end): “The Gospel has something very special, namely, the presence of the coming of our Savior, Jesus Christ, His Passion, and also the resurrection.”

Eusebius (De praepar. evangel., 1, ch. 1): “We call that ‘Gospel’ which is filled with the eternal and incorruptible goods that are certainly the finest and greatest, things foretold from the earliest times and recently illuminating the world with their splendor. [The Gospel] announces these things to all people; it does not provide us with the bland and transitory riches of this time nor with this brief and calamitous life, the unstable conditions of the body, but with the greatest happiness most proper for our souls.”

** Ambrose (bk. 9, Letter 22): “Thus the Law has the severity of a sword, as a teacher possesses a stick in order to frighten off the weakness of an imperfect people at least with a declaration of punishment. But the Gospel has forgiveness, by which sins are put away. Therefore Paul speaks correctly then when he says that the letter kills but that the Spirit gives life [2 Cor. 3:6].” **

[Ambrose] again (on Romans 1): “The Gospel is the good news by which sinners are called to forgiveness.”

Chrysostom (on Matthew, homily 1): “The Gospel announces the removal of punishment, the forgiveness of sins, satisfaction, righteousness, redemption, the adoption of sons, and the inheritance of heaven, as well as kinship with the Son of God.” On Matthew (homily 8): “The Gospel is good news because it announces and promises to men the blessedness of heaven, the forgiveness of sins, the adoption of sons, the resurrection of the dead, the immortality of life, the inheritance of the kingdom of heaven, the possession of eternal glory, the fellowship of the angels.”

** [Chrysostom] again (on 2 Corinthians 3): “In the Law, the man who has sin is punished. But here the man who has sin comes, is baptized, and becomes righteous. But having become righteous, he lives, free from the death of sin. If the Law catches a murderer, it kills him; if grace receives a murderer, it illuminates and vivifies him.” **

Philippus Presbyter, the hearer of St. Jerome (on Job 42): “The word of the Gospel is sweet and gentle; like peaceful rain and dew it falls on souls silently.”

Augustine (Ench., ch. 46): “In the Old Testament, whatever promises forgiveness of sins, our justification, illumination, and regeneration before God also pertains completely to Christ and the Gospel.”

** Jerome (on Eccles. 3): “To be sure, the Law is unyielding, unkind, unsparing. It kills the sinner. The Gospel of grace has mercy on him and calls him to repentance.”

Bernard (Sermon 30 on Song of Songs): “Grace and the Law are not at all alike, because the gentleness of the former and the harshness of the latter offer themselves to every conscience with different expressions on their faces. For who would give an equal look at condemner and comforter, at demander and forgiver, at punisher and embracer? One will not want to receive with equal longing shadow and light, wrath and peace, judgment and mercy, figure and reality, whip and inheritance, rein and kiss.” **

Primasius (on Romans 1): “The Gospel is said to be good news, and what good news is greater than that Christ was born, suffered, and rose again for us?”

Charlemagne (De imagin., 4, ch. 10):


The Gospel is good news and really good news because those who receive it are called the children of God; for it flows as a four-channeled river from one ineffable spring of Paradise, and branching out into four streams it is sent to bring healthful irrigation to parched hearts. It is the way that leads to life; it is the light that leads mortals back from the darkness of their sins and directs their steps to heaven by an easy path. It is the protection of a very powerful city in which to be firmly ensconced, in which is an outstanding advantage of life, and to depart from it is a serious detriment. It is the fountains of truth which do not know how to deceive and be deceived, etc.



Rabanus (on Ecclesiast., bk. 8, ch. 7): “Mercy—that is, the grace of Christ, through the preaching of the Gospel—heals the wounds of souls and cools the fever of carnal concupiscence.”

Theodoret (on Romans 1): “The Gospel is the preaching which announces the reconciliation of God, the destruction of the devil, the remission of sins, the end of death, the resurrection from death, eternal life, and the kingdom of heaven.”

Theophylactus (preface to Matthew): “The Gospel is so called because it announces to us prosperous things which bring good fortune, that is, good things, such as the forgiveness of sins, righteousness, a return to heaven, adoption as the sons of God. It also declares that we have received these freely and easily; that we have obtained these things without our own effort; that we have received them not because of our own good works, but that we have received good things such as these freely, of God’s mercy.”

The Gloss. ordin. (on Acts 1): “The Gospel is the good news in which rest after labor, reigning after slavery, life after death is announced.”





Whether new commandments are given in the Gospel.

§ 17. Therefore in this point we cannot stand with the Scholastics, who claim that in the Gospel, which they call “the new Law,” there are given more perfect, severe, and excellent commandments which bring to those who do them true righteousness before God and which have the promise of salvation and eternal life, so that in this way the Gospel differs from the Law in time, promises, commandments, and sacraments. They say that the old Law is the law of fear; the new, the law of love. They claim that the benefit of Christ offered to us through the preaching of the Gospel consists only in that it infuses the disposition [habitum] of grace in us through which we can fulfill the commandments of the Gospel and earn eternal life. Bonaventure, Biel, and others (Sent., 3, dist. 40) [speak] in this way:


[The power of] giving life befits the new Law in three ways: first, formally, by reason of sacramental grace; second, in affection [affectu], by reason of the spiritual love to which the promises arouse [us]; third, in exercise [exercitio], by reason of the repeated good performance of both the commandments and the counsels. But in the old Law the promises were temporal; the precepts, outwardly regulatory; the sacraments, figurative. And thus the promises did not stir one up to spiritual love; the commandments did not direct one to an inner righteousness; the sacraments did not help one to an easier fulfillment of the Law, and thus did not give life, since there instead existed [in the old Law] a revelation of fault and not the assistance of grace, and, consequently, an occasion for concupiscence was given.



Those are their words. They are followed by the Council of Trent (session 6, canon 21): “If anyone says that God gave Jesus Christ to people as a Redeemer whom they should believe and not also as Lawgiver whom they should obey, let him be accursed.”

The Censura Coloniensis (p. 204) writes: “The proper teaching of the Gospel is this: ‘If you want to enter into life, keep the commandments’ [Matt. 19:17].”

Salmeron (Commentar., vol. 4, p. 20): “A summary of that entire Gospel is the statement: ‘Do penance’ [Matt. 3:2; 4:17; Mark 1:15].”

Barradius (Comment. in Concord. evang., vol. 1, bk. 2, ch. 20, p. 73): “If Moses was a lawgiver, why is the name ‘Lawgiver’ removed from the Messiah? The Messiah had a much greater honor than Moses in this regard, for Moses gave the Law to only one people, and the Law which he had received from God came with the intervention of the angels; but the Messiah gave the Law which He Himself established not to one people but to the entire world.”





The arguments of Bellarmine in favor of the affirmative side.

§ 18. Our business will be with Bellarmine. In De justif. (bk. 4, ch. 2) he writes that he is going to prove that the Gospel contains the doctrine of works and various laws and that its promises require the condition of fulfilling the Law. To accomplish this, he adds: “ ‘Gospel’ can be taken in two ways: (1) as the doctrine which Christ and the apostles preached and which is contained in the books of the evangelists and in the other writings of the apostles; (2) as the grace of the new testament, which is also generally called ‘the law written in our hearts,’ ‘the life-giving Spirit,’ and ‘the law of faith.’ Yet the word ‘Gospel’ does not seem to be used anywhere in Scripture except in the first way, that is, as a doctrine.”

We respond. “Gospel” is not only taken to mean the entire doctrine that Christ and the apostles preached in the New Testament but also especially and properly as the joyful message of the free forgiveness of sins and the inheritance of life eternal for the sake of Christ, the Mediator. Not only the very force of the word but also the descriptions and our arguments given earlier prove this clearly [§§ 13–16]. As regards the other meaning of “Gospel” which, according to Bellarmine’s opinion, is the infused habit of grace: we are not at all concerned about this since he himself admits that “Gospel” is nowhere used in this sense in Holy Scripture. Indeed, it is certain that the benefit of Christ offered in the Gospel is not only the remission of sins but also the granting of the Holy Spirit, through whom believers are renewed and “who writes the Law of God in their hearts” (Jer. 31:33), to which the apostle refers as he confirms that the “Spirit is received by hearing with faith” (Gal. 3:2). Yet the same Gospel is not called the internal renewal of man; rather, the effect of the renewal is always distinguished from its principal and instrumental cause, that is, from the Holy Spirit, who regenerates and renews us through the word of the Gospel.





Whether laws are contained in the Gospel.

§ 19. After setting forth these ideas, Bellarmine adds: “We contend that the Gospel contains all those things that our adversaries attribute to the Law alone, especially these three: laws properly so called, threats, and promises with the condition of obedience,” which he later confirms one by one.

We respond. All of Bellarmine’s arguments proceed from that false hypothesis that “Gospel” is nowhere used in Scripture in any way other than to mean the entire doctrine which Christ and the apostles preached in the New Testament and which is contained in the books of the evangelists and the other writings of the apostles. Above [§ 15] we have clearly shown the falseness of this hypothesis. Therefore we can avoid a more detailed response to these arguments because they prove nothing else but that the writings of the New Testament and the discourses of Christ and the apostles contain laws, threats, and promises with the condition of obedience, which we are not at all unwilling to concede. Yet nothing of our opinion—that the proper doctrine of the Gospel is the free promise of the forgiveness of sins and of life eternal for the sake of Christ apprehended by faith—falls away because of this.

Nevertheless let us see what Bellarmine has to offer. He says:


As far as concerns laws properly so called [in the Gospel], we prove it from Matthew 5, where the Lord confirms, explains, and completes the Law of Moses about murder, adultery, false witness, and other matters. For the fact that the Lord really wanted the Law to be kept as He had explained it is very clear: (1) From His manner of speaking: “I say to you,” which words properly fit a lawgiver. (2) From the fact that the Lord says that He did not come to abolish the Law but to fulfill it [Matt. 5:17]. For if there were no obligation to the Law in the Gospel, the Lord would have removed the old Law as well as its moral precepts. (3) Because in Matt. 7[:28–29] it is said that Christ taught as one who had power, that is, as a lawgiver who interprets the laws or changes them or adds to them on the basis of his authority, but not as an attorney who only explains a law on the basis of his knowledge. (4) From the fact that He concludes: “Whoever, then, annuls one of the least of these commandments and teaches people so shall be called least in the kingdom of heaven” [Matt. 5:19]. The Lord then not only explains the old Law but also commands that it be kept. (5) If the old moral Law did not pertain to Christians, why should the Lord explain and perfect it?



We respond. (1) These things are correctly published and urged against the Antinomians; but they do not harm our case at all, for who of us denies that Christ and the apostles explain, repeat, and urge the moral Law in the New Testament and that, as a result, ministers of the New Testament must also explain, repeat, and urge it? Who of us has ever declared that the moral Law does not pertain to Christians?

(2) Christ and the apostles not only preached the Gospel in the proper sense of the word—that is, the free forgiveness of sins for the sake of Christ, the Mediator, and about the public heralding of the revealed Messiah, which part of their ministry was most important—but they also employed the ministry of the Law in regard to various cases. [They] especially [did this so] that the doctrine of the moral Law might be cleansed of its Pharisaic corruptions and be restored to its pristine splendor; that people, either secure or swollen in the persuasion of their own righteousness, might be led to a knowledge of their sin and a desire for grace; that the norm of good works might be presented to the reborn, for the Law is “not destroyed by faith but rather is established by it” (Rom. 3:[31]); that they might free themselves from the false accusations of the Pharisees and false apostles, with which Christ and the apostles were burdened. I judge that these are the principal causes why, at the very beginning of His ministry, Christ wanted to lay the Law before His disciples and hearers and why the apostles faithfully followed His example: in case there had been adversaries and destroyers of the whole Law who would bring in a doctrine diametrically opposed to the Law and, in fact, one which would completely overthrow the entire shape of religious piety established by the Law and the prophets; that they might resist a perverse interpretation of the Gospel; in case some carnal license might have been introduced through this to live however one pleases, as well as the removal of the obedience due to the Law and the changing of the meaning of God as expressed in the moral Law; etc.

(3) The state of the question is being twisted, for here the controversy is not whether Christ and the apostles also taught the Law along with the doctrine of the Gospel in their ministry, but only this is asked: what is the genuine and proper doctrine of the Gospel? Christ had been sent not only for the purpose of becoming a sacrifice for sins, to fulfill the Law with His obedience and satisfaction, and to perform the other parts of His priestly office but also to take up a prophetic responsibility, to perform a ministry of teaching, and to remove corruptions from heavenly doctrine. Therefore in order to set forth the perfect form of teaching to the ministers of the church, He wanted to tie together the teaching of the Law and Gospel; in fact, He was obliged to do this, because “the knowledge of sin comes from the Law” (Rom. 3:20; 7:7). The medicine does not at all heal the one without that knowledge. Christ heals through the Gospel, but only “the contrite in heart” (Luke 4:18). He preaches forgiveness, but “to the captives,” that is, to those who acknowledge their spiritual captivity (Isa. 61:[1]). He gives rest, but “to the burdened” (Matt. 11:28). He preaches the Gospel, but “to the poor” (Matt. 11:4–[5]). But now this contrition of heart and awareness of a spiritual captivity and burden and poverty do not come except from the Law, which Christ and His apostles thus by no means neglected in their ministry. Meanwhile, the proper teaching of Christ and of the Gospel remains the joyful message of the free forgiveness of sins because of Christ, the Mediator, which has been promised to those who believe in Him, just as Christ came into the world especially for the purpose of making satisfaction for the sins of the world on the altar of the cross.

(4) Therefore we willingly admit that in Matthew 5 Christ interprets, repeats, explains, and urges the Law. But the term “perfect” [in Bellarmine’s fifth argument] is ambiguous. For if it is taken in this sense: that Christ is also teaching a more perfect Law and is prescribing more perfect works than those which have been commanded in the moral Law (something the Scholastics try to carve out of this passage)—then we deny that Christ perfects the Law in this sense. This is something that Bellarmine (De laicis, bk. 3, ch. 13) himself partly admits, for he writes as follows: “The Lord who says, ‘You have heard that it was said in ancient times: ‘An eye for an eye,’ etc. [Matt. 5:38], does not censure the old Law, nor does He forbid a magistrate to inflict a punishment commensurate with the crime. Instead, He rebukes the corrupt interpretation of the Pharisees and forbids the desire for revenge from private [citizens],” etc. In De monachis (bk. 2, ch. 9) he concedes: “Christ’s words about offering the other cheek to the one who strikes [Matt. 5:39] contain a command which should yet be understood as the preparation of one’s heart.” Also, when he collects his arguments from Scripture in the same chapter to declare the content of the evangelical counsels, he omits this word of Christ. He admits this most clearly of all where he writes (De justif., bk. 4, ch. 3): “The message of Christ was not set against the moral Law but against the corruptions of the Pharisees.” But if the word “perfect” is set against the corruptions of the Pharisees, from which Christ has vindicated the moral Law and restored it to its original perfection, we admit that He perfects the Law in this sense.

(5) Christ quite often repeats the phrase “I Myself say” [Matt. 5:22, 28, 32, 34, 39, 44] both because He was the true Lord of the Law, who published it on Mount Sinai along with the Father and the Holy Spirit, and because with authority He set His authentic explanation of the Law against the corruptions of the Pharisees. But by no means did He intend to indicate that He was giving a new and more perfect Law.

(6) The expression that “Christ taught as one having authority [ἐξουσίαν]” [Matt. 7:29] is explained very beautifully by Dr. Chemnitz (Harm. evang., ch. 37), namely, that the sense of this is that: “When Christ taught, He brought with Himself a peculiar and outstanding authority and majesty in that He kept saying ‘I say to you’ not as interpreter or under another name, but as Lord, with His own authority and under His own name, because His message had a miraculous power and energy as the Holy Spirit stirred up the hearts of His listeners to repentance and faith through His words; and because He taught with a peculiar grace, great zeal, and freedom; and because He confirmed what He taught with miracles,” etc. He clearly shows that these words must be assigned not only to the repetition of the Law but also to the proper doctrine of Christ, namely, to the message of the Gospel (Mark 1:22; Luke 4:32).





Whether the Gospel contains threats and terrors.

§ 20. Bellermine asserts that the second thing contained in the Gospel is threats and terrors. He says: “What greater threat can be imagined than that which issued from the Lord’s mouth: ‘Whoever says to his brother: “You fool,” shall be in danger of hellfire’ (Matt. 5[:22])? And: ‘Every tree that does not bear good fruit is cut down and thrown into the fire’ (Matt. 7[:19])? Similar threats occur throughout the Gospel.”

Bellarmine sees the response: one can and should respond that these threats published in the books of the New Testament pertain to the Law just as, on the other hand, the promises of the forgiveness of sins which we read in the prophets must be assigned to the Gospel. Therefore he resists our response with the following points:


(1) It is more satisfactory to correct the definition—namely, that the Gospel is both a happy and a comforting word—than to say that the greatest share of Christ’s discourses are not Christ’s words but those of Moses and that in the Gospel Christ by no means preaches the Gospel. (2) Paul (Rom. 1[:16–18]) attributes the function of frightening people to the Gospel itself when he attributes the revelation of God’s wrath to the Gospel. In fact, in the Gospel the righteousness of God from faith is revealed so that the justified might escape the wrath of God, which the same Gospel testifies is a threat to all the wicked. Thus the same apostle speaks about that day when the Lord will judge the secrets of people “according to My Gospel” (Rom. 2[:16]). (3) On the day of Pentecost, Peter received the Holy Spirit and began to preach (Acts 2[:4, 14]). Yet his listeners were terrified and pricked in their hearts because of his preaching [v. 37]. (4) Even Paul, when he preached the Gospel, terrified people. When Felix and Drusilla were listening to Paul as he discussed righteousness and decency and the judgment which was to come, Felix trembled (Acts 24[:25]). James commands the rich to weep (James 5[:1]). Jude [vv. 14–15] writes about Christ’s coming to judge. The word of the Gospel is: “Fear the Lord and give Him honor” (Rev. 14[:7]). Yet all these preached the Gospel.



From this Bellarmine concludes: “Because Christ and all the apostles frightened people when they preached the Gospel, and because the Apostles’ Creed, which contains a summary of the Gospel, also has an article about the judgment to come,4 it is false that the proper function of the Law is to terrify and that this does not pertain to the Gospel.”

We respond. (1) None of us denies that Christ and the apostles gave out threats in their sermons, but we expressly deny that these pertain to the Gospel in the proper sense of the word. It is trifling for him to argue in this way, that the largest part of Christ’s sermons pertain to the Law of Moses, because Christ proclaimed as much Gospel as legal threats with respect to the occasion and the hearers, and in this respect notice should be taken not so much of the number as of the condition of the occasion and of the hearers. Christ wanted to begin His preaching with an explanation of the Law for the reasons noted above [§ 19 (2)], but especially that the comfort of the Gospel might find a place in the hearts of His hearers. Later, He most frequently provided truly evangelical consolation to His hearers. In the same way, as often as Christ dealt with the impenitent and the secure or even with the Pharisees and others enthralled with the conviction of their own righteousness, He taught them the Law to bring them to the knowledge of their sins. But whenever He had to deal with consciences terrified by an awareness of their sins, He provided them with the comfort of the Gospel, as is seen throughout the Gospel account.

(2) Not only does Paul never say that God’s wrath is revealed in the Gospel, but he also contradicts this and attributes it to the natural and moral Law, as the digression of the first and second chapters of Romans shows clearly. “For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness of men, for what can be known about God is manifest in them”—namely, through the Law of nature (Rom. 1:18–19). “All who have sinned without the Law will perish without the Law, and all who have sinned under the Law will be judged under the Law” (Rom. 2:12). “The Law works wrath” (Rom. 4:15). In regard to the Gospel he declares the opposite: “It was promised beforehand through the prophets in Holy Scripture” (Rom. 1:2). “It is the power of God for salvation to everyone who believes” (Rom. 1:16). “The righteousness of God has been revealed apart from the Law, with the confirming testimony of the Law and the prophets,” etc. (Rom. 3:21). In this sense and respect the Gospel can be called “the message of repentance that accuses unbelief,” which will be explained and expounded in detail in its own place [§§ 105–18].

(3) Peter (Acts 2[:22–23]) declares the wrath and judgment of God to the Israelites because they crucified Christ, the Son of God, which was by far the greatest and most serious sin. But now, “through the Law comes the knowledge of sin” (Rom. 3:20). Peter says, “You killed Christ through the hands of lawless men” ([Acts 2:]23); but now, “sin is lawlessness” (1 John 3:4), the recognition of which comes only through the Law. Therefore it is by this that Peter’s audience was pricked in their hearts, and it is to such pricked hearts that he delivers the promise of the Gospel regarding the free forgiveness of sin ([Acts 2:37–]38).

(4) Paul not only taught the faith which is in Christ from the Gospel, but he also discussed the righteousness, chastity, and the judgment to come from the Law as he revealed the norm of piety and holy behavior to Felix so that the latter would not think that the Gospel gave liberty to the flesh. Let the judgment be the same concerning the discourses of James, Jude, and John. They taught both chief parts of heavenly doctrine to their hearers, both Law and Gospel in the proper sense of the word. Indeed, they had to do that, for the Law without the Gospel creates either hypocrites or people in despair, and the Gospel without the Law feeds the security of the flesh. Thus, though we must distinguish Law and Gospel carefully, yet in actual practice—in true repentance and in the true preaching of repentance—they are very intimately connected, in fact, “by a very near mathematical conjunction,” as Dr. Luther correctly writes in his commentary on Galatians 3.5 The angel does not frighten but rather has “the eternal Gospel to proclaim to those who dwell on earth” and announces the joyful hour of the judgment, not of that final judgment, but of that in which God will judge the Antichrist, after he has been revealed (Rev. 14:6).

(5) The article of the last judgment strikes terror in the unrepentant and unbelieving but offers most efficacious consolation to those who are truly devout and who believe in Christ, “who will not be judged”—namely, with the severe and damning harshness of the judgment (John 3:18)—neither will they “come into judgment” (John 5:24), because Christ has “freed them from the wrath to come” (1 Thess. 1:10). Thus for these people it will be “a day of redemption” (Luke 21:28), a “day of refreshment” (Acts 3:[20]), a “day of restitution” ([Acts 3:21]); these will be invited to the heavenly wedding feast of the Lamb (Rev. 19:[9]). In this respect the article of the last judgment pertains to the Gospel. But for the wicked and unbelieving it will be a day of wrath and vengeance, a day of judgment and condemnation, on which day the curse of the Law will mete out its effect on those who are subject to it.

§ 21. Before Bellarmine goes on to the third thing which he says is contained in the Gospel—namely, conditional promises—he first tries to respond to this argument: if threats belong to the Gospel, why is it called “good news”? He says: “The word ‘Gospel’ is used to indicate an office and especially the office of apostolic preaching. But it does not follow that there are not also other offices of the Gospel, though not described by this name, as a key [clavis] is so called because it locks [claudit], and yet it also opens; and the tongue [lingua] is called the instrument of licking [lingendi], though it is also the instrument of speaking.”

We respond. Although the word “Gospel” is used generally for all the preaching of Christ and of the apostles, it is certain that the title comes from the more important part of the doctrine, namely, the promise of grace. Furthermore, we have already shown [§§ 13–16] that “Gospel,” properly and specifically, is used for the joyful news of the free forgiveness of sins because of Christ, the Mediator, which [definition] we have given as something confirmed not only from the interpretation of the word alone but also on the basis of the specific application of prophetic and apostolic Scripture, and therefore on the basis of the real foundation. Therefore, though etymologies do not always express the entire nature of a thing, nevertheless the remaining arguments still prove that it is so in this example since the terrible news of the divine wrath is never called “Gospel” when it is taken up distinctly and separately.

** There is also a dissimilarity in the examples. The instrument of opening and locking is everywhere called a key, whether it opens or locks, and it is never given a distinct name by which it is called an “instrument for opening.” But there is a specific word given in addition to “Gospel” to denote the sad news of wrath and repentance, namely, the word “Law” (Meisner, Sobr. phil., part 2, sect. 1, ch. 2, q. 18). **

The points that Bellarmine adds about the accusation of unbelief through the Gospel and also about the difference between the Old and New Testaments will have their own places later [§§ 105, 111; §§ 53–63, 119–26].





Whether conditional promises are contained in the Gospel.

§ 22. Thus we proceed to the third thing which Bellarmine tries to prove is contained in the Gospel, namely, conditional promises. He says:


Let us come to the third difference which is especially proper to this locus. That evangelical promises are conditional and not absolute we prove thus, first, from Matt. 5[:20]: “Unless your righteousness exceeds that of the scribes and Pharisees, you will not enter into the kingdom of heaven.” Surely this is a promise of the Gospel because it looks for the kingdom of heaven; and yet it requires a condition of righteousness which is not imputed but actual and operating and which consists of the perfect keeping of the Commandments, as the point of contrast also teaches in the same place.



We respond. Bellarmine’s argument comes from a false hypothesis, namely, that wherever eternal life is promised, there an evangelical promise is being set forth. [It is false] because the Law also promises eternal life, but with the condition added about perfect fulfillment. “I have set before you life and death” (Deut. 30:15). “Do this, and you will live” (Luke 10:28). “Doing them, a man will live in them” (Gal. 3:[12]). Surely it is clear that the saying in Matt. 5[:20] is being contrasted to the righteousness of the Pharisees, which was not overflowing, sufficient, and perfect. Therefore Christ requires a more abundant and more perfect righteousness which is the righteousness of faith, which Bellarmine here calls “imputed” but which he elsewhere calls “putative” by way of insult. The Pharisees were “followers of the Law of righteousness and did not submit themselves to the righteousness of faith” (Rom. 10:3). They saw that there was a need for the fulfillment of the Law for righteousness and eternal life, but they noticed that it was impossible to fulfill every tiny detail in the Law as regards the inner emotions in the mind, will, and heart; as regards some faults in one’s gestures, in a little word, with all one’s heart and all one’s strength, in perfect conformity. Thus they invented a distinction: that some commandments of the Law are important, and some are very insignificant; and that though a person may not perfectly satisfy the commandments referring to the inner emotions or affections of the heart, if he merely keeps, as he is able, the important commandments about external works, he could be righteous before God and could earn the kingdom of God with such righteousness. This was the teaching of the Pharisees, as is quite obvious from that speech [of Christ]. But Christ sets His own response against this quite severely and declares that no one can enter the kingdom of heaven through the imperfect righteousness which fulfills in one way or another only some small portion of the Law having to do with external works. Thus from His people He requires a more perfect and abundant—that is, the most perfect, most full, most complete—fulfillment of the Law. Because they do not find this in themselves, they should seek it by faith and apprehend it through Christ “who is the end of the Law for the righteousness of all who believe” (Rom. 10:4).

From this righteousness of faith a righteousness of works springs forth in the regenerate which is also in many ways more perfect in the reborn than the external righteousness of the Pharisees: because it proceeds from a renewed spirit and is connected with an inner obedience of the heart; because it is spontaneous, voluntary, and not mercenary; because it has regard for the entire Law, not just for some small part of it; because it proceeds from a sincere heart, not a hypocritical one, and from a genuine love for God; and because it seeks only God’s glory and not its own convenience or honor. Therefore the righteousness of faith and the righteousness of works in the reborn is more perfect and more abundant than pharisaical righteousness. Nevertheless since the reborn “serve the law of sin with their flesh” while they “serve the Law of God with their mind” (Rom. 7:25), and because imperfections and stains cling even to the works of the regenerate, they cannot enter the kingdom of God through and because of their works since those works are imperfect and unclean. And thus in the question as to how they may be able to enter the kingdom of heaven, they flee for refuge not to the pharisaical righteousness of the flesh, not to their own imperfect spiritual obedience, but in faith to the completely perfect righteousness of Christ.

The foregoing comes from the very learned Chemnitz (Harm. evangel., ch. 51, p. 337). From them it is quite obvious that Christ’s statement not only gives Bellarmine no support but also very strongly opposes him, for he also argues that some sins are venial by their own nature, that some sins can be committed beyond rather than against the Law, that inner concupiscence is not a sin, that the commandment to love shows only the end toward which we should struggle but does not obligate us to its perfect fulfillment, that the works of the reborn are perfect and merit eternal life, etc., just as the Pharisees formerly kept perverting the genuine doctrine of the Law with their distinction between the greatest and the least commandments. Certainly Christ requires a more perfect righteousness from His own people than the righteousness of the Pharisees, that they may be able to enter the kingdom of heaven. But this is the righteousness of faith, as will be demonstrated later in its own place [§ 65]. In fact, He also requires a more perfect righteousness of works from the reborn than was the righteousness of the Pharisees, yet it does not follow from this that they can enter the kingdom of heaven through and because of it.





Matthew 19[:17]: “If you wish to enter into life, keep the Commandments.” Luke 10[:28]: “Do this, and you will live.”

§ 23. Bellarmine goes on and seeks a second foundation of proof in the statements of Christ: “If you wish to enter into life, keep the Commandments” (Matt. 19[:17]) and “Do this, and you will live” (Luke 10[:28]). He says, “These are very obvious promises of eternal life, and yet they demand the very obvious condition of obedience.” To prevent anyone from being able to counter, saying that Christ spoke these words ironically to indicate that it was impossible for anyone to keep the divine Commandments, Bellarmine calls up four points:


(1) If the response was ironic, it would be so because it was being directed to the lawyers or Pharisees. But Christ addresses His apostles in the same way, not ironically but properly and seriously: “If you know these things, you will be blessed if you do them” [John 13:17]. “You are My friends if you do what I command you” [John 15:14]. “If you forgive people their sins, your Father in heaven will also forgive you” [Matt. 6:14]. (2) The man to whom the Lord said, “If you wish to enter into life, keep the Commandments” [Matt. 19:17], was neither a scribe nor a Pharisee but a rich young man, and he did not come to test Christ but to learn the way of salvation. (3) The man to whom the Lord said, “Do this, and you will live” [Luke 10:28], was a lawyer and came to the Lord intending to test Him. But this testing was not to trick the Lord but to investigate what the Lord was teaching in regard to the way of salvation. (4) When Christ was tempted slyly and deceitfully, He was not accustomed to responding ironically but in straightforward fashion.



We respond. (1) The passage in Matthew 19 will be dealt with in subsequent paragraphs when works of supererogation will be considered [§§ 97–98]. Here we point out that it has no connection with this argument. Christ did not speak ironically but seriously and directly. Therefore He was setting forth the proper doctrine of the Gospel. In fact, He intended to urge the Law and the perfect fulfillment of the Law to lead His listeners away from the false opinion of their own righteousness with which they had become fascinated, and toward the knowledge of their sin and their lack of power, and to stir up within them the desire for a physician with His demonstration of their ailment.

(2) That the young man who addresses Christ in Matthew 19 was swollen with an opinion of his own righteousness and perfect fulfillment of the Law is quite clear from the text, for he says, “All these have I kept from my youth” (v. [20]). In Luke 18:[18] he is called a “ruler,” which title is given to the Pharisee Nicodemus (John 3:1). It is obvious, then, that this young man was well versed in the school of the Pharisees and was associating the fulfillment of the divine Law with some sort of external obedience. That is why he shapes his question in this way: “What good thing shall I do that I may inherit eternal life?” [Matt. 19:16]. Surely he wants to be saved through his own works. Thus Christ also says this particularly to convince him that he loves neither God nor man perfectly because he is unwilling to desert all his substance and give his goods to the poor on account of God’s specific command.

(3) That the lawyer mentioned in Luke 10 was puffed up with an opinion of his own righteousness is also clear from the text, for he asks, “What shall I do to inherit eternal life?” (v. 25). In substance he is saying: “You call Your disciples blessed because they see and listen to You, and yet my colleagues and I hope for eternal life. God gave us the Law through Moses that He might thereby show us the way to eternal life. We have no doubt but that we are going to enter eternal life through our observance of the Law, or can You teach us a better and shorter way?” Therefore Christ sends him back to the Law. He says, “What is written in the Law?” (v. 26). After he recites the summary of the Law word for word, Christ adds: “You have answered correctly. Do this, and you will live” (v. 28), which is to say: Better and more excellent works cannot be found than those that have been commanded in the Law. But a knowledge of the Law is insufficient. One must also keep it. Just any kind of obedience is insufficient. Rather, a perfect obedience, absolute in every detail, is required, and this is something the lawyer lacked, who “desired to justify himself ” [v. 29], that is, who “trusted in himself that he was righteous” (Luke 18:9). Christ proves this clearly from the fact that he did not know who his neighbor was, much less did he fulfill the Law perfectly by loving him. In fact, with the parable He teaches him the corruption of our nature introduced through sin, the powerlessness of the Law for salvation, and the benefit of the heavenly Samaritan to lead him to the true road to salvation.

(4) Therefore in this way Christ gave various responses on the basis of the diversity of questioners and listeners. When people who were enamored of an opinion of their own righteousness came to Him and asked what they should do and with what works they should gain eternal life for themselves, He then sent them back to the Law, since there is no rule of works more holy and perfect than the teaching of the Law, and by being perfectly obedient to this Law they certainly could acquire eternal life. Yet Christ does not declare on account of this that the young man or the lawyer or any other people of that ilk did or can fulfill the Law perfectly. Rather, He points this out that He may convince them that they cannot fulfill the Law perfectly. But when He was approached by people who were terrified by a sense of sin and were contrite, He did not send them back to the Law but rather set before them the true comforts of the Gospel, as the Gospel accounts demonstrate throughout. Indeed, such people were aware of their ailment, they desired a physician, they were looking for consolation while all the rest, touched with a spiritual madness, were dreaming that they were healthy.

(5) So clearly there is nothing to Bellarmine’s saying, “Christ did not return evil for good and therefore did not answer ironically but in a straightforward fashion.” Far be it from us that we attribute an ironic answer—that is, in the sense of being sly and deceitful—to Christ. Nor did this occur to Dr. Luther in his commentary on Galatians 3. Rather, he says the same thing we have shown before in detail, namely, that Christ wanted to call those who were enthralled by an opinion of their own righteousness back to the Law to bring them to a knowledge of their sin and of their weakness.

(6) But a little later [§§ 24, 27] we shall give an explanation of the sense and respect in which Christ demands the condition of good works and of new obedience from His apostles and therefore from all the reborn.





Romans 8[:13]: “If by the Spirit you put to death the deeds of the flesh, you will live.” 2 Timothy 2[:11]: “If we have died with Him, we shall also live with Him,” etc.

§ 24. The third foundation by which Bellarmine tries to prove that the Gospel promises are conditional he draws from the teaching of the apostles, who teach conditions of works throughout their writings: “If by the Spirit you put to death the works of the flesh, you will live. We are fellow heirs of Christ, provided we suffer with Him” (Rom. 8:13, 17). “If we have died with Him, we shall also live with Him; if we endure, we shall also reign with Him” (2 Tim. 2:11–12). “If you fulfill the royal Law” (James 2:8). “There will be richly provided for you an entrance into the eternal kingdom” (2 Pet. 1:11:). “If we confess our sins, He is faithful and just to forgive our sins” (1 John 1:9). “He who conquers, to him I shall grant to sit with Me on My throne” (Rev. 3:21).

We respond. These statements are not of one kind since some demand repentance, some prescribe a new obedience, some preach about the cross, which is the perpetual visitor and companion of the devout. In general we say that in these and similar declarations the following are required of the reborn: a mortification of the old man, a zeal for the new obedience, and patience in [bearing] the cross. These are not the sort of condition or cause on account of which they obtain righteousness, salvation, and eternal life, since righteousness is imputed to us through faith from the grace of Christ, since eternal life is the free gift of God and not the merit of our works, and, finally, since these statements are made to the reborn—that is, they were written to those who have been justified through true faith in Christ and are heirs of eternal life.

Rather, these conditions are added to express: (1) Who they are who finally obtain the full possession of eternal life in actuality, namely, those who have worked in the vineyard of the Lord [cf. Matt. 20:1–16], who have persevered, who have overcome, etc. “He who endures to the end will be saved” (Matt. 10:22). “He who conquers will be clad thus in white garments,” etc. (Rev. 3:5).

(2) To what end righteousness, eternal life, and the gift of the Holy Spirit are conferred upon us through true faith in Christ, namely, that from now on we may give thanks to God and no longer live according to the flesh but in the newness of the Spirit [cf. Rom. 7:6; 8:5, 12–13]. “God6 made redemption so that we, being delivered out of the hand of our enemies, might serve Him in holiness and righteousness” (Luke 1:74). “Christ gave Himself for us to redeem us from all iniquity and to purify for Himself a people of His own who are very zealous for good deeds” (Titus 2:14).

(3) In what works we can and should test our obedience to God so that we are not only called but also indeed are the children of God. “Love your enemies that you may be the children of your heavenly Father” (Matt. 5:44–45). “If you fulfill the royal Law according to Scripture—‘You shall love your neighbor as yourself ’—you do well” (James 2:8).

(4) In what way they who have received the forgiveness of sins, who are contending for the offered prize of eternal life, must walk. “Run that you may obtain the prize” (1 Cor. 9:24). “I have fought the good fight. I have finished the race. I have kept the faith” (2 Tim. 4:7).

(5) So that, given the exception of the cross, there might be an understanding of the promises of the bodily and spiritual rewards, of temporal and eternal rewards, and that [it might be understood that] it is glory to finally attain the cross. “Through much tribulation we must enter into the kingdom of heaven” (Acts 14:22). “We are heirs together with Him if we suffer with Him” (Rom. 8:17).

(6) That forgiveness of sins, salvation, and eternal life by no means come to the secure, to the impenitent, to those who continue in their sins but rather to those who grieve over them sincerely, who embrace Christ in faith, and who show their faith by their works. “If we confess our sins, He is faithful and just to forgive our sins” (1 John 1:9).

(7) By what external signs inner faith and the indwelling of the Holy Spirit are shown. “By this all men will know that you are My disciples, if you have love one for another” (John 13:35). “If you keep My commandments, you will abide in My love” (John 15:10). “By this we may be sure that we know Him, if we keep His commandments” (1 John 2:3).

(8) Finally, these conditions are added because through sins against conscience the reborn do fall away from the grace of God, because they do strike away the Holy Spirit, because they do lose faith and eternal life. “If a righteous man turns away from righteousness, will he live?” (Ezek. 18:24). “If you live according to the flesh, you will die” (Rom. 8:13).

Briefly, these arguments and reasons prove the necessity of works in the reborn, and because of them these conditional particles are added. This will be fully discussed in the treatise On Good Works [Commonplace XX, §§ 21–61].





Ezekiel 18[:21]: “But if a wicked man turns away from all his sins,” etc., “he will live.”

§ 25. Bellarmine takes the fourth part of his proof from the teaching of the prophet: “Conditions are added to the prophetic promises about the forgiveness of sins, conditions of repentance and of obedience to God’s Commandments. ‘But if a wicked man turns away from all his sins and does justice and judgment, he will live’ ” (Ezek. 18:21).

We respond. The Gospel teaches that eternal life is the free gift of God which believers obtain through and because of Christ, as will be shown in detail in its own place [cf. On Justification through Faith (Commonplace XIX), §§ 31–63]. Therefore its promise cannot depend upon being penitent and doing what is right as if upon a meritorious condition. But true conversion to God is being described, whose most important part is faith in Christ, and this description is on the basis of conversion’s fruits and consequences, namely, a turning away from wickedness and obedience to God’s commands. In the same way, these are connected in Scripture: to turn away from evil and to do good [Ps. 34:14], to hate sin and to pursue justice [Isa. 1:16–17], to put off the old man and to put on the new [Eph. 4:22–24; Col. 3:9–10], to put aside the works of darkness and to put on the armor of light [Rom. 13:12]. True conversion to God can be separated from these fruits as little as heat from fire or brightness from the sun. Yet no merit for the remission of sins or for eternal life can be attributed to these fruits, since they are obtained only through faith in Christ.





In what way faith is required in the promises of the Gospel.

§ 26. Bellarmine takes his fifth argument from the concession of our side:


Our adversaries do not deny that faith is required in the promises of the Gospel. From this it follows, first, that it is false to say that they deny that the promises of the Gospel are conditional because some condition—namely, faith—is required in them. Second, it is false that the condition of fulfilling the Law is not required, for Scripture teaches, as is clear from the passages cited, that the condition of fulfilling the Law is required with the same words or words even more clear than those with which the Scripture teaches that the condition of faith is required for salvation.



We respond. (1) When we deny that the promises of the Gospel are conditional, we are not excluding every condition but in particular the condition of our merits so that in this way the conditional may be contrasted to the free. Bellarmine denies that these are opposed to each other because the very obedience of the Law is a gift of God so that in this way God gives grace for grace, that is, the grace of indulgence7 for the grace of repentance, the grace of eternal life for the grace of merit. But it must be carefully noticed that we are not simply contrasting something free with something conditional but only in a certain respect, namely, in the article of justification. Faith and works are not simply and absolutely opposed to each other of themselves, but rather they are subordinate8 and are surely related to each other with respect to cause and effect, for faith reveals itself through works of love and works provide a witness of faith. Nevertheless, in the act of justification, the apostle’s contrasts of opposites become clear: to the believer, not to the doer [Gal. 2:16]; from the Gospel, not from the Law [Rom. 3:20–22]; from grace, not from works [Eph. 2:8–9]; from God, not from ourselves, etc. [2 Cor. 3:5]. [More] on this in its own place [cf. On Justification through Faith (Commonplace XIX), § 155].

(2) Thus the condition of faith is different from the condition of works. The former is not opposed to a free gift, just as the act of taking a gift, which occurs through the hand of a beggar, is not opposed to the generosity of the donor. But [works] are expressly contrasted [to grace] as opposite: “But if it is by grace, it is no longer by works” (Rom. 11:6). This is expressed by others as follows. The conjunction “if ” is either etiological or syllogistic [est αἰτιολογική aut συλλογιστική]; that is, it designates cause or consequence. In the legal expression “If you do this, you will live,” the particle “if ” is etiological, for obedience indeed is the reason why eternal life is given to those who keep the Law. But in the promises of the Gospel—“If you believe, you will be saved”—the particle “if ” is syllogistic, for it denotes the divinely appointed means of application, belonging to faith alone.

(3) Thus it is a corruption of the most beautiful statement [of grace] to say that God gives the grace of eternal life in return for the grace of merits, the grace of indulgence in return for the grace of repentance—for this explanation agrees with neither the context nor the analogy of faith. The meaning of the statement is that, because of the grace by which the Father loves and receives His Son, who was made under the Law for us [Gal. 4:4], He also makes us pleasing and acceptable to Himself (Rom. 5:15; Eph. 1:6). By His own obedience and suffering Christ acquired His Father’s grace for us; and, because of that grace, we who believe are also in His grace. The forgiveness of sins is given to the penitent, and eternal life is given to those who do good because of faith. But our repentance is not merit for forgiveness, nor are our works merit for eternal life.





Whether the Gospel requires the condition of obedience.

§ 27. Akin to this argument of Bellarmine is the one in his preceding chapter (ch. 1 of De justificatione, bk. 4), which he produces clothed with this pretense: “If the Gospel requires no condition of obedience but is content with faith alone, certainly the man who does nothing good will be living in harmony with the Gospel.”

We respond. (1) The consequent concludes more than the antecedent allows. For though the Gospel declares the free remission of sins for Christ’s sake and in this respect requires no condition of works as the merit and cause of the forgiveness of sins, nevertheless it cannot be inferred from this that he lives in harmony with the Gospel who performs no good work, because through the word of the Gospel not only the forgiveness of sins is given to those who believe but also the Holy Spirit, who writes the Law of God in our hearts (Gal. 3:2; Jer. 31:[33]) and who “drives us” to good works of every kind (Rom. 8:14), so that in this way the Law and the Gospel are in practice very closely related.

(2) He is ignoring the fact that though the very faith which the preaching of the Gospel kindles in people’s hearts looks only to Christ in the matter of justification and gains the free remission of sins, yet it is the property and nature of faith that it becomes efficacious through love and the other fruits of the Spirit (Gal. 5:6) and cannot stand together with sins against conscience.

(3) So when it is asked who lives in harmony with the Gospel, the question is no longer about justification but about the life and behavior of a person who has been justified by faith in Christ. Thus in this respect that person is said to be living in harmony with the Gospel who displays his faith through works, since faith which springs from the preaching of the Gospel is efficacious through works. “Only let your manner of life be worthy of the Gospel of Christ, with one mind striving side by side for the faith of the Gospel” (Phil. 1:27).

(4) The false apostles formed the same objection against St. Paul, who responded: “Do we then overthrow the Law by this faith? By no means! On the contrary, we uphold the Law” (Rom. 3:31). Let Bellarmine claim the same response for himself. Do we overthrow works by the Gospel? By no means! On the contrary, we uphold works, because through the Gospel faith and the Holy Spirit are given so that those who believe may walk in good works and bring forth the God-pleasing fruits of righteousness. Anselm writes very beautifully (commentary on Galatians 3):


Through the Law comes the knowledge of sin; through faith comes the receiving of grace against sin; through grace comes the cleansing of the soul from the fault of sin; through the cleansing of the soul comes the freedom of choice; through free choice comes the love of righteousness; through the love of righteousness comes the working of the Law; and through this the Law is not overthrown but upheld by faith, because faith obtains grace by which the Law is fulfilled, and grace cleanses the will by which one freely loves righteousness.







Whether the Gospel requires both faith and works.

§ 28. Bellarmine responds: “The Gospel requires faith; faith requires works. Therefore the Gospel also requires works, if not immediately, then mediately.”

We respond. (1) Both premises are laboring under ambiguity. The Gospel does require faith, but not in the same way as the Law requires works, by way of coercion. Rather, the Gospel is the efficacious instrument through which the Holy Spirit kindles faith in people’s hearts. The Law does require works, but it does not give the power to do them; the Gospel requires faith but gives the power to believe. It is in this sense that it is called “the word of faith” [Rom. 10:8], “the hearing and preaching of faith” [Rom. 10:17; Gal. 3:2, 5]. Therefore just as the connection between what is related and the correlate is permanent,9 so also we can say that faith is required in the Gospel as something correlated, because faith is that instrument by which we apprehend Christ’s benefits which are offered in the word of the Gospel. Faith requires works; that is, true faith shows itself through works and produces good fruits like a generous and fertile tree. With these fruits it proves itself as pleasing to God and as dutiful to men.

(2) Thus though in a sound sense it can be said that the faith that springs from the Gospel requires works, yet from this it cannot and should not be inferred that either the Gospel or the faith which springs from the Gospel requires works to earn or accomplish justification, because they are not required as the cause or merit for justification but as the consequence and effect of it. To this pertains the common saying that faith has a twofold working [ἐνέργειαν]: one formal, which is seen in the Gospel and apprehends Christ with all His benefits and which thus justifies; the other effective, which shows itself through good works, of which the rule and norm is the divine Law.

(3) From ambiguous premises comes an ambiguous conclusion. “The Gospel requires works” can be understood in two ways: first, that it is the doctrine and rule of good works; that it requires new and more perfect works than those which have been prescribed in the Law; that it demands works by way of force. In this sense we reject the proposition. The second way is that the benefit of the Gospel is not only the remission of sins but also the renewal through which we are prepared for good works; that faith kindled through the Gospel necessarily shows itself through good works; that works are required of those who believe the Gospel. In this sense we tolerate that proposition after first explaining the misuse of words under which it labors.


 

1 I.e., matter; that from which something arises or of which it consists.

2 I.e., their aim, purpose, or goal. An end is the cause for which a doer acts or that for whose sake something happens.

3 It is “proper” when it always befits or belongs to something and befits or belongs to that thing alone.

4 See the Second Article of the Apostles’ Creed (Concordia, 16).

5 Lectures on Galatians (1535), WA 40/1:527 (cf. AE 26:343).

6 Read Deus with Cotta instead of Deum.

7 indulgentiae, or “pardon.”

8 Things or propositions are subordinate to each other when they do not contradict each other and one is categorized under the other.

9 Among the rules governing relations, Johann Micraelius states: “Related things are together both in nature and in recognition, so that when one is posited, the other is posited too, and when one is recognized, the other is recognized too.” Micraelius uses “father” and “son” as an example (Lexicon Philosophicum, s.v. “Relatio”).







CHAPTER III: THE PRINCIPAL AND MINISTERIAL CAUSES OF THE GOSPEL

The principal cause of the Gospel.

§ 29. Up to this point we have demonstrated that the proper doctrine of the Gospel is the joyful news of the free remission of sins for Christ’s sake. From this the difference between the Law and the Gospel, and whether the Gospel properly speaking is the preaching of repentance, is readily concluded. But before we go on to explain these questions, it is worthwhile first to declare the genuine nature of the Gospel with a more detailed investigation according to the rules of method.1

Therefore let us begin with the efficient cause.2 We say that the principal cause3 of the Gospel is the entire Holy Trinity, both with regard to the decree and with regard to the revelation. As for the first, we say that God the Father along with the Son and the Holy Spirit decreed from eternity that for the remedy of Adam’s fall and sin—the foreknowledge of which could by no means escape the omniscient God—the Second Person of the Trinity, God the Son, in the fullness of time would assume a human nature and by suffering and dying in [this nature] make satisfaction for the sins of people and complete a redemption for the whole human race [cf. Gal. 4:4–5]. The benefits of the Son, the Mediator, must be declared to people through the word of the Gospel and must be conferred on those who through true faith believe in Him for salvation and eternal life. With respect to this decree, the Gospel is called “the mystery which was kept secret for long ages” (Rom. 16:25); “the mystery hidden in God for ages” (Eph. 3:9); “the mystery hidden for ages and generations” (Col. 1:26); “the purpose and grace which He gave us in Christ Jesus before the times of the world” (2 Tim. 1:9); “the hope of eternal life which God, who never lies, promised before the times of the world” (Titus 1:2); “the eternal Gospel” (Rev. 14:6).





The internal impulsive cause of the decree of the Gospel.

The internal impulsive cause4 [προηγούμενον αἴτιον] of the Gospel decree is the immense mercy of God, the intercession of the Son of God, and the promise of satisfaction given in time, in which respect the admirable balance [temperamentum] of divine justice and mercy must be considered. It is due to His love that the Son has been established as our Mediator, and He is said to have reconciled us to God, which the weakness of our mind cannot grasp fully. Leo (Sermon 1, De jejun. decim. mens.): “In the works and judgments of God nothing is free from the truth of His justice; nothing is free from the compassion of His mercy.”





The external [impulsive cause].

The external impulsive cause [προκαταρκτικὸν αἴτιον] is the miserable condition of the human race into which mankind would have been hurled headlong by the deceit of the devil and would have become liable to eternal death unless the decree of the Gospel had been made and, after the fall, revealed to man. Here again the marvelous balance of divine zeal and kindness must be considered. For since man, the wretched creature of God, had been deceived wickedly by the devil, God thus burned with a very righteous wrath against the devil but revealed Himself to man as kind and benevolent. “Jehovah saw that there was no man and wondered that there was no one to intervene; so His own arm brought Him victory, and His justice confirmed Him. He put on justice as a breastplate and a helmet of salvation upon His head; He put on the garment of vengeance and put on zeal as a mantle. As though because of retributions, as though to repay wrath to His adversaries, He will come to Zion as Redeemer” (Isa. 59:16–18, 20). “The zeal of Jehovah of hosts will do this,” (Isa. 9:7).





The revealing of the Gospel is the work of the entire Holy Trinity.

§ 30. Whatever pertains to the manifestation of the Gospel is also correctly attributed to the entire Holy Trinity. It is true that the Son of God alone, who was going to assume the human nature into the unity of His person and was going to perform the work of redemption in [that nature], was established from the beginning as the messenger and interpreter of that Gospel decree. (For it is He who set forth in Paradise the First Gospel promise about “the woman’s Seed who would bruise the serpent’s head,” Gen. 3:15, and for this reason the Chaldaic paraphrase says, v. 8: “They heard the voice of the Word,” the Second Person of the Trinity. It is He who appeared to Abraham and to the other patriarchs and repeated the promise of the Messiah, and for this reason He is called “the Word,” John 1:1, the reason for which title is, among others, that “no one has ever seen God; the Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, He Himself has told us” John 1:18. Irenaeus beautifully notes the use of the word “revealed” here and elsewhere in reference to Christ and writes, bk. 4, ch. 14: “Not only was this said in the future, as if the Word then would begin to reveal the Father when He was born of Mary, but was placed throughout every time in common. For from the beginning the Son, standing by, reveals His Father in His own image to all to whom the Father wishes, when He wishes, and how He wishes; and because of this, in and through all things there is one God the Father, and one Word, and one Son, and one Spirit, and one faith and salvation for all who believe in Him.” Nazianzen, Orat. 2 de Filio, also gives this reason, among others, as to why the Son is called the Word: “on account of the revelation.”) Nevertheless neither the Father nor the Holy Spirit should be removed from the work of revelation since “the works of the Trinity are undivided in regard to externals” since “the Father is in the Son and the Son in the Father” (John 14:11); [also] since “the message that the Son has spoken is not His but the Father’s, who sent Him” (John 14:24); [also] since “the Son of God does not speak from Himself, but the Father, who dwells in Him, does His works and speaks” (John 14:10); and, finally, since “the Holy Spirit spoke through the mouth of the prophets” who repeated the promises of the Gospel (Luke 1:70); [and] since “the Spirit of Christ foretold the sufferings of Christ in the prophets” (1 Pet. 1:11).





Whether the Son is the “contributory cause” of the Gospel.

§ 31. Therefore even though God the Father manifested the Gospel through His Son in the Holy Spirit, nevertheless far be it from us to declare with Bucanus (Loci, ch. 20, p. 189) that the “contributory cause” [συναίτιον]5 of the Gospel is the Son of God. In fact, He is not the contributory cause, but along with the Father and the Holy Spirit He is the proper cause [κύριον αἴτιον] of this revelation. “That which does it in God is one deity common to the three,” as the rule of Nazianzen states (Orat. 2 de theol.), which was constructed from Christ’s statement (John 5:19): “For whatever the Father does, these things the Son does likewise.” As the essence of the Father and the Son is one, so also there is one power to act which They show equally and undividedly in Their works toward externals, though the order and distinction of the persons is preserved.

What will Bucanus give to us as the reason for setting up the Son of God as the contributory cause of this revelation since he does not make distinct mention of the Holy Spirit, whom, on the basis of his own hypothesis, he also ought to have established as the contributory cause for this work? For the fact that he is speaking about the Son of God as He is revealed in the flesh or, what is the same, about Christ considered according to His human nature cannot be overturned. For in this respect, in the question immediately following, he assigns Christ to the instrumental cause, or to those [causes] through which the Gospel has been revealed to the world. That is more tolerable than the prior idea. Indeed, God is said to have spoken to us in His Son (Heb. 1:1). Yet this must be taken carefully because Christ the man is not someone other [ἄλλος] than Christ our God but is one and the same person, and since in the manifestation of the Gospel Christ acts not merely as man but according to both natures.





The instrumental cause of the Gospel.

§ 32. We assign the following to the instrumental causes. (1) The patriarchs of the Old Testament. For who would doubt that the promise of the Gospel about the woman’s Seed [Gen. 3:15] was handed down and repeated by Adam to his descendants? Let this judgment stand concerning Abel, Noah, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. As often as they are said to have built an altar to the Lord and to have sacrificed to God upon it, they looked in faith toward the promised Messiah and set forth to their hearers the promise of the Seed, in which all nations of the earth were going to be blessed [Gen. 22:18].

(2) The prophets and priests of the Old Testament. The former explained the promise of the Messiah and made it more clear along with the teaching of the Law while the latter, as it were, described the same in their sacrifices.

(3) The angel of the Lord who told the good news of Christ’s birth to the shepherds in Bethlehem (Luke 2:10[–11]): “I announce a great joy to you, for there is born to you today the Savior of the world.”

(4) John the Baptist, who pointed his finger at Christ and called Him “the Lamb of God” (John 1:29, 36) and with this very brief statement embraced the summary of the Gospel.

(5) The apostles who, on the basis of Christ’s command, “preached the Gospel to every creature” (Mark 16:15), “so that the preaching of the Gospel brought forth fruit throughout the world” (Col. 1:6, 23).

(6) All the faithful ministers of the Word and preachers of the Gospel, but especially blessed Luther, through whom in these most recent times God has cleansed the teaching of the Gospel and in great clemency restored it to its original apostolic splendor. For that reason we do not hesitate to refer the prophecy to him: “Then I saw another angel flying in mid-heaven, with an eternal Gospel to proclaim to those who dwell on earth, to every nation and tribe and tongue and people, saying with a loud voice: ‘Fear God and give Him honor, for the hour of His judgment has come; and worship Him who made heaven and earth’ ” (Rev. 14:6–7). Funccius (commentary on Revelation) and Mathesius (De vita Luther.) provide the explanation and application of this prophecy.





The apprehending instrument.

§ 33. Faith is established as the apprehending instrument of the promises of the Gospel. But it must be noted that faith is related to the Gospel in two ways: (1) As an effect; that is, through the word of the Gospel the Holy Spirit kindles faith in people’s hearts. “So faith comes from what is heard, but what is heard comes by the Word of God” (Rom. 10:17). As the light sprang forth from the Word of God in the first creation, so also in the recreating and repair of man the light of faith springs forth from the lights of the Gospel in the hearts [of men]. “For it is God who commanded: ‘Let light shine out of darkness,’ who has shone in our hearts to give the light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ” (2 Cor. 4:6).

(2) As an instrument; that is, through faith we apprehend the good things offered in the Gospel and apply them to ourselves so that there is a constant relation between the offering instrument and the apprehending instrument, between the gift and its acceptance, between the promise of grace and its trusting apprehension. “The message which they heard did not benefit them because it was not mixed with faith” (Heb. 4:2). That is why this is immediately added to the command to preach the Gospel: “He who believes and is baptized will be saved” (Mark 16:16).


 

1 juxta methodi leges. “Method” often means “demonstration” or “demonstrative syllogism.” See Micraelius, Lexicon Philosophicum, s.v. “Methodus.” Here Gerhard uses it to mean an examination of the various “causes” of any thing.

2 Something by means of which something else happens and on which the effect of that happening depends; that which brings about an effect.

3 Also called a “primary cause.” In producing an effect, the principal cause is not an instrument of some cause that is higher or more primary in its class or genus.

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

5 A “contributory cause” or “co-cause” is a nonprincipal cause which, nevertheless, is required by the principal cause. See Micraelius, Lexicon Philosophicum, s.v. “ΣΥΝαίτιον.”







CHAPTER IV: CONCERNING THE TIME OF THE MANIFESTATION OF THE GOSPEL

§ 34. But because the Gospel was preached not only in the New Testament by the Son of God manifested in the flesh, by John the Baptist, and by the apostles but also in the Old Testament through the same Son of God not yet incarnate and by the patriarchs and prophets, the time at which the Gospel began to be revealed is easily deduced, namely, immediately after the fall. For after the first man was deceived by Satan’s frauds and was influenced by his own cupidity, and after he transgressed the command of his Creator and had become entangled in the web of eternal death, then from the arcane throne of His majesty the Son of God brought forth the statement of the Gospel about the woman’s Seed which would bruise the serpent’s head [Gen. 3:15]. From this spring, so to speak, flow forth all the sermons of grace which are repeated in the discourses and writings of the prophets and apostles and all the promises of the benefits of Christ, which are nothing else than more detailed explanations and statements of that first Gospel message.

** The Photinians claim that in the Old Testament God neither revealed nor promised eternal life but reserved this revelation and promise to be taught through Christ only to people in the New Testament (Catech. Racov., p. 231; Schmaltzius, Contra Frantz., p. 220). Against this, note: (1) As our first parents kept the primeval Law about the forbidden tree [Gen. 2:16–17], eternal life was revealed and promised in that very command. For since the opposite of eternal life—that is, eternal death—was declared to them when they violated that command, it cannot be denied that the Law promised eternal life to those who kept it, unless one may wish to deny that we can conclude a command to speak the truth from a prohibition about not giving false witness. (2) The First Gospel [protevangelium] about the woman’s Seed that would bruise the serpent’s head [Gen. 3:15] contains a promise of eternal life because the chief part of the serpent’s head was eternal death. Therefore where the eternal destruction of death is promised, there people are told to hope for the benefit of eternal life. (3) From these beginnings came the consolations of the prophets about the Messiah. “He will destroy death forever” (Isa. 25:8). “O death, I shall be your death” (Hosea 13:14), etc. (4) Christ sent the Jews back to the reading of Scripture and testifies: “You have eternal life in them” (John 5:39). How could He have sent them back to the testimonies of the ancient Scripture to receive eternal life if they had nothing about the eternal life promised in Christ? (5) Paul testifies before Felix: “I worship the God of our fathers, believing everything laid down by the Law or written in the Prophets, having a hope in God which these themselves accept, that there will be a resurrection of both the just and the unjust” (Acts 24:14–15). Therefore even though Jews remain the enemies of Christians, they await the resurrection promised in the Law and the Prophets. (6) Ezek. 18:9 expressly promises life—namely, eternal life—to the devout because temporal death is common to all. They reply: “The Israelites hoped for eternal life, though it was never promised to them.” We respond. How could they have hoped if they had not believed? How could they have believed something of which they had not heard? How they could have heard if He had not been preached to them? How could some have preached to them had it not been sent by God to be preached (Rom. 10[:14–15])? **

There is someone who claimed that the Gospel existed even before the fall in the state of innocence; he used two arguments especially: (1) Clearly the same Gospel of the grace of God was there, but it was still hidden and had not yet been revealed. (2) The first people around the tree of the knowledge of good and evil had been about to hear all the joyful things about the kindness of God, the joys of Paradise, and life. Indeed, these things are correctly spoken, yet a distinction must be made between the decree of the Gospel and its manifestation. The decree is indeed eternal and was made before the foundations of the world had been set, but the manifestation occurred only after the fall. It should also be observed that the Gospel must be defined not only in general terms as good news, but the specific distinctions must be added also: that the Gospel is the good news of Christ, the Mediator, who died for our sins, through and because of whom the remission of sins comes to those who believe. From this it can be readily understood whether one should say that the Gospel, properly and specifically speaking, had been published even beforehand in the state of innocence.





That there is one and the same Gospel in the Old and New Testaments.

§ 35. From the time when the first promise of the Gospel was revealed in Paradise through the Son of God, the word of the Gospel has always sounded in the church; it was repeated and declared through the patriarchs and prophets. Consequently, it is one and the same Gospel; it was not first born or produced in the New Testament but already was published from the first day of man’s fall. By the grace of God it is the Gospel by which one and the same remission of sins and salvation were declared and offered to all the saints. The following prove this.

(1) The summaries of the Gospel cited earlier from Moses and the prophets [§ 9]. For whatever prophecies exist in the writings of the Old Testament about the person, office, suffering, resurrection, and other works and benefits of the Messiah are nothing other than more detailed repetitions and declarations of that first message of the Gospel revealed in Paradise through the Son of God.

** The Jews take Genesis 3 to refer to “a mere serpent,” but we have demonstrated the opposite in our commonplace On Original Sin [Commonplace XII] (§ 8). Luther translates the passage (Gen. 4:1) correctly: “I have received the man Jehovah.”1 This translation is also acknowledged by Konrad Pellikan, a man very learned in Hebrew, who confirms it from the Cabalists. But Calvin declares that this is too subtle, and Paraeus follows him, because אֵת is often the mark of the ablative case (Gen. 5:22; 6:9; Exod. 1:1; etc.). Piscator and Tremellius say the same. We respond. (1) It cannot be denied that the particle אֵת is commonly the mark of the accusative. Therefore our interpretation flows from the usual meaning and characteristic of the word. (2) The particle אֵת is [one of two things]: either it is an emphatic demonstrative [δεικτικὴ ἐμφατική] and is the article of the accusative case constructed with active or transitive verbs, but with passives and intransitives it marks the nominative case; or it is the preposition “with.” Yet here it is not the preposition “with.” Therefore it is an emphatic demonstrative and, in fact, the article of the accusative. The minor premise is clear from the usage of the Hebrew language, which nowhere and never uses יהוהתא for “with God,” “through God,” “God willing,” but rather uses these words: בֵֹלהִים [or] בַיְהֹוָה (Ps. 60:12; 108:13; Jer. 3:23; Hosea 1:7; Isa. 45:17; Deut. 33:28). (3) The ordinary meaning of the particle אֵת ought to prevail unless the necessity of an extraordinary meaning is demonstrated. (4) This particle is found nine times in this and the preceding and the following verses. Eight of these without doubt indicate the article of the accusative, construed with active verbs. Therefore who would be so quick to assume so unusual a significance with an active verb? In the following verse the same usage of apposition occurs: “She bore his brother, Abel” [τὸν ἀδελφὸν τὸν Ἀβέλ]. (Compare Gen. 3:24 and 4:1–2.) (5) Jonathan, the Chaldean paraphrast, has clearly expressed not only the article of the accusative but also applies it to the “Angel of the Lord”—that is, to the Messiah, for He is “the Angel of the covenant” (Isa. 63:9; Mal. 3:1). The words read as follows: “And Adam knew Eve, his wife, who was desirous of that angel, and she conceived and bore Cain and said, ‘I have gotten by my man the angel of the Lord.’ ” (6) It was customary in the Hebrew language to express apposition in the accusative with אֵת placed between the two nouns (Gen. 4:2; Jer. 17:13; Gen. 26:34; Ezek. 4:1; 1 Kings 11:23; 1 Sam. 15:4, 18; Gen. 22:2; 2 Sam. 3:14; etc.). (7) Without compelling cause, we should not embrace the Jewish opinion and desert what illustrates the glory of Christ. Franciscus Junius and Tremellius say that there is an elision of the letter מ and therefore translate this as “from the Lord,” and they provide two examples (Gen. 44:4; Deut. 34:1). We respond. Why do they desert the ordinary meaning of the word and look for an elision, not to mention the fact that there is no elision in their examples? For the Hebrews say, “He left the city,” that is, “from the city.” In the other passage, אֵת can be translated correctly in such a way that it remains the article for the accusative. Paraeus (a) produces several passages in which אֵת is the mark of the ablative. We respond. The fact still remains that its proper and ordinary significance is to be the mark of the accusative. Thus necessity must be shown so as to abandon that meaning. But we have shown that it cannot mean “with.” (b) He draws his argument from v. 25: “God has placed to me another seed.” We respond. The interpretation [of Gen. 4:1] should be taken literally. She could be expressing the desire for the Messiah and then celebrating the goodness of God, not to mention the fact that Eve here is not looking back to the birth of Cain but rather mentions the slaying of Abel. (c) [They say,] “Eve knew that Cain was her husband’s seed; therefore she did not believe that he was a virgin’s seed.” We respond. Eve knew that the Messiah would be a woman’s seed because she had been misled by the serpent and had been opposed to the serpent in a judicial case. She thought that she was going to be the mother individually; and yet she also knew this: that the Messiah who would bruise the serpent would also truly be Jehovah. Therefore Eve was giving no thought to her virginity here. Luther translated this first as: “I have gotten the man of the Lord,” as the editions of the small German Genesis [commentary] [parva Germanica Genesi] show, which is found in vol. 4 of the German edition of Jena, at the year 1528: Ich habe überkommen den Mann des HErrn [“I have received the man of the Lord”]. Nevertheless in the marginal notes of the same volume in the same year, on the small Genesis [commentary], he still teaches in the orthodox way that Eve at that time thought nothing else except that this was going to be the Seed which the Lord had said would bruise the head, etc. He kept the same translation in the final edition completed in 1542. Yet, finally, as is clear from his treatise Super Postrema verba Davidis (vol. 8, German edition of Jena, f. 157b),2 he also changed his wording to: Ich habe bekommen den Mann, den HErrn3 [“I have received the man, the Lord”]. He also gave very serious reasons for this translation of his. **

(2) The entire Levitical priesthood and its entire worship, whose chief functions were the rituals for sacrifices, looked ahead to Christ and foreshadowed His benefits. Because the death due to a sinner would be drawn off into the animal to be sacrificed, it was a visible warning, so to speak, that sin and death cannot be abolished by our own strength but that there is a need for another sacrificial victim to be offered to God on behalf of our sins. It is this to which John the Baptist points when he calls Christ “the Lamb of God that takes away the sins of the world” (John 1:29).

(3) Christ declares clearly: “Abraham rejoiced to see My day, and he was glad” (John 8:56), obviously because the clear repetition of the Gospel promise was made to Abraham and the promise of the Messiah was restricted to his family. He declares: “Moses wrote of Me” (John 5:46) not only in clear prophecies but also with shadowy types. In general He shows that not only Moses but also all the prophets wrote about Him (Luke 24:27).

(4) In general the apostles declare: “We believe that we are saved through the grace of Jesus Christ, our Lord, just as our fathers also” (Acts 15:11). Therefore it is one and the same Gospel, which teaches that the grace of God must be sought in Christ, the Mediator, by which all the saints of all times since the beginning of the world have been justified and saved.

(5) Peter expressly testifies: “And there is salvation in no one else except in Christ, for there is no other name under heaven given among men by which we must be saved” (Acts 4:12). And: “To Christ all the prophets bear witness that everyone who believes in Him receives forgiveness of sins through His name” (Acts 10:43). Therefore the devout in the Old Testament were saved in no other way than by faith in Christ, who was preached through the word of the Gospel, about which salvation in Christ “the prophets searched and inquired” (1 Pet. 1:10); and they gave a brilliant witness.

(6) Paul declares that “the Law and the Prophets give testimony to the righteousness of God through faith in Jesus Christ in all and for all believers” (Rom. 3:21[–22]). He confirms that “Abraham was justified not by works but by faith in Christ” (Rom. 4:2–[3]). The judgment is the same concerning the rest of the elect of the Old Testament: “For this was written not for Abraham’s sake alone but also for ours. It will be reckoned to us who believe in Him who raised Christ from the dead” (vv. 23–24). Thus there is a universal rule that all the elect are justified and saved in one and the same way. It is shown that all the saints from the beginning of the world “have become heirs of righteousness through faith” (Heb. 11:4–[40]), the various exercises of which faith are described there. “Jesus Christ is the same yesterday and today and forever” (Heb. 13:8). Therefore it was the same Mediator by whom the devout of the Old Testament times (which are compared to “yesterday”) were saved no less than the devout of the New Testament.

(7) John calls the Gospel “eternal” (Rev. 14:6); thus it did not begin in the New Testament. He declares that “the Lamb of God was slain from the beginning of the world” (Rev. 13:8) not in actuality but in efficacy, for the suffering of Christ profited people already before it occurred.

§ 36. The very learned Dr. Chemnitz proves this very thing specifically (Loci, part 2, p. 579) and lists a four-part series of times during which especially outstanding repetitions of the Gospel were made and described: (1) from the fall of Adam until the flood, (2) from the flood until Moses, (3) from Moses until the prophets, (4) from the prophets until Christ. In learned detail he shows that in each of these times the Gospel promise about the woman’s Seed is repeated and explained more clearly.4 From this it is irrefutably concluded that there is one and the same doctrine of the Gospel, and by its knowledge and faith the saints of all time are saved. Thus let the opinion fade away (even though traces of it occur in the earliest ecclesiastical writers), [namely,] that people before Moses were justified and saved by the Law of nature alone; that after Moses [they were saved] by the Law of Moses alone; and that in the New Testament [they were saved] by the evangelical Law. The Scholastics have made this opinion their very own, [though] it was altogether condemned and refuted by Augustine in regard to Pelagius.

From these [Scholastics] the idea remains among the Romanists. They argue that in the time of the New Testament more perfect works were prescribed and taught in the Gospel to Christians, by which works they are thought to be justified before God and saved, though for members of the Jewish state the works prescribed in the Law of Moses were sufficient for righteousness and salvation. Furthermore, let this fade away [as well]: the false assertion that whatever was written in the writings of Moses and the prophets pertains to the Law and whatever is written in the books of the New Testament pertains to the Gospel. We noted this error earlier in Bellarmine (De justif., bk. 4, ch. 2), who declares with great confidence that the word “Gospel” nowhere means anything other than the teaching contained in the writings of the evangelists and apostles.

§ 37. Now aside from that, in order that our assertion about one and the same Gospel being preached in all times of the world may be more clear and may be bolstered against the attacks of contrary arguments, it is proper to observe these two points: (1) The word “Gospel” is used in two ways: first, as the doctrine of the promise of grace and of the remission of sins freely given for Christ’s sake; second, for the public message that the Messiah has come. Since the latter began in the New Testament, it is obvious that here “Gospel” must be taken in the prior sense. It is for this reason that in the Scriptures the doctrine of the future coming of the Messiah is generally called “the promise” (Rom. 15:8; Gal. 3:14). Indeed, these things were completed in the New Testament through the coming of Christ [but] were promises in the Old Testament. But when the doctrine of the Gospel is called “the promise” in the New Testament (2 Tim. 1:1; Gal. 3:14), it most probably refers not to Christ but to the future goods of eternal life, which we expect through Christ.

(2) The promise of the Gospel was immediately explained and revealed ever more clearly until its full light finally arose in the New Testament. Surely Isaiah had more of the light of its knowledge than we can notice in any who went before him. In fact, with respect to the light of the New Testament, the teaching of the Messiah in the Old Testament is compared to night and darkness, comparatively [κατὰ σύγκρισιν] (Rom. 13:12), for it was covered with figurative and shadowy language. When those wrappings were removed, the very brilliant radiance of its knowledge shown upon the New Testament, and thus it is compared to the day. Therefore just as the darkness is gradually dispelled by approaching day and the sky at dawn begins to become lighter and lighter until the splendor of the sun follows the morning star, so also in the Old Testament the Gospel was gradually revealed more clearly the nearer the time of the New Testament approached.





First, John 1[:17]: “The Law was given through Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus Christ.”

§ 38. Once these points have been carefully observed, the response that must be given to the arguments of the other side easily appears.

(I) “The Law is said to have been given through Moses; grace and truth came to us through Christ (John 1:17). Therefore Moses taught the Law alone, and Christ taught the Gospel alone.”

We respond. This should not be taken exclusively, as if Moses taught the Law alone. Rather, an antithesis is being set up between the ministry of Moses and the benefit of Christ. Moses indeed teaches the Commandments, and he promises life, but under the condition of perfect obedience. Because we cannot provide this on account of the corruption of our nature, a mediator was needed—namely, Christ—to take away the ministry of death and condemnation and, on the other hand, to give grace and truth. Chemnitz (Harm. evang., ch. 20, p. 61) clearly shows what this [passage] means. Therefore a distinction must be made between Moses the teacher and Moses the lawgiver or mediator of a legal pact. As a teacher, Moses wrote and preached about Christ, but as lawgiver and mediator of the old covenant, he merely gave the Law through which God’s grace and truth do not come to us because we lack the perfect fulfillment of it. Rather, these come to us through Christ, who not only preached the Gospel but also by His Passion earned for us the good things offered in the Gospel. Some draw a distinction between the principal and nonprincipal offices of Moses and Christ. The principal office of Moses (they say) was to promulgate the Law, but he also taught the Gospel, though obscurely. Christ’s chief responsibility was to promulgate the Gospel, though He also taught the Law, but not principally. But the antithesis of this statement comprehends several more things.





Second, Romans 1[:2]: “The Gospel promised beforehand through His prophets.”

(II) “Paul says in Rom. 1:2 that the Gospel was promised beforehand through the prophets. Therefore the Gospel was not preached by them but only announced.”

We respond. The word “Gospel” means the public proclamation that the Messiah has been revealed, a proclamation which began to be preached in the New Testament. “The beginning of the Gospel of Jesus Christ; as it is written in Isaiah, the prophet,” etc. (Mark 1:1–2). Nevertheless the teaching about the grace of God and the remission of sins on account of the Messiah, which was promised in the Old Testament and revealed in the New, is one and the same in both Testaments. The manner of revelation and the temporal aspect do not change the subject itself.





Third, Romans 16[:25]: “The Gospel is the mystery which was kept silent for long ages.”

(III) [They say,] “In Rom. 16:25–26 the Gospel is said to be ‘the mystery which was kept silent for long ages but is now disclosed’—that is, in the time of the New Testament—and therefore it was unknown in the Old Testament.”

We respond. In the same passage it is clearly added that the Gospel was revealed “through the prophetic writings.” Therefore it was published earlier, but less clearly and for fewer people. The apostle removes so great and so clear a manifestation of the Gospel from the Old Testament, but not the entire manifestation. Eph. 3:[4–]5 should be assigned here: “The mystery of Christ” or the Gospel “which was not made known to the sons of men in other generations as it now has been revealed.” Thus the apostle is dealing with the degrees of its knowledge and the breadth of its preaching.





Fourth, the fathers of the Old Testament waited for the coming of the Messiah.

(IV) [They say:] “The fathers of the Old Testament awaited the promised coming of the Messiah. Therefore only hope should be attributed to them, not faith, or at least their faith was completely different from ours.”

We respond. Faith includes knowledge and taking hold trustingly [fiducialis apprehensio]. As regards knowledge, a kind of difference between the faith of the devout in the Old Testament and our faith can perhaps be established, for they looked to the promised Messiah who had not yet been revealed while we know and believe that He has been revealed in the New Testament. But taking hold trustingly [fiducialis apprehensio] is the same in both cases. By faith Abraham shared the fruit and efficacy of Christ’s merit no less than did the thief on the cross who looked upon Christ in his very presence. As for the fact that the expectation of the coming of the Messiah is clearly called “faith” (Rom. 13:11), Irenaeus (bk. 4, ch. 38) writes: “Abraham’s faith and ours are one and the same faith, for the former believes things to come as if they had already happened because of the promise of God while we in like manner also by faith search out the inheritance which is in the kingdom because of the promise of God.”

§ 39. Therefore it must remain firmly fixed that it is one and the same Gospel that has been sounding in the church ever since the first times of the fall of the human race, something which is proved by the many prophecies about Christ published in the Old Testament. Surely Christ is the kernel, so to speak, of the Gospel and of all of Holy Scripture. “It was written not only on account of Abraham but also for us. It will be reckoned to us who believe in Him who raised Jesus, our Lord, from the dead, who was put to death for our trespasses and raised for our justification” (Rom. 4:[23]–25). As a result it is called “the Gospel concerning the Son of God” (Rom. 1:3); “the Gospel of Christ” (Mark 1:1); “the testimony of Christ” (1 Cor. 1:6); “the mystery of Christ” (Eph. 3:4); “the word of the cross,” that is, about Christ crucified (1 Cor. 1:18).

Although all the benefits of Christ without exception pertain to the Gospel so that renewal and the gift of the Holy Spirit are offered to us in the Gospel as benefits of Christ no less than regeneration and remission of sins, yet the same Gospel shows that we must not look for justification in the benefit of renewal, which is never perfect in this life, but in the free forgiveness of sins and imputation of the righteousness of Christ; more about this in its own place [On Justification through Faith (Commonplace XIX), §§ 195–248].


 

1 The 1545 German Bible reads: Ich habe den Man des HERRN [“I have the man of the LORD”], but the marginal note in the German Bible already points at a different reading: Da hab ich den HERRN den Man, den Samen [“Here I have the LORD, the man, the Seed”] (WA DB 8:47). Beginning in 1546, the text of Gen. 4:1 was changed to: Ich habe den Man, den HERRN [“I have the man, the LORD”] (see WA DB 3:174 n. 1), reflecting Luther’s own exegesis of this passage (cf. On the Last Words of David [1543], WA 54:71 [cf. AE 15:319]; Against the Roman Papacy [1545], WA 54:247).

2 On the Last Words of David (1543), WA 54:71 (cf. AE 15:319).

3 Read den Mann, den HErrn with Cotta instead of den Mann des HErrn.

4 Chemnitz’s Works 8:838–46.







CHAPTER V: THE FORM, OBJECT, AND FINAL EFFECT OF THE GOSPEL

The form of the Gospel consists in promises that are free.

§ 40. The form1 of the Gospel consists in promises which are and are termed free [gratuitae] with respect to their quality, universal with respect to their quantity. The apostle teaches that the promises of the Gospel are free when he declares that we are “justified by God’s grace freely (δωρεάν)” (Rom. 3:24). For we are justified on the basis of the Gospel, not on the basis of the Law. But now, we are justified freely; therefore the promises of the Gospel are free. But they are called free not with respect to Christ; the benefits offered in the Gospel cost Him dearly. In fact, “He has redeemed us not with gold or silver but with His precious blood” (1 Cor. 6:20; 1 Pet. 1:19). “He gave His life as a ransom for many” (Matt. 20:28). Rather, this is said with respect to us. Indeed, there is no merit of ours on account of which we would obtain reconciliation with God and the forgiveness of our sins. “You were sold freely, and you will be redeemed without silver” (Isa. 52:3). All the statements which testify that the grace of God is offered to us in the Gospel are to be assigned here. “For if it is from grace, it is no longer from works” (Rom. 11:6). In this way the promises of the Gospel are distinguished from those of the Law. In fact, the Law contains promises no less than does the Gospel, but those promises of the Law require our obedience of works and a perfect obedience which no man can accomplish; thus the promises of the Law become useless to us (Rom. 8:3). Also, because we cannot acquire the promises of the Law, the Gospel in particular is given the title of “promise” (Rom. 4:13; Gal. 3:18).





And universal.

§ 41. The universality of the promises of the Gospel is proved by all the statements that testify: that God wants all people to be saved and, on the other hand, does not wish for the death of any sinner (Ezek. 18:32; 33:11; 1 Tim. 2:4; 2 Pet. 3:[9]); that Christ made satisfaction for the sins of all people (John 3:16; 1 John 2:2); that all people are called to the kingdom of Christ through the word of the Gospel (Matt. 11:28; 28:19; Mark 16:15); etc. In the treatise On Predestination [Commonplace X], as with a ray of the sun, we have vindicated the universality written in these testimonies from the corruptions of those who imagine an absolute decree of reprobation and claim that there is a hidden will in God contrary to that which He has revealed. Just as the Romanists, on the one hand, urge the condition and merit of our works in the actual promises of the Gospel and deny that they are free, so also the Calvinists, on the other hand, urge an absolute decree of reprobation and deny the universality of the Gospel promises. In so doing both of them undermine the foundation of our comfort and cause the certainty of our salvation to totter; and, therefore, the apostle’s golden statement must be set against both of them: “That is why it is of faith, that it may be according to grace, and the promise may be firm for all his seed, not only to that which is of the Law but also to that which is of the faith of Abraham” (Rom. 4:16). Because there are especially two things—unworthiness and particularity—that terribly torment the sinner2 who is oppressed with the feeling of divine wrath and urge him to despair, therefore against the first specter we must set forth the promise of grace and, to the second, the assertion of universality, as we have shown in our Enchiridion consolatorium morti ac tentationibus in agone mortis opponendum.





Whether the condition of faith removes the grace and universality of the promises of the Gospel.

§ 42. The condition of faith, which the promises of the Gospel require, takes nothing away from its gratis character or universality. We prove the first in this way. Anything that is outside of and, in fact, against the merit of another and is offered and granted to someone by way of grace [ex gratia] is free [gratuitum]. The Gospel promises are outside of and, in fact, against merit, and by way of grace they offer heavenly goods to those who repent. Therefore they are surely free. Although the good things offered in the Gospel are accepted by faith and cannot be accepted except by faith, yet even on account of this they do not cease being free for two reasons. First, faith itself is God’s gift and is not a matter of our work. In fact, through the word of the Gospel the Holy Spirit kindles faith in our hearts. Second, faith is not involved as something meritorious for whose worth God has respect but rather only as the instrument, as a begging hand which at most merely accepts the alms of a rich man. Yet the alms do not cease being free because of this. Thus the mention of grace excludes not every condition but only the condition of our merit and works. Augustine (Sermon 15 de verb. apost.):


If grace depends on merit, you have purchased—you have not received freely. He says that He will save them for nothing. Why is it that You save people for nothing? You find no reason in them to save them, and still You save them. You give freely; You save freely. You precede all the merits so that Your gifts are determined by Your merits. Surely You give freely and save freely because You find no reason [in man] to save men, and You find many reasons to damn them.



§ 43. The following must be considered regarding the second point. The universality of the evangelical promises is set against the architects of the absolute decree of reprobation, who claim that the evangelical promises pertain only to a certain few who have been elected by an absolute decree, and that this happens by God’s intent and counsel. Yet such an indeterminate and absolute universality of those [promises] which would exclude the condition of faith must not be introduced. For just as God wants all people to be saved not absolutely and simply but in this order, that they repent and believe in Christ, and He wants those who persist in impenitence and unbelief to be damned (Mark 16:16), so also the promises of the Gospel are universal, not absolutely and indeterminately in every way but under the condition of faith.

“But,” you say, “the architects of the absolute decree also claim that the evangelical promises are universal with respect to believers. Will there thus no longer be any controversy about this matter?” We respond. Not at all; the controversy will be very great. For they claim that by an absolute decree God denies faith to certain people, and thus the evangelical promises do not pertain to them, even if the promises are offered to them outwardly. Against this we claim that God seriously wills that all should come to a knowledge of the truth [1 Tim. 2:4] and that to this end God offers to all people the word of the Gospel through which He wishes with all His heart to kindle faith in their hearts and make them partakers of salvation, even though they may stubbornly hinder the work of the Holy Spirit by resisting Him and in this way may judge that they are unworthy of eternal life [Acts 13:46]. Therefore the fact that not all people become actual sharers of the benefits which are offered to people in the word of the Gospel does not take anything away from the universality of the evangelical promises, for this ultimately happens [not due to the substance of the promises but] by accident and in no wise restricts the quantity of those promises.





To whom the evangelical goods pertain.

§ 44. Therefore, even though the message of the Gospel is universal, only those who believe in Christ actually become sharers of the good things promised and offered in the Gospel; serious contrition is the forerunner of this faith, and its handmaid is good works. Thus they who are influenced by no perception and hatred of sin but go on in sin securely, and yet still have the conviction that the Gospel promises belong to them—they commit a kind of sacrilege. About these someone might, and not without merit, declare that the Gospel is preached as a witness against them. This is a very shameful abuse of the Gospel in these last times of the world. Alas! This attitude has become so strong that almost all hope for a remedy has been removed, even though Scripture declares so many times that the Gospel message pertains only to those who experience true repentance, who grieve steadfastly over their sins, and who seek anxiously to be freed from them. “Those who are well have no need for a physician, but those who are sick. I have not come to call the righteous but sinners to repentance” (Matt. 9:12[–13]; Mark 2:17; Luke 5:31[–32]). “The poor have the Gospel preached to them” (Matt. 11:5). “Come to Me, all you who labor and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest” (Matt. 11:28). Thus John the Baptist, Christ, and the apostles always gave the message of repentance before they preached the Gospel. Christ does not enter into people’s hearts through the grace of the Gospel unless John first prepares the way for Him through repentance. God does not pour out the oil of His mercy except into a contrite vessel.





The effects and goods of the Gospel.

§ 45. The effects and goods that the Gospel offers for and bestows on believers are many and varied, though all are divine and worthy of the highest valuation, for the Gospel reveals God’s plan for our salvation (Matt. 11:[25]), and for this reason it is called “the revelation of the mystery” (Rom. 16:25). It provides faith, stirs it up, and strengthens it (Rom. 10:17), and for this reason it is called “the word of faith” (1 Tim. 4:6). It brings the grace of God and reconciliation with God (John 1:17), and for this reason it is called “the word of grace” (Luke 4:22). It gives regeneration (James 1:18), and for this reason it is called “the good seed” (Matt. 13:37); the forgiveness of sins (Luke 1:77), and for this reason it is called “the good word of God” (Heb. 6:5); righteousness which stands firm in the judgment of God (Rom. 4:5), the fulfillment of the Law of Moses (Rom. 10:4), the fellowship of the divine nature (1 Pet. 1:4), the adoption of sons (John 1:12), healing from spiritual ills (Matt. 9:12), and for this reason it is called “healthy speech” (Titus 2:8). It gives spiritual life (John 15:5), and for this reason it is called “the word of life” (Phil. 2:16); joy and peace of conscience (Acts 13:48), and for this reason it is called “the Gospel of peace” (Eph. 6:15); comfort in all trials and persecutions (2 Thess. 2:16), freedom from the law of sin and death, from the curse of the Law (Rom. 8:2), the gift of the Holy Spirit (Gal. 3:2), and for this reason it is called “the ministry of the Spirit” (2 Cor. 3:8); trust in prayer (Gal. 4:6), new obedience which pleases God (Gal. 3:5), the inheritance of eternal life and salvation (John 3:36), and for this reason it is called “the Gospel of salvation” (Eph. 1:13). All of these have been recalled from above (§ 14), concerning the removal of evil things and the giving of good things; they can be illustrated and explained in greater detail with various statements of Christ and of the apostles.





The accidental effects of the Gospel.

§ 46. The accidental effects of the Gospel are that: (1) It brings the cross to those who confess it. “Whoever loses His life for My sake and the Gospel’s will save it” (Mark 8:35). “Whoever has left house or brothers,” etc., “for My sake and for the Gospel” (Mark 10:29[–30]). “Striving side by side for the faith of the Gospel” (Phil. 1:27). “That he might serve me in my chains for the Gospel” (Phlm. 13). “If you suffer for it and take it patiently, you have God’s approval. For to this you have been called” (1 Pet. 2:20–21).

(2) This doctrine offends the world. In fact, “we preach Christ crucified, a stumbling block to the Jews and folly to the Gentiles” (1 Cor. 1:23). Thus before the world it is considered as “the foolishness of preaching” (v. 21), for “it is the secret and hidden wisdom of God which none of the rulers of this age understand” (1 Cor. 2:7–8). “The soulish man3 does not perceive nor can he understand it” (v. 14).

(3) It is proclaimed as a trumpet of rebellion and a cause of disasters in the world: “Unto this hour we are slandered. We have become as the refuse of the world, the offscouring of all things” (1 Cor. 4:11, 13).

(4) It is the occasion for the blinding of the wicked and unbelieving. “Even if our Gospel is veiled, it is veiled only to those who are perishing. In their case, the god of this world has blinded the minds of the unbelievers to keep them from seeing the light of the Gospel of the glory of Christ” (2 Cor. 4:3–4). “Christ” (as He is preached through the Gospel) “is a stone that will make people stumble, a rock that will make them fall” (1 Pet. 2:8).

(5) For unbelievers, it is the occasion for greater damnation. “It will be more tolerable for Tyre and Sidon on the Day of Judgment than for you” (Matt. 11:22). “The Lord Jesus will be revealed from heaven in flaming fire, inflicting vengeance upon those who do not know God and upon those who do not obey the Gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ” (2 Thess. 1:7–8).





In what way salutary and divine effects are attributed to the Gospel.

§ 47. Furthermore, these are the salutary effects of the Gospel: that it provides reconciliation with God, remission of sins, righteousness, peace of conscience, and eternal life. They are attributed to the Gospel only with respect to its instrumental cause. Indeed, the efficacy of the doctrine of the Gospel depends on the work of the Holy Spirit, who is efficacious in people’s hearts through the word of the Gospel. Just as manna fell with the dew (Exod. 16:[14–15]), so also the dew of divine grace is conjoined with the manna of the doctrine of the Gospel (Isa. 55:10). That is why the Gospel is called “the power of God unto salvation for all who believe” (Rom. 1:16); “the word of the cross,” that is, the Gospel of Christ crucified, “is the power of God to those who are being saved” (1 Cor. 1:[18]). In the same sense and respect it is called “the scepter of divine power” (Ps. 110:2).

It really is the living and efficacious instrument of divine power through which Christ administers His kingdom of grace in the hearts of those who believe, in regard to which I shall make note of a very beautiful comparison of Dr. Brenz (Confess. Witebergens., chapter De evangelio, p. 407):


When we say that the Gospel is the joyful declaration concerning the Son of God, we are not speaking about the letters and syllables with which the words of the Gospel are either contained on paper or spoken aloud outside their proper, legitimate, and ordinary use. For even if the Gospel were put into writing for this purpose, that it might be drawn from them as if from a storehouse at its own time and for its own use, yet outside its own office the Gospel is not of itself sad or joyful; it neither kills nor gives life. Rather, we are speaking about the declaration of the Gospel, as it is in its proper, legitimate, and ordinary office and use for which it has been divinely established. In the account of Esther, we have an edict that if anyone, either man or woman, should enter uninvited the inner chamber of the king, he is to be killed immediately unless the king by chance should reach out his golden scepter to him as a sign of clemency [Esther 5:2]. Although this scepter was made of gold, yet it offered no one any safety of life of itself or closed up in a display case or locked up in a box. But if the king should take it in his hand and stretch it out toward one who was entering, then it was being used legitimately and with its touch would save the person entering from the king’s guards. The same thing must be recognized about the Gospel, that when it is contained merely in letters, or even is proclaimed or announced orally, or even is thought of according to its legitimate purpose, then it is truly the heavenly instrument by which the Holy Spirit works salvation in His elect. Thus it really is the scepter about which the psalmist sings: “The Lord sends forth the scepter of Your power out of Zion, by which You will rule in the midst of Your enemies” [Ps. 110:2].



Those are the words of Brenz.





Whether the Gospel of John is to be worn about the neck.

§ 48. Therefore it is superstitious and worthy of just censure that in the papacy some miraculous kind of antidotal power to escape devils, ward off lightning, and heal sicknesses is attributed to the Gospel account, [that is,] to the letters on the page, and especially to the first chapter of John. This is beyond—and, indeed, contrary to—the legitimate and divinely established use of the Gospel. Because of this, people wear suspended from their neck the first chapter of John written in very small letters. Salmeron (Commentar., vol. 4, p. 614) writes thus about this matter:


It is the custom for Christians to wear the Gospel or other holy things or relics about the neck. This is not wrong if they carry these things out of reverence for the saints with the hope that God will perhaps have mercy on them. Hence we read in praise of St. Cecilia that she always wore the Gospel on her bosom, that Emperor Constantine built his crown around a nail of Christ, that the apostle Barnabas healed sick people with a touch of the written Gospel, etc.



Yet the word of life was given and revealed to us for the healing of the soul and not for that of the body.

In this matter, some of the ancients were indulgent to the common people in order that they might free them from heathen amulets. Augustine (on John, tract. 7):


If your head aches, we praise you for putting the Gospel to your head and for not running for an amulet. For the infirmity of mankind has come to such a state, and men who run to amulets are so lamentable, that we might rejoice when we see a man lying on his bed, tossed with fever and pain, place his hope nowhere else but that he puts the Gospel to his head, not because such was done but because the Gospel is preferred to amulets. Therefore if it is put to the head to ease a headache, why not place it in the heart that it may be healed from sins? Therefore do that! Why do it? Let it be placed on the heart that the heart may be healed. That is good. It is good that you not be satisfied about the health of your body unless you seek that from God. If He knows that this is good for you, He will give it to you. If He does not give you it, having it will not be good for you, etc.



Chrysostom (in ch. 22 of Matth. imperf. oper., homily 43) censures this superstition more sharply:


Is not the Gospel read in church every day and heard by all? Therefore how will the Gospel placed about the neck save him whom the Gospel, placed in the ears, profits nothing? So where is the power of the Gospel? In the form of its letters or in the understanding of their meaning? If it is in the forms, then it is good for it to be hung about the neck. If it is in understanding, its words are better placed in the heart than hung about the neck.



Chrysostom (on 1 Corinthians, homily 43) finds the practice of hanging the written Gospels near beds reprehensible.





The efficacy of the Spirit must not be separated from the word of the Gospel.

§ 49. On the other hand, one must beware of the wicked separation of the efficacy of the Spirit from the word of the Gospel, which is done by the Enthusiasts, Anabaptists, and Schwenkfeldians who await direct inspiration and raptures and deny that the Holy Spirit kindles faith through the Gospel. Article 5 of the Augsburg Confession is written against these people. It reads:


That we may obtain faith, the ministry of teaching the Gospel and distributing the Sacraments has been instituted. For the Holy Spirit is given through the Word and Sacraments, as through instruments, and He works faith, where and when it pleases God, in those who hear the Gospel, etc. They condemn the Anabaptists and others who think that the Holy Spirit comes to men without the external Word, through their own preparation and works.4



Other people draw near to the camp [of the Enthusiasts]: those who, because of the false hypothesis of an absolute decree of reprobation, separate the working of the Holy Spirit from the external ministry of the Word. Calvin (Instit., bk. 4, ch. 16, § 19): “When He called many people, God used an interior manner and gave them a knowledge of His Word by the illumination of the Holy Spirit without the intervention of preaching.”

Grynaeus (Disput. Heidelb., of the year ’84, thesis 6): “Therefore the effect of the internal ministry is attributed in a sacramental manner of speaking to its co-honored external ministry.”

Beza (Resp. ad acta colloq. Momp., part 2, p. 116): “With regard to the regeneration of man, if anyone thinks that God attributes even a bit of His divine power for renewing people and saving them with eternal life in Christ to the men through whose mouth God speaks or even to the external Word of God or to sacramental signs, he is badly deceived and offensive to God Himself.”

Those are their words, which are against very clear statements of Scripture: that the Gospel “is the power of God for salvation to all who believe” (Rom. 1:16); “so faith comes from hearing, and hearing, from the Word of God” (Rom. 10:17); “take heed to yourself and to your teaching; hold to them, for, doing this, you will save both yourself and those who hear you” (1 Tim. 4:16).





The end purpose of the Gospel.

§ 50. The end purpose [finis] of the Gospel is twofold: ultimately and principally it is the glory of God; immediately and secondarily it is the salvation of believers. The first we demonstrate in this way. In the Gospel there is revealed: (1) “the manifold wisdom of God” (Eph. 3:10); “the hidden wisdom of God” (Ps. 51:[6])—that out of His limitless wisdom He knew how to find a remedy for the human race, which had fallen into sin and death. Anselm (Cur Deus homo, bk. 2, ch. 18) says it very beautifully: “The debt” (of the first man) “was so great that, though only man should pay it, only God could, so that He who was God became man also. Consequently, it was necessary for God to take man into the unity of His person, so that he who ought to have paid in his nature but could not was in the person of Him who could pay.”

Leo (Sermones in natalem Domini, sermo 8) treats of this miraculous wisdom of God shining in the Gospel in detail:


In the common disaster of the entire human race, there was only one remedy in the hidden place of divine wisdom that could lift up the fallen, that is, if someone of the sons of Adam would be born a stranger to original sin and innocent of it, who would be advantageous to the rest with his example and merit. But because the natural did not allow this and because there could be no offspring from the sinful root without seed from it, David’s Lord became the Son of David, and from the fruit of the promised stock arose an offspring without fault: one person with twin natures coming together, so that from the same conception and birth was born our Lord Jesus Christ, in whom was the true divinity to perform miraculous works and the true humanity to endure sufferings.



(2) In the Gospel, the limitless and ineffable mercy of God, “the riches of His grace,” as the apostle says (Eph. 1:7), is also revealed. “The knowledge of salvation in the forgiveness of sins is given us through the tender mercy of God” (Luke 1:77–78). For what greater love could there be than that God gave His only Son into death for the least grateful and most lost slaves? “God so loved the world that He gave His only Son” (John 3:16). “God shows His love for us in that, while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us” (Rom. 5:8). “In this the love of God was made manifest among us, that God sent His only Son into the world, so that we might live through Him” (1 John 4:9). A physician comes to the sick, a redeemer to captives, life to the dead, salvation to the damned. What greater mercy of God could there be?

(3) In the Gospel, divine justice is revealed. “The righteousness of God is revealed from faith to faith” (Rom. 1:17). “The righteousness of God has been manifested apart from the Law, though it is approved by the testimony of the Law and the Prophets” (Rom. 3:21). The infinite Good had been offended and the decree of divine justice violated through man’s sin. Yet it was impossible for the decree to be weakened or destroyed. Thus what the infinite Good had established had to be satisfied, and the infinite wrath of God had to be placated, so that in this way the price of God’s infinite justice might be paid through an equivalent. And this is the marvelous balancing [temperamentum] of divine justice and mercy that is revealed to us in the Gospel. Man had sinned; thus man ought to have made satisfaction but was unable to do so. God could have made satisfaction, but He should not have done so. Therefore God became man, that the satisfaction might be complete and sufficient because, as far as God was concerned, this satisfaction was salutary to man because it had come from man.

(4) In addition, in the Gospel divine virtue and power are revealed. “We preach Christ, the power of God and the wisdom of God” (1 Cor. 1:24). “Who believes our report, and to whom has the arm of the Lord been revealed?” (Isa. 53:1). But in this mystery the divine power shines forth in the personal union of the two natures which took place in Christ for the salvation of mankind; for what is loftier than God and lowlier than man? Yet divine power found a way to unify these two natures. But divine power also shines in the very preaching of the Gospel, that God preserves this teaching against all the gates of hell [Matt. 16:18], that He renders void and vain every effort of man to oppress this teaching.

(5) Finally, in the Gospel the truth of God is revealed. Indeed, the public announcement in the New Testament that the Messiah had come “was promised beforehand through His prophets in Holy Scripture” (Rom. 1:2). It is to these promises of the Old Testament that Zechariah looks (Luke 1:68, 70): “Blessed be the Lord God of Israel, for He has visited and made redemption for His people as He spoke by the mouth of His holy prophets from of old.” “Christ became a servant to be circumcised to show God’s truthfulness, in order to confirm the promises given to the patriarchs” (Rom. 15:8).

§ 51. Therefore, since the wisdom, mercy, justice, power, and truth of God are revealed in the Gospel, surely the end purpose of the Gospel is God’s glory. In fact, God’s glory consists of the fact that He is acknowledged truly by us. But now the name of God is God Himself: “As Your name, O God, so Your praise reaches to the ends of the earth” (Ps. 48:1). Therefore we certainly acknowledge God truly and glorify His name if we acknowledge and preach His divine wisdom, mercy, justice, power, and truth, which are the very essence of God, as these shine forth in the word of the Gospel. “God has destined and called us to salvation, to the praise of His glory” (Eph. 1:[5–]6, 12).

The secondary and intermediate end purpose of the Gospel is our salvation. We could not aspire to salvation through the Law; God had compassion on us and revealed His “hidden plan of salvation” to us in the Gospel ([cf.] Acts 20:27), that through Christ “we receive forgiveness of sins, and from all the things from which we could not be justified in the Law of Moses, whoever believes in Him” (Christ the Mediator) “is justified” (Acts 13:38–39). Therefore the end purpose of this faith is “the salvation of souls” (1 Pet. 1:9).


 

1 That which completes another thing or determines it or through which it operates. “Form” is that which gives the being of a thing. Here the form of the Gospel is what makes it what it is or is the reason why it is the Gospel.

2 Read peccatorem with Cotta instead of peccatorum.

3 animalis homo, the Vulgate’s translation for ψυχικὸς ἄνθρωπος 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 with the Holy Spirit.

4 AC V (cf. Concordia, 33).







CHAPTER VI: THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE LAW AND THE GOSPEL

It is useful and necessary to discern the Gospel from the Law.

§ 52. Having explained these matters in order, we go on to explain the difference between Law and Gospel, which can easily be concluded from what was written above. Yet, lest anyone think that it is useless and unnecessary to expend effort in explaining this distinction, let the words of blessed Luther (on Galatians 2, Latin edition, vol. 4, f. 39) be noted: “He who knows well how to discern the Law from the Gospel should give thanks to God and should know that he is a theologian. Surely in my trial I did not know it as I should have. You must distinguish the righteousness of the Gospel from that of the Law as carefully as you distinguish heaven from earth, light from darkness, day from night. And would that we could distinguish them even farther!”1 (Also, see Luther, [German] edition, vol. 5, f. 472,2 and in many other places elsewhere.)

There are several reasons why this distinction must be carefully established and strictly maintained. (1) The article of justification will not endure—and, in fact, its integrity cannot endure—if the distinction between these teachings is neglected. This is something the history of the church of earlier times proves more than well enough.

(2) Christ’s benefits are obscured not just a little unless the doctrine of the Gospel is kept separate from that of the Law with discrete boundaries.

(3) A confusing of Law and Gospel must bring with it the troubling of consciences. In fact, in great and serious terrors of conscience no genuine, solid comfort will survive if the free promises of the Gospel are diluted.

Therefore since these two constitute the principal points of the whole body of Christian doctrine, to which all the rest can be related in a certain manner and order, it is not unmerited that, among the virtues which the apostle requires in the faithful minister of the church, he gives first place to the art of “rightly dividing the word of truth” (2 Tim. 2:15). These words establish a metaphor which is taken from the office of the Levitical priests in the Old Testament, whose responsibility it was to separate and divide the meats of the sacrifices correctly. There are some who think that the metaphor is taken from the meat carver at banquets, because ministers of the church in the New Testament are like meat carvers of a spiritual feast (Isa. 25:6).





The points of agreement between the Law and the Gospel.

§ 53. The very knowledge of these doctrines also forces us to be careful in the distinction that keeps these two apart by the very kinship of these teachings which they have with each other and which teach mutual works in certain areas, especially in spiritual practice. For far be it from us to claim that there is hostile contrariness and deadly battle between these doctrines, which the Admonitio Neostadiensis tries to impose upon the confession of our churches. Rather, we say with the apostle: “Do we, then, overthrow the Law with this faith? By no means! On the contrary, we uphold the Law” (Rom. 3:31). “Is the Law, then, against the promises of God? By no means” (Gal. 3:21).

Irenaeus (bk. 3, ch. 12, p. 194): “All those are of a bad opinion who, animated by the legislation which is according to Moses, think that it is different from and contrary to the teaching of the Gospel and have not been converted so as to seek out the causes of the difference between each covenant.”

Justin [Martyr] (QQ. et. resp. ad orthod., q. 104, p. 356): “Grace is neither according to the Law nor opposed to the Law but is above and for the Law. Indeed, above it, because it is grace; but for it, because through repentance it leads sinners to forgiveness and to the benefit of the Law.”

Therefore these two kinds of doctrine are not adverse but diverse, not contradictory and opposed but subordinate, because in their mutual use they not only breathe together amicably but even agree in some points. In fact, a communion exists between them in: (1) Appellation. For the Gospel is called “a law” (Isa. 2:3; Mic. 4:2; Rom. 3:27; 8:2). Nevertheless here it must be observed that the word “law” is not being used specifically but generally, and that this sharing of a name is not reciprocal or antistrophic, because the appellation “gospel” is nowhere given to the Law.

(2) Genus. For both Law and Gospel are heavenly doctrine.

(3) Efficient cause. For the Author of the Law and the Gospel is one and the same. So if the Law and Gospel would contradict each other, God Himself would contradict Himself, because God’s will is being revealed in both kinds of doctrine.

(4) Ultimate end. For the teaching of both Law and Gospel is the doctrine of salvation, even though the apostle assigns the Law an incapability in this area (Rom. 8:3). However, this happens by accident, namely, by reason of our flesh, which is befouled by the stain of sin and weakened as regards the condition of perfect fulfillment which is added to the Law, and has become lacking in power, as the apostle says there. Yet the accident, so to speak, does not take anything away from the nature of the Law, which of itself is “holy and good” and, in fact, is “the word of life” (Rom. 7:12; Acts 7:38).





The difference between Law and Gospel.

§ 54. Although Law and Gospel do agree in these assigned points and in the use of them they exchange mutual works, yet in the connection of the two the difference remains complete and inviolate. The main points of this difference are not listed in the same order and number [by all authors]. Cyril (commentary on John 1) states ten points of difference; some have fewer, others more, but they all seem able to refer to five. Therefore we claim that the Law differs from the Gospel: (1) In origin and in manner of publication. The Law was in some way known by nature since it was planted in the minds of people at their first creation and was not completely extinguished by the fall. “The Gentiles show the work of the Law written in their hearts” (Rom. 2:15). But the Gospel is a mystery completely hidden from human reason, published and “revealed” to us through the Son “from the bosom of the eternal Father.” “No one has ever seen God. The Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, He has made Him known” (John 1:18). As a result, in several places (Rom. 16:[25–]26; Col. 1:26; Eph. 3:9; and elsewhere) the Gospel is called “the mystery kept silent for eternal times but finally revealed through the Son in the fullness of time.”

(2) In matter or argument. The Law is the doctrine of works, for it prescribes and commands what sort of people we should be, what we should do, and what we should not do. “The Law is not from faith, but he who does them shall live in them” (Gal. 3:12). But the Gospel is the doctrine of faith, for it presents Christ as the Mediator and through Him declares the remission of sins, righteousness, and salvation, and for this reason the Gospel is called “the law of faith” (Rom. 3:27) and “the hearing of faith” (Gal. 3:2). This is the source of Augustine’s familiar statement: “Faith obtains what the Law demands. The Law commands more than it helps. By the law of works, God says, ‘Do what I command.’ By the law of faith it is said to God: ‘Give what You command,’ ” etc. (De spiritu et litera, ch. 13; De grat. et lib. arbitr., ch. 16; Enchirid. ad Laurent., ch. 117; on John, homily 29). Haymo writes in the same vein (on Galatians 3): “The Law does not rest on faith. It is faith to believe in and hope for those things which are unseen. Therefore the Law was not fulfilled by faith but by works. But the Gospel is fulfilled by faith rather than by works, because faith alone saves.” Luther’s statement (Latin edition, vol. 1, f. 388) should be assigned here: “The Law teaches what you owe and lack; Christ gives what you do and have.”3

(3) In form. The promises of the Law are conditional, for they require perfect obedience, and they demand the condition of perfect fulfillment as their cause. “He who does them will live by them” (Lev. 18:5; Ezek. 18:9; [20:11]). But the promises of the Gospel are free and are “giftive” [donativae], so to speak, and for this reason the Gospel is called “the word of the grace of God” (Acts 20:24). “Thus it is from faith, freely, that the promise might be firm” (Rom. 4:16).

(4) In effect. The Law accuses sin and terrifies man. “Through the Law comes the knowledge of sin” (Rom. 3:20). “The Law works wrath” (Rom. 4:15). But the Gospel announces the forgiveness of sins and lifts man up with life-giving consolation. “The Lord sent Me to proclaim liberty to the captives,” etc. (Isa. 61:[1]). For this reason it is called “the word of salvation,” “the Gospel of peace,” “the good word.” Ambrose (on Romans 3): “Through the Law comes the knowledge of sin; through faith, its abolition.” On Romans 7: “The Law is the indicator of sin; it is not a mother that makes us sinners.”

Bede (on Psalm 83): “ ‘The Lawgiver will give a blessing.’ That is: ‘The Lord who has given the oppressing Law will also give uplifting grace.’ ”

Anselm (on 2 Corinthians 3): “The Law is distinguished from grace in that the proud are crushed under the former, and the crushed are lifted up under the latter.”

Thus Dr. Luther elegantly writes: “Both the teaching of the Law and of the Gospel are involved with sin, but in different ways. The Law reveals, accuses, imputes, and condemns sin. But the Gospel forgives, covers, and does not impute sin, because it reveals the Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world.”

** In addition to this, the message of the Law neither gives man strength to fulfill it nor does it change his mind. “You have heard and seen, but the Lord has not given you a heart to understand” (Deut. 29:[3–]4). The Holy Spirit supplies the promises of the Gospel to those who believe and at the same time gives the faith that the Gospel requires (cf. Jer. 31:33; Gal. 3:2). Cyril of Alexandria (on Isaiah 40): “The Law was bothersome and burdensome to all as it taught types but did not put the instruction of things necessary to its hearers in their hearts and minds. Instead, it provided barely an outward kind of knowledge as if in the letter alone. But the preaching of the Savior and of the Gospel is spoken by the Holy Spirit, and in this the Spirit reveals the depth of His knowledge, sends spiritual thoughts and contemplations, impresses Himself upon the words of the saints, and, as it were, kindles the uttermost depths of the soul.” **

(5) In [their] objects. The Law must be set before the wicked, the secure, the stubborn sinners, for it pertains to the old man. “The Law is not laid down for the righteous man but for the unrighteous,” etc. (1 Tim. 1:9). But the Gospel must be declared to contrite hearts and to consciences terrified by the awareness of their sins. “The Gospel is preached to the poor” (Matt. 11:5). “The Spirit of the Lord is upon Me, because He has anointed Me to preach the Gospel to the poor. He has sent Me to heal those who are contrite of heart” (Luke 4:18).

§ 55. All the other differences which others assign, some of which properly pertain to the distinction of Old and New Testaments (as we shall see in its own place [§§ 119–26]), can be assigned to these five points. For instance, when some say that the Law differs from the Gospel also in that, in the order of revelation, the Law precedes while the Gospel follows; that the servant of the Law was Moses while the servant of the Gospel was Christ; that the Law was promulgated amid thunder and lightning and was confirmed by terrible miracles while the Gospel was sealed by gracious and health-giving miracles—this has to do with the difference between the Old and New Testaments and can be assigned to the distinction between their origin and manner of revelation.

When they claim that the Law requires one’s own righteousness, but the Gospel offers that of another; that the Law demands the amount of the debt, but the Gospel declares its remission; that the Law is the doctrine of doing, but the Gospel is the doctrine of believing—all of this is assigned to the second and third parts of the distinction.

When they claim that the Law points out the malady, but the Gospel heals it; that in the Law the wrath of God is revealed against all people while in the Gospel the righteousness of God from faith to faith is revealed apart from the Law; that the Law teaches good works but does not provide the power to perform them while the Gospel gives the Holy Spirit, who renews man’s nature and writes God’s Law in his heart; that the Law is the ministry of death while the Gospel is the ministry of the Spirit; etc.—all these and similar statements are correctly assigned to the fourth part of the distinction.





Where the distinction between Law and Gospel must especially be observed.

Although the distinction between Law and Gospel must be preserved everywhere, yet it must especially be observed: (1) In the article of justification. Certainly our justification is not of the Law, which has a lack of power, yet an accidental lack, attributed to it in this area due to the corruption and weakness of our flesh (Rom. 8:3). Rather, [our justification] is of the Gospel in which “righteousness has been revealed apart from the Law” (Rom. 3:21) and which is “the power of God to salvation for everyone who believes” (Rom. 1:16). Thus people must be admonished and, in fact, urged to perform works according to the norm of the Law. But these works are not to be brought into the theater of our justification, into the presence of God, for here there is a perpetual constrast between doing and believing, between grace and works, between Law and Gospel.

(2) In the use of the Keys of the church. The forgiveness of sins is not to be announced to the impenitent and secure, but rather the wrath of God from the Law. “Tribulation and distress for every human soul that does evil” (Rom. 2:9). “The Law is laid down for the unrighteous, for the ungodly, for the wicked,” etc. (1 Tim. 1:9). The Law crushes these beneath the weight of its accusation and condemnation. The threats of the Law are not to be heaped upon contrite hearts, but rather the oil of the Gospel’s comfort is to be poured upon them. “What is the place of My rest? I will look to the poor and contrite in spirit, he that trembles at My word” (Isa. 66:1–2). “The Gospel is preached to the poor” (Matt. 11:[5]). But since there remains an oldness of the flesh in everyone along with the newness of spirit, blessed Luther (in his commentary on Galatians 3) says correctly: “The Law and Gospel are so closely connected in practice that there can be no mathematical conjunction which is similar to it.”4





Statements of the ancients about the distinction between Law and Gospel.

§ 56. From all this, judgment can be made about the following statements of the ancients by which they refer the distinction between Law and Gospel to these main headings. They say that these two kinds of doctrine differ: (1) As a figure and its reality, as promise and fulfillment. Justin (Quaest. orthod.): “The Law announced the Gospel beforehand; the Gospel fulfilled the Law.” Ambrose (on Galatians 3): “Thus the Law was given long after the promise so that, because of that very distinction, the Law might be seen as one thing, the Gospel as another.” The same author (Offic., 1, ch. 48): “Here is the shadow, here the image; but there is the truth. The shadow is in the Law, the image in the Gospel, the truth in heaven.” Epiphanius (bk. 1, vol. 1):


Figures were in the Law, but truth in the Gospel. For in the former there was a circumcision of the flesh which was a servant to time until the great circumcision—that is, Baptism—which cut us off from sin and sealed us into the name of God. In the former there was the Sabbath which held us until the great Sabbath—that is, the rest in Christ—so that in Christ we keep the Sabbath without sin. In the former there was an irrational lamb that was sacrificed, taking us to the great heavenly Lamb, who was sacrificed for us and for the whole world.



Cyril (on John, bk. 1, ch. 21): “The Law led to the tabernacle, which was a figure for true things. The Savior” (or Gospel) “brought us into heaven and the true tabernacle which God built rather than man.” Bede (on John, bk. 1, ch. 1): “What the Law and the prophets declared was going to happen is revealed in the Gospel as having been done and completed.” Potho (De statu domus Dei, bk. 2): “The shadow is in the Law, the image in the Gospel, the truth in heaven. The house of God which is built in the shadow of the Law is imperfect because the Law brings nothing to perfection. The house of God which is built in the image is in the light. The house of God which consists of the truth is all light.”

(2) In the ministerial cause. Ambrose (on Romans 1): “As far as the master is from the slave, so far is the Gospel from the Law. This is not because the Law is bad but because the Gospel is better.”

(3) In the breadth of their preaching ministry. Eusebius (Demonstrat., bk. 1, ch. 6): “The Law of Moses had been bound to a certain place, but the Gospel has been given freedom and commands us to praise and worship God in any place.”

(4) In the universality of their subject. Eusebius (in the same place): “The Law of Moses, beginning with one race of men, first called the race of the Jews to the knowledge and worship of the one true God. But the Gospel brings the knowledge of God revealed more sublimely to all people and all nations which are anywhere on earth.”

(5) In severity and lenience. Chromatius (on Matthew 5): “In the Law there is severity; in the Gospel, grace. The former strikes unbelievers with terror; the latter fills believers with the gift of blessings.”

(6) In the diversity of their effects. Cyril (on John, bk. 2, ch. 53): “With the Law, Moses condemns all the earth. The Son frees the earth from the curse of the Law and heals the malady of the world with a surplus of mercy.”

** Chrysostom (on 2 Corinthians 3): “In the Law, he who commits sin is punished. But here the one who sins comes, is baptized, and becomes righteous. Being made righteous, he lives free from the death of sin. If the Law catches a murderer, it kills him; if grace receives a murderer, it brings him to light and life.” Ambrose (bk. 9, Letter 22): “Thus the Law has the severity of a sword as a teacher has his rod in order at least to frighten the weakness of an imperfect people with a declaration of punishment. But the Gospel has the forgiveness with which sins are condemned. Therefore Paul says of the Law: ‘It is the letter which kills, but the Spirit gives life’ [2 Cor. 3:6].” Jerome (on Eccles. 3): “Indeed, the Law, which is unbending, unkind, unsparing, kills the sinner. The grace of the Gospel has compassion on him and calls him to repentance.” Haymo (on Song of Songs): “In the Law no repentance is reserved. Rather, it orders the death of him who sins. The Gospel says, ‘I do not want the death of a sinner.’ ” **

Theodoret (on Deuteronomy, q. 43): “The Law condemns those who sin. But grace lifts them up, justifies them by faith, and gives them the remission of sins.” Primasius (on Romans 2): “The Law creates hearers; the Gospel, doers.” Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 30): “Let a man really give equal and careful consideration to that which condemns and that which comforts, that which demands and that which forgives, that which beats and that which embraces. Surely he will not, with equal intensity, take shadow and light, wrath and peace, judgment and mercy, figure and truth, the rod and the inheritance, the bridle and the kiss.”

(7) In the clarity and perfection of the blessings and doctrine which they bestow. Cyril (on John, 1, ch. 21): “The Law did give grace, teaching the distinction of good from evil and the knowledge of the true God and calling people away from the worship of idols. Yet it did not do this perfectly, but pedagogically and not usefully. But the truth or grace of the Only-Begotten bestows good things upon us neither with figures nor shadows but openly and clearly, and draws us to the perfect knowledge of faith with its doctrine.” In the same place: “The Law gave the spirit of slavery leading to fear; Christ gave the Spirit of adoption leading to freedom.” Jerome (Dial. advers. Pelag., bk. 1) expresses all of this as follows: “It is one thing to condemn the Law, which a Manichaean does; it is another to prefer the Gospel to the Law, which is the doctrine of the apostles. We say that in the Law is shadow; in the Gospel, truth. Slaves speak in the former; the present Lord speaks in the Gospel. The Law promises; the Gospel fulfills. In the former there is the beginning; in the latter, the fulfillment. In the former are laid the foundations of works; in the latter is placed the peak of faith and grace.”





Judgment on the statements of the ancients.

§ 57. In regard to these and similar pronouncements of the fathers, the following should be observed. (1) By the word “Law,” they mean not only the moral Law but all the laws of Moses in general, even ceremonial and forensic ones; and by “Gospel,” they mean the public message that the Messiah has come. But when the question regards the proper distinction of Law and Gospel, it deals properly with the moral Law, and the word “Gospel” properly means the message of grace.

(2) Most of their points of difference properly pertain to the distinction of the Old and New Testaments; more about this in its own place [§§ 119–26].

(3) The declarations proper to this place are those in which they say that Law differs from Gospel in the diversity of their [respective] effects.

(4) Differing statements occur among the writings of the fathers, some of which still lack a suitable interpretation. So at times they state that Christ gives new commandments in the Gospel. Irenaeus (bk. 4, ch. 27): “Christ extends and broadens the Law as He prohibits not only what the Law forbids but also the desire for those things, etc. Instead of that which reads ‘Thou shalt not commit adultery’ [Exod. 20:14], He orders us not to lust [Matt. 5:28]. Instead of that which reads ‘Thou shalt not kill’ [Exod. 20:13], He forbids us even to become angry [Matt. 5:22]. Instead of saying ‘Tithe,’ He commands us to give all our substance to the poor [Matt. 19:21].”

Tertullian (Advers. Marc., bk. 4): “Christ clearly teaches us a new patience, even forbidding the chance to harm. Although the Creator allowed an eye to be demanded for an eye and a tooth for a tooth, Christ on the contrary orders us to offer the other cheek and also to give up a tunic for a shirt [Matt. 5:39–40]. Clearly Christ is adding these as supplements to the discipline of the Creator.”

Hilary (on Matthew 5): “The Law demanded that we love our neighbor and gave us license to hate our enemy. But faith orders us to love our enemies and breaks the wanton emotions of human minds with the affection of public charity. Faith not only drives away the anger which comes out of vengeance but even softens it into a love for the harmful person.”

Eusebius (Demonst. evang., bk. 1, ch. 6):


Moses surely did not give a command to kill to the people of those days as if to people who had been accustomed to defile themselves with murders. But upon those who learned this beforehand and have satisfied this commandment first, I impose another more perfect commandment, and I order that they not be overcome even by upsetting wrath, etc. For adulterers and immoral people Moses set down the Law not to commit adultery, not to have intercourse with other men, not to pursue lusts against nature; and to this he added the punishment of death for those who had not obeyed. But I want My children not even to look upon a woman with wanton desire.



Chrysostom (on Matthew, homily 16): “He ceased from bringing the old Law into the kingdom not because it was bad, but because the time had come for more perfect commandments. But if the old imperfect Law is shown in comparison with the new Law, not even this convinces one that the old is bad, etc. When He had shown that He requires of us a merit beyond the limits of the earlier righteousness, He begins to list the commandments of the new Law not simply but in comparison with the old Law.”





The opinion of the Scholastics about the distinction of Law and Gospel.

§ 58. The Scholastics follow these unfortunate statements of the ancients and argue that the old Law teaches imperfect commandments only about external works which are to be done out of fear and that it has only corporeal or temporal promises; but that the new Law teaches more perfect, excellent, and severe commandments which provide those who do them with a righteousness that surpasses that of the scribes and Pharisees and which have the promise of salvation and eternal life. Thus in this way the Law and Gospel differ in: (1) time, (2) commandments, (3) promises, and (4) sacraments. Lombard (Sent., 3, dist. 40, letter A): “The command not to commit adultery has an addition to it in the Gospel, where every desire to commit adultery is forbidden. That the Law is said to restrain the hand but not the mind is said about the Law in regard to ceremonial but not moral matters, or because in the Law there is no general prohibition of every death-dealing concupiscence.” [Lombard again] (letter B): “The letter of the Gospel is far removed from the letter of the Law because they are different in regard to promise. In [the Law] earthly things are promised; in the [Gospel], heavenly. Their sacraments are also different, because those of the former only signified grace while those of the latter confer it. Their commandments are also different as regards ceremonial things, but they are the same as far as moral commands are concerned. But the commandments are contained more fully in the Gospel.”

Thomas Aquinas (on Matthew 5): “Here the explanation of the new Law is contained, which also consists of inner work: ‘Furthermore, I say to you’; that is, I add to this command which you think must be kept only in action, and I explain that you must also keep it in intent.” [Aquinas again] ([ST,] 1.2., q. 91, art. 5): “The old and new Laws are as different as perfect and imperfect. First, the old Law was appointed for a sensible and earthly good; the new Law for an intelligible and heavenly good. Second, the old Law restrains the hand; the new Law, the mind, that is, its inner emotions. Third, the old Law leads to an observance of the Commandments through fear of punishment; the new Law does this through love, which is infused in hearts through the grace of Christ.”

Scotus (Sent., 3, dist. 40): “The new Law contains all the moral laws which the old Law has and adds others, or at least adds some explanation of some of them to which they were perhaps not bound, and thus far the new Law is much more burdensome than the old.” In the same place: “There is doubt as to whether the Jews were bound to all the moral Commandments as we are bound and in the same way as it was explicated for us; because if they were bound to those precepts only as the Jews were interpreting them, then they were permitted to love a friend and to hate an enemy and to divorce their wives, for that is what the Pharisees taught the simple among the people.”

** Antoninus ([Summa theologica,] part 1, title 15, c. 1, § 3): “The new Law is different from the old in another way, because the old Law is a tutor for children, and the new Law is the law of perfection because it is the law of love. All the differences which theologians set between the old and new Law show that they differ as perfect and imperfect.” **

Biel (Sent., 3, dist. 40, q. 1):


The new Law differs from the old in commandments, sacraments, and promises. This is proved as concerns the commandments in that, though they have the same moral [commands], the ceremonial and judicial [commands] are revoked in the new Law; as far as sacraments are concerned, in that in the old there was only one—circumcision—or, as others say, two—marriage and circumcision—which nevertheless do not confer as much grace as the sacraments of the new Law; and as far as the promises are concerned, in that in the new Law eternal goods are clearly promised while in the old these are promised only under certain figures.



[Biel again] (art. 3, dub. 2, from Bonaventure): “[The term] ‘life-giving’ is appropriate to the new Law in three ways: formally, by reason of sacramental grace; in affection, by reason of the spiritual love to which the promises stir us up; practically, by reason of the manifold character of the good operation both of the commandments and of the [evangelical] counsels. Furthermore, in the old Law the promises were temporal, the Commandments outwardly controlling, and the sacraments figurative.”





Bellarmine’s opinion about the distinction of Law and Gospel.

§ 59. Bellarmine (De justif., bk. 4, chs. 3–4) follows in the footsteps of these men and sets out eight differences between Law and Gospel. Before these are investigated, two things must be noted: (1) Not even in one of them does he mention the free promise of Christ and His benefits and of our reconciliation with God. (2) He takes “Gospel” to mean the entire doctrine which Christ and His apostles preached, as is clearly concluded from [his] preceding chapter 2. Just as we do not deny this general meaning of “Gospel” in its proper place, so also we say that this is not the proper and specific meaning, which we proved earlier [§§ 7, 13–28].

(I) So, then, Bellarmine asserts that the first difference between Law and Gospel is that which is between an unfinished teaching and a perfected teaching:


For since the Scripture of the two Testaments contains three things: mysteries, promises, and commandments—that is, things to be believed, hoped for, and done, to which faith, hope, and charity correspond—so also in all three the teaching of the Gospel and of the apostles is far better than the teaching of the Law and the prophets. As regards the mysteries of faith, the doctrine of the Old Testament teaches the unity of God clearly, [but] the trinity of persons and the incarnation of the Word only obscurely and incompletely in order to foreshadow them rather than to explain them. On the other hand, the doctrine of the New Testament teaches and explains all these very clearly.



We respond. The perfection of a doctrine is determined on the basis of either the thing itself or the manner of teaching it. As concerns the thing itself or the mysteries of faith, the doctrine of the Old Testament is not at all imperfect. In fact, it teaches the same fundamental articles of faith which Christ and the apostles repeat in the New Testament. In regard to the manner of teaching, we admit that some mysteries of faith are expressed more clearly and lucidly in the New Testament than in the Old, but this takes nothing away from its real perfection, because this involves clarity rather than perfection, the manner of learning rather than the things to be learned themselves. Thus Augustine (De civit. Dei, 16, ch. 26) rightly says, “The Old Testament is the concealment of the New; the New is the revelation of the Old.” He repeats the same ideas in De catech. rudib. (ch. 4) and in many other places: “The New Testament is hidden in the Old; the Old lies open in the New.” Here pertains what they say Dr. Luther used to say in many of his sermons: “The New Testament seems to me to be the sun from which the moon of the Old Testament receives its light.”





Whether the promises in the Old and New Testament differ.

§ 60. (II) Bellarmine goes on to show the difference between the promises: “The Law and the prophets expressly promise temporal blessings; [but they promise] the kingdom of heaven figuratively. Christ and the apostles promise the kingdom of heaven and eternal life openly. They say that temporal goods are additional things and that they ought not be sought after with care and anxiety. And because threats are also accustomed to be joined with promises, the Law and the prophets threaten temporal ills while Christ and the apostles threaten eternal death.”

We respond. (1) There is an ambiguity in the expression “the kingdom of heaven.” For it means either eternal life—[and] no one can deny, with even the appearance of truth, that the promises of this exist in the Old Testament—or it means the spiritual kingdom of Christ according to truth and fulfillment as that kingdom is foretold and prefigured in the Old Testament and as it is consummated and revealed without the wrappings of figures in the New. It is in this latter sense that Augustine (Contra Faustum, bk. 19, last chapter) writes: “Holy Scripture abounds with testimonies of eternal life and of the resurrection of the dead; but this expression” (the kingdom of heaven) “does not occur in the book, it seems to me, because it properly pertains to the revelation of the New Testament.” [Augustine again] (De civ. Dei, bk. 18, ch. 11): “The Old Testament has earthly promises, but through Jesus Christ the New Testament was to promise the kingdom of heaven.” Therefore we admit that in the Old Testament promises about the future coming of Christ and His spiritual kingdom were given and that these things were wrapped up in earthly promises and especially in corporeal shadows and figures, where they were figured and foreshadowed. We also admit that in the New Testament the fulfillment of those promises was announced, especially about the revealed Christ and the kingdom of heaven which was at hand, without wrappings and shadows. But it ought not be inferred from this that promises regarding eternal life were not given in the Old Testament.

(2) That the Law and the prophets threaten temporal ills while Christ and the apostles threaten eternal death should not be understood in an exclusive sense. For in the Law and the prophets stand not only the promises of life but also the threats of eternal death. “I have set before you this day life and good, death and evil” (Deut. 30:15). “You shall therefore keep My statutes and My ordinances, by doing which a man will live” (Lev. 18:5). It is clear from the account in Luke 10 that these promises and the threats contrasted to them pertain not only to the rewards of this life but also to eternal life. For when the lawyer asked Christ what he could do to have eternal life, He calls the lawyer back to the Law: “What is written in the Law? What do you read there?” [vv. 25–26]. After the lawyer summarized the Law, Christ added (v. 28): “Do this, and you will live.” So, too, “the Law is not from faith, but he who does them shall live in them” (Gal. 3:12). From what precedes and follows, it is clear that this is about justification, and thus about how to come to eternal life. In Romans 2–3, on the basis of the word of the Law, the apostle argues that all people are sinners ([Rom. 3:]19): “We know that whatever the Law says it speaks to those who are in the Law, so that every mouth may be stopped and the whole world may be held accountable to God.”

(3) Bellarmine himself admits that the Law promises the kingdom of heaven and eternal life (though he adds “figuratively”) to the obedient; therefore, in a contrary sense, it threatens eternal damnation to the disobedient.

(4) If the eternal threats are removed from the Law—that is, from the Old Testament (for surely this is the sense in which Bellarmine uses the term “the Law”)—then the evangelical promises of God’s grace, the remission of sins, reconciliation with God, etc., must also be removed, the contrary of which we have shown earlier [§§ 9, 34–39]. Instead, we repeat that one passage: “The righteousness of faith is proved by the testimony of the Law and the Prophets” (Rom. 3:21).

5) It is obvious that there are threats of eternal death in the prophets. “Everyone will die for his own sin” (Jer. 31:30). “The soul that sins will itself die” (Ezek. 18:4). “He will die because of his iniquity” (Ezek. 33:9, 13, 18). In these passages, the word “death” must be understood to mean both temporal death, which is common to the pious and the impious, to believers and unbelievers, and also and especially eternal death, just as it means in the warning added to the command about not eating the fruit of the forbidden tree (Gen. 2:17): “For in the day that you eat of this tree you will die.” Moreover, the analogy of faith shows that God avenges wickedness with both temporal and eternal punishments.

(6) In the same way, along with the eternal promises in the New Testament there are also given bodily and temporal promises which must be understood, with the exception of the cross. “There is no one who has left house or brothers or sisters or mother or father or children or lands for My sake and for the Gospel who will not receive a hundredfold now in this time, houses and brothers and sisters and mothers and children and lands, with persecutions, and in the world to come, eternal life” (Mark 10:29–30). “Godliness holds promise for the present life and also for the life to come” (1 Tim. 4:8). “He that would love life and see good days, let him keep his tongue from evil and his lips from speaking guile” (1 Pet. 3:10). “Now who is there to harm you if you are zealous for what is good?” (v. 13).





Whether new commandments have been given in the New Testament.

§ 61. (III) Bellarmine finally comes to the third part, namely, the laws and commandments in the Old Testament, some of which were ceremonial, some judicial, and some moral. He says:


In the New Testament, in place of the Mosaic ceremonies, which were nearly innumerable, Christ established sacraments, very few in number, with which He bound together the society of His new people. Augustine (Letter 118): “Christ did not abolish the judicial laws in the Gospel but left their keeping to those who administered the state in various places, that they might judge their institution according to the diversity of things, persons, and times.” The Law and the Gospel have almost the same moral laws, which are eternal; but, in this area, the Gospel is superior to the Law because the Gospel demands a behavior of Christians which is more serious, behavior which was not demanded of the Jews in the Law because of their weakness, as is clear from the bill of divorce and polygamy. Some things also stand in the Law that are quite obscure which are given more expressly in the Gospel.



Thus he concludes: “The Gospel has not everything but almost everything which has to do with behavior in common with the Law.” To this end he begins an analysis of the Lord’s Sermon on the Mount [Matthew 5–7], which he says is contrasted to the corruptions of the Pharisees rather than to the moral Law. Nevertheless he further says that Christ added some counsels of perfection to the Law.

We respond. (1) We, too, teach that the ceremonial and judicial laws of Moses were abrogated in the New Testament.

(2) We say that the moral laws in the Law and the Gospel—that is, in the Old and New Testaments—are not almost the same but are exactly the same. For whatever doctrine of works He sets forth, explains, and urges in the Old as well as in the New Testament pertains to the Law.

(3) The bill of divorce and polygamy will be discussed in the treatise On Marriage [Commonplace XXVIII, §§ 202–26, 564–65, 595–96]. In abrogating the bill of divorce and polygamy in the New Testament, Christ does not promulgate new laws but calls us back to the original institution of marriage.

(4) If the word “Gospel” is understood in its proper meaning for the preaching of grace and the free promise of the forgiveness of sins for Christ’s sake, then it is deceitful to say that the Gospel has the same moral laws as Moses. For if this is understood in such a way that the Gospel requires good works for the very act of justification and for this purpose urges the reborn to new obedience to earn eternal life, it is false. But if it is understood in the sense that the benefit of the Gospel is not only forgiveness of sins but also a renewal through which the Holy Spirit begins to wash away the remnants of sin and to conform us to the divine Law, it is true.

(5) A solid and accurate explanation of the Lord’s sermon which He delivered at the beginning of His preaching ministry is provided by Dr. Chemnitz in his golden Evangelicae historiae harmonia, to which we send the reader. Meanwhile, we greatly commend what Bellarmine acknowledges, that Christ’s sermon stands in contrast not to the moral Law but to pharisaical corruptions. In this respect he departs not only from many of the fathers but also from the Scholastics and from very many Papist writers; and, if he were to do this in other controversies and prefer the heavenly truth as it is revealed in Scripture over against human authority, he would do well.

(6) Regarding the counsels of perfection: there will be a place for discussing them later [§§ 82–104].





[That] the Law comes alone, and the Gospel comes with grace.

§ 62. (IV) Bellarmine draws the second distinction between Law and Gospel from things connected to them [ex annexis]: “The Law was given through Moses, who was only a lawgiver. The Gospel was given through Christ, who was not only a Lawgiver but also the Redeemer. Thus the Law comes alone, but the Gospel does not come alone but with grace.”

We respond. (1) Bellarmine takes “grace” to mean the grace of doing good works and of fulfilling the Law itself, that is, the gift through grace [donum per gratiam]; yet in the article of justification, grace means the free [gratuita] mercy of God by which He forgives the sins of those who believe in Christ, as we shall show in its own place [On Justification through Faith (Commonplace XIX), §§ 17–30].

(2) Surely the primary meaning of this word should not have been omitted; instead, he should have connected both blessings of the Gospel: grace and the gift through grace. To be sure, through the Gospel not only the remission of sins but also the Holy Spirit, who begins to renew our nature and conform us to the Law, is given.

(3) Therefore if “Law” is properly understood as the teaching of works and “Gospel” as the free promise of the forgiveness of sins, then we acknowledge this distinction: that the Law only commands and demands but does not give the strength to accomplish them while the Gospel confers the Holy Spirit on believers, through whom they are impelled to do good works of every kind. “This only I wish to learn from you: did you receive the Spirit by works of the Law or by hearing through faith?” (Gal. 3:2), that is, from the Gospel. Augustine deals with this subject in detail in many places (especially in De spiritu et litera).

(4) Although this gift through grace, that is, the renewal of the Spirit, is no less a benefit of the Gospel than grace, that is, the free [gratuita] forgiveness of sins for Christ’s sake, yet still in the article on justification the renewal must be distinguished from the forgiveness of sins and the imputation of Christ’s righteousness, since we are justified not by that inchoate and incomplete renewal which is the consequence of justification but by faith in Christ.

(5) If the word “Law” is taken to mean the doctrine of the Old Testament as it is comprehended in the writings of Moses and the prophets, then the benefit of grace is to be hoped for from here. Indeed, the message of grace about the forgiveness of sins for the sake of Christ the Mediator sounds forth no less in the Old than in the New Testament, the message through which all the saints are justified and saved no less in the time of the Old Testament than in the New. “We believe that we are saved through the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, just as our fathers were” (Acts 15:11). “The promise to Abraham and his seed that they should inherit the world did not come through the Law but through the righteousness of faith” (Rom. 4:13). “Jesus Christ is the same yesterday, today, and forever” (Heb. 13:8). “The Lamb of God was slain from the beginning of the world” (Rev. 13:8).

(6) Whether and to what extent Christ is a Lawgiver shall be explained a little later [§§ 64–70].





Nonprincipal differences between Law and Gospel.

§ 63. (V) From these primary and chief points of difference between Law and Gospel Bellarmine derives some others, as from springs. As the third difference between Law and Gospel, he claims that “the Law of Moses was given to only one people and that the Law of Christ was given to all nations.” Fourth, that “the Law for the most part embraces the shadow and figures of things to come while the Gospel shows the actual body and the truth.” Fifth, that the Law of Moses “had to be changed when the Law of Christ came, but no other law ought to be the successor to the Law of Christ.”

We respond. If by “Law” we understand the teaching of the Old Testament and by “Gospel” the teaching of the New, in which sense Bellarmine takes them, this can be said in a tolerable fashion. But here we are asking about the distinction between Law, properly taken as the doctrine of works, and the Gospel, also properly taken as the doctrine of faith. We must also point out that even though the Law of Moses was indeed given to only one people and entered the fullness of nations finally at the time of the New Testament, nevertheless the doors of the church were open to all even in the Old Testament, as countless examples of proselytes prove. The fact that the old Law had figures and shadows of things to come and was abrogated by the coming of Christ should be taken to refer to ceremonial laws but not to the moral Law, which is perpetual.

(VI) As a sixth difference, Bellarmine claims that the Law of Moses “did not have the power to justify, but the Gospel does have it because it gives the grace to fulfill the Law.”

We respond. Justification is on the basis of the Gospel not because the Gospel gives the grace to fulfill the Law but because it is the preaching of faith through which we embrace the benefits of Christ which are offered in this message of grace for our justification. Clearly the gift through grace—that is, the renewal through which we do good works—is also a benefit of the Gospel, yet it must be carefully distinguished from the forgiveness of sins of which our justification consists and which the gift of renewal or the grace of charity follows, as we shall explain more fully in its own place [On Justification through Faith (Commonplace XIX), §§ 184–248]. What Bellarmine denies—that the teaching of the Gospel is ever set against the Law of Moses—is false (especially if “Law” is taken to mean the doctrine of works and “Gospel” to mean the message of grace), for the apostle clearly asserts: “The righteousness of God is revealed from faith to faith in the Gospel apart from the Law” (Rom. 1:17; 3:21–22). Also, in the article of justification there is a perpetual contrast between Law and Gospel, works and faith, merit and grace, doing and believing.

(VII) Bellarmine’s seventh distinction is that “the Law of Moses is a law of fear and slavery while the Gospel is the law of love and liberty. In fact, the commandments of the Law establish people as guilty without grace while Christ gives the Spirit, through whom love is poured forth in the heart [cf. Rom. 5:5].”

(VIII) Finally, the eighth difference is that “the Law of Moses is very heavy, impossible to carry, while the Gospel of Christ is an easy yoke [cf. Matt. 11:30].”

** Salmeron (vol. 1, p. 421) says that the new Law (the proper teaching of Christ) began to bind us not while Christ was alive but after His death. Gregorius de Valentia lists three opinions about this matter: that the law of the Gospel began to be binding on the day of Pentecost, according to Capreolus; or at the point of Christ’s resurrection, according to Scotus; or at the point of the Lord’s death after He had said, “It is finished” [John 19:30]. He prefers this last to the others. **

We respond. It is, of course, a benefit of the Gospel that the Holy Spirit, who is given in regeneration, impels us to a spontaneous and voluntary obedience; that the Son frees us so that we are no longer “slaves to sin” (John 8:[34–]36); that “God’s love is poured forth into our hearts through the Holy Spirit” (Rom. 5:5); that God’s Commandments are no longer “burdensome and bothersome” (1 John 5:3). Yet this consequence of justification must not be confused with the very act [of justification]; [more] on this in its own place [On Justification through Faith (Commonplace XIX), §§ 184–248].
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CHAPTER VII: WHETHER CHRIST IS THE NEW LAWGIVER

§ 64. In regard to the second distinction, which claims that Moses was only a lawgiver but that Christ was a Lawgiver and Redeemer, it remains for us to investigate if and in what sense Christ was and can be called a Lawgiver.

** The Council of Trent (sess. 6, canon 21) says, “If anyone says that Jesus Christ was given to mankind as the Redeemer to be believed but not also as a Lawgiver to be obeyed, let him be anathema.” Barradius (Comm. in conc. evang., bk. 2, ch. 10): “If Moses was the lawgiver, why should the title of ‘Lawgiver’ be taken away from the Messiah? Indeed, a much greater honor belonged to the Messiah than to Moses in this respect, for Moses received God’s Law by the intervention of the angels and gave it to only one people while the Messiah gave the Law, which He founded, not to one people but to the whole world.” **

It is certain that the Son of God, along with the Father and the Holy Spirit, implanted the Law in the hearts of human beings in the first creation, that He made known the commandment about not eating the fruit of the forbidden tree [Gen. 2:17], and that He was present on Mount Sinai at the solemn promulgation of the Law. It is also certain that in His preaching ministry Christ declared not only the Gospel of the free forgiveness of sins to His hearers but also the Law, and that He freed the Law from Pharisaic corruptions and restored it to its original splendor. But the Papists are not asking about this when they argue that Christ was a Lawgiver. Rather, they claim that this name is proper to Him in this way and respect: that He published some new laws and made the Law of Moses more perfect.

But we show the contrary using the following foundations: (1) “For the Law was given through Moses, but grace and truth came to us through Jesus Christ” (John 1:17). Here the ministry of Moses is distinguished from the office of Christ. Surely Moses does hand down the Commandments and does add the promise of life, but under the condition of perfect fulfillment. But since our nature, corrupted by sin, does not have the ability to provide perfect obedience, since Moses does not give that ability, “the Law works wrath” (Rom. 4:15) and is “the ministry of death” (2 Cor. 3:7). Thus there was need for another Mediator—namely, Christ—through whom grace and truth would come to us. Indeed, He declared the teaching of grace and truth, that is, the Gospel. In fact, grace and truth was not just preached by Christ, it also was done (ἐγένετο) [by Him], because with His Passion He acquired and earned heavenly goods. Through the Gospel of grace He Himself also actually distributes grace to the faithful and shares grace with them. These [points are from] Chemnitz (Harm. evang., bk. 2, ch. 20, p. 61). Suppose that Christ was a new Lawgiver in His mediating office—the contrast given by the evangelist or by John the Baptist will come to naught.

(2) Nothing can be added to that which is perfect. The Law is the absolutely perfect rule of good works since it requires love for God with the whole heart [Deut. 6:5]; since it requires the wholeness of the entire nature [cf. Deut. 10:12]; since it requires the conformity of every action, word, and thought with the norm of righteousness [cf. Lev. 19:2]. Therefore Christ added nothing to the Law. Augustine (Contra Faust., bk. 17, last chapter): “The Law of God is given so perfectly that nothing should be added to it or taken from it.” Nor does this statement: “The Law made nothing perfect” (Heb. 7:19), hinder our argument. For the meaning of these words is not that the moral Law is imperfect and is taught insufficiently in the writings of Moses. Instead, the apostle is considering in part this fact: although the Law is of itself holy and perfect and commands works so pious and just that works more pious and just cannot be prescribed, nevertheless in its commanding it does not provide the powers to do those works. However, he is also considering in part, and most of all here, the ceremonial Law. In fact, he here refutes the Jewish opinion that the blood of oxen and goats has cleansed our sins in the presence of God [cf. Heb. 10:4].

(3) Every lawgiver is a minister of sin insofar as he provides an occasion for sin through the Law. “Then is the Law sin? By no means! Yet I did not know sin except through the Law. But sin, finding an occasion in the commandment, worked every concupiscence in me. For apart from the Law sin was dead. For sin, finding an occasion in the commandment, deceived me, and it killed me through it” (Rom. 7:7–8, 11). But Christ was not the minister of sin. “If in seeking to be justified in Christ we ourselves are found to be sinners, is Christ then a minister of sin? Certainly not!” (Gal. 2:17). But Moses alone is the minister of sin because, in seeking to be justified by the Law, we are found to be sinners. Therefore Moses is a lawgiver, but Christ is not a lawgiver in His office as Mediator.

(4) Christ came into the world for this end: to free us “from the curse and condemnation of the Law” (Gal. 3:13; 4:5), that we might no longer be “under the Law but under grace” (Rom. 6:14). Therefore He did not come to promulgate new laws.

(5) In His mediating office Christ is the τέλος (“end” and fulfillment) “of the Law for the righteousness of every believer” (Matt. 5:17; Rom. 10:4). It is He who pays the debt of utterly perfect obedience which was demanded from us by the Law. Therefore to this extent He is not a lawgiver whose function is to demand obedience and fulfillment of the Law.

(6) Christ “did not come to condemn the world” (John 3:17) nor to accuse it before the Father, since “Moses had already accused it” earlier (John 5:45). Therefore He did not come to give new laws. Certainly every lawgiver requires perfect obedience; and, when he does not find it, he declares and inflicts a just punishment.





The arguments of those who claim that Christ is the new Lawgiver: First, from Matthew 5.

§ 65. Let us see what force there is in the arguments with which they establish Christ as a new Lawgiver. (I) They seek a particular strength for this assertion from Matthew 5, where works more perfect than those which were required in the Law of Moses appear to be prescribed.

We respond. (1) Bellarmine himself acknowledges (De justif., bk. 4, ch. 3) that Christ is here explaining the true meaning of the Law and removing the Pharisaic corruptions with which they were distorting the Lord’s Law. He says:


The scribes and Pharisees were corrupting the very serious commandments about killing and committing adultery when they taught that in commandments of this sort only the outward act is forbidden but not the inward, unless it was betrayed by outward signs. Josephus was guilty of this error (Antiq., bk. 12, ch. 13), as was David Kimchi (commentary on Ps. 66:17). Against such corruptions the Lord says: “The Law which says, ‘You shall not kill,’ restrains not only the hand but also the tongue and mind. The Law which says, ‘You shall not commit adultery,’ reaches all the way to the lust conceived in the mind itself” [cf. Matt. 5:21–28]. The Pharisees were repudiating the law of repudiation, which the Law had allowed to go unpunished because of the weakness of those people, but which they themselves were proposing as something absolutely just. The Lord taught that it was wrong to divorce a wife except because of fornication, and He completely abrogated the law of the bill of divorce [cf. Matt. 5:31–32]. The Pharisees were teaching that one must not perjure oneself, but they thought that taking oaths even for insignificant reasons was no sin. On the contrary, the Lord commands that there should be no swearing at all except when necessity demands an oath [cf. Matt. 5:34–37]. The Pharisees were distorting the law of retaliation: “an eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth” [Exod. 21:23–24; Lev. 24:19–20; Deut. 19:21; Matt. 5:38]. For they did not realize that such a law had been established to preserve justice rather than to satisfy an appetite for revenge; they were teaching that it was lawful to seek vengeance. Thus the Lord warns them not to long for revenge nor to return evil for evil, but is saying that an honorable man should even rather prepare himself to turn the other cheek to one who strikes him, if he must [cf. Matt. 5:39]. Finally, the Pharisees were perverting the primary commandment of love. Because the Law had commanded them to kill their enemies not out of hatred but with a zeal for righteousness, by which at times even devout kings declare just wars, the Pharisees were teaching the general precept that one must love his friends and hate his enemies. Therefore the Lord gives a very serious warning that we must love our enemies, do good to those who hate us, pray for those who persecute us and speak evil about us [cf. Matt. 5:44].



All this Bellarmine writes very correctly. Later he adds this (toward the end of ch. 4):


Those things in the Gospel which seem to be very important—about loving our neighbors and restraining our concupiscence—are also found in the old Law. Thus the Lord is not saying, “Unless your righteousness surpasses that of the Law and the prophets,” but that of the scribes and Pharisees. He does this to signify that He did not so much want to add to the burdens of the Commandments of the Law as to remove the corruptions of the scribes and Pharisees from their midst.



(2) Dr. Chemnitz (Harm. evang., bk. 2, ch. 51, p. 341) proves this very firmly with the following argument. The things that Christ adds as a supplement to this point of doctrine, which doctrine He calls “of those of old” [Matt. 5:21, 27, 33], are in the divine Law of the Old Testament, for example, about wrath and the signs of wrath. “Why are you angry, and why has your countenance fallen?” (Gen. 4:6). “The sinner will see it and be angry; he gnashes his teeth and melts away” (Ps. 112:10). “You shall not hate your brother in your heart; you will not remember an injury” (Lev. 19:17–18). Concerning the lust [concupiscentia] for a neighbor’s wife, this commandment stands in the Decalogue itself: “You shall not covet [non concupisces]” [Exod. 20:17]. Also: “I have made a covenant with my eyes that I would not so much as think about a virgin” (Job 31:1). “The eye of the adulterer observes darkness” (Job 24:15). “Each one neighed after his neighbor’s wife” (Jer. 5:8). “Do not desire [ne concupiscas] the beauty of someone else’s woman; do not be caught by her winks” (Prov. 6:25). Thus it is certain that Christ is not contrasting His explanation to the ancient Law itself but to the corrupt interpretations of the Pharisees, which they were trying to sell to the people without reason or proof, with the prescription of time1 and under the name of antiquity. And because He had earlier mentioned the Commandments which were called the least by the Pharisees, He now explains what those are. Irenaeus (bk. 4, beginning of ch. 26): “Because the Commandments of the perfect life are the same in both Testaments, they show the same God, who indeed advocates precepts particularly apt to each Testament but still counseled the very same greater and highest precepts, without which it is impossible to be saved, in both.”





Second, from the names given to Christ.

§ 66. (II) The second argument for their assertion is taken from the names which are given to Christ and to His teaching. Christ is called “King,” “Judge,” “our Lawgiver” (Isa. 33:22); “King of kings” (Rev. 19:16); “Ruler” (Mic. 5:2); “Ruler of kings on earth” (Rev. 1:5). His teaching is called “law” (Isa. 2:3). Therefore Christ brought new laws.

We respond. (1) With the Father and the Holy Spirit, Christ is one God, who engraved the moral Law in human minds and solemnly repeated it on Mount Sinai. In this sense we do not deny that He can be called a Lawgiver. But the question is whether Christ as Mediator came into the world for the sake of publishing new laws. This we deny.

(2) Christ is called the Ruler of His church not because He publishes new laws but because He gathers the kingdom of grace to Himself through the public ministry of the Word; He directs its citizens through His Word and Holy Spirit, defends them against Satan and all their enemies, and finally transfers them into the kingdom of glory.

(3) The word “law” is being used generally to mean “teaching”; for, as we have shown earlier [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), § 2], ּתֹורָה [“Torah, law”] comes from the root יָרָה, “he sowed, he taught.” Therefore it is in this way that the Gospel is called “the law of faith” [Rom. 3:27], that is, the teaching of faith, “the hearing of faith” (Gal. 3:2), “the word of faith” (Rom. 10:8).





Third, from a comparison of Christ with Moses.

§ 67. (III) Third, [they say:] “People are commanded to hear Christ as [they hear] Moses, to whom He is said to be similar (Deut. 18:15). He is also compared with Moses as Lawgiver with lawgiver (Heb. 2:2; 3:2–3). Therefore Christ is a lawgiver no less than Moses is.”

We respond. (1) The statement “The Lord will raise up a prophet like me” [Deut. 18:15] does not mean that Christ would be a lawgiver exactly like Moses but shows that Christ would be a prophet and teacher of similar authority, truth, faithfulness, and glory and would be one whom all the people must hear. Just as Moses freed his people from physical bondage, so also the Prophet promised there has freed us from the bondage of sin. Augustine (on John, tract. 51): “I shall raise up a prophet similar to you in form of flesh, not in eminence of majesty.”

(2) The Epistle to the Hebrews compares Christ with Moses not as a lawgiver with a new lawgiver, in the proper sense of the word, but as a master with a slave, as a son with a servant of the same master, as is evident from the text (Heb. 2:2–3): “For if the message declared by angels was valid, and every transgression or disobedience received a just retribution, how shall we escape if we neglect such a great salvation” (offered through the Gospel, which as a consequence is called “the word of salvation”) “which was declared at first by the Lord” (whose proper teaching was the word of grace) “and attested to us by those who heard Him?” “Consider Jesus, the Apostle and High Priest of our confession. He was faithful to Him who made” (appointed) “Him, just as Moses was faithful in all his house. Yet Jesus is worthy of as much more glory than Moses as a builder of a house has than the house. And Moses was faithful in all his house as a servant, but Christ was faithful in His house as a Son” (Heb. 3:1–3, 5–6).

(3) [The Gospel] is called “the obedience of faith” (Rom. 1:5; 16:26; 1 Pet. 1:2), “the commandment of God, that we should believe in the name of His Son” (1 John 3:23). Of course, in this respect Christ could be called a Lawgiver, though only in an extended sense [improprie].

(4) As a prophet and teacher of the church, Christ taught not only the Gospel but also the Law. Also in this respect He is a Lawgiver; that is, we should call Him a Lawgiver to whom we owe an obedience that is greater in proportion to His greatness over all the teachers of the church (Heb. 13:17).





Fourth, from the publishing of the new commandment.

§ 68. (IV) John 13:34: “A new commandment I give to you, that you love one another; even as I have loved you, that you also love one another.” Therefore [they say] Christ gave new laws.

We respond. (1) Sometimes “new” denotes the same thing as “something else” (Exod. 1:8; Judg. 5:8; etc.). If we take the word “new” in this sense, the meaning will be: “I have given you a commandment about avoiding ambition and pursuing humility, to which I add another commandment about mutual affection.”

(2) The commandment to love is not absolutely and simply new, as the apostle John teaches clearly in his First Epistle (2:7): “Beloved, I am writing you no new commandment but an old commandment which you had from the beginning; the old commandment is the Word which you have heard.” 2 John 5: “And now I beg you, lady, not as though I were writing you a new commandment, but the one we have had from the beginning, that we love one another.”

(3) The analogy of faith teaches the same thing. Indeed, the commandment to love is the sum of the whole Law (Matt. 22:36–40). “ ‘You shall not commit adultery,’ ‘You shall not kill,’ etc., and any other commandment are summed up in this sentence: ‘You shall love your neighbor as yourself ’ ” (Rom. 13:9). How, then, will the commandment to love one’s brother be absolutely and simply new?

(4) Hence it is called “new” in a certain respect (just as the Gospel is called “new wine,” Mark 2:22). It is new because it is confirmed by a new repetition. It is new because it is commended by precept and by the new and singular example of Christ dying on our behalf. It is new because it is taught in a new way, namely, freed from the manifold burden of ceremonial laws and mitigated by evangelical equity [ἐπιείκεια]. It is new because it is set down for the new man who is renewed by the grace of the Holy Spirit, walks in newness of life, and loves his neighbor sincerely.

Irenaeus (bk. 4, ch. 25, p. 250): “Christ did not bring something greater than His commandment to love but has renewed the same thing for His disciples, commanding them to love God with all their heart and other people as themselves.”

Augustine (on John, tract. 65): “Why is that called ‘new’ by the Lord which is demonstrated so clearly as old? Is it a new commandment because He has taken off from us the old man and put on us the new man? Nothing makes the hearer—or, rather, the obedient person—new but that love which the Lord commands; and, to distinguish it from carnal love, He adds, ‘as I have loved you.’ ”





Fifth, from mention of the specific “law of Christ.”

§ 69. (V) [They say:] “In 1 Cor. 9:21 a ‘law of Christ’ is mentioned. Gal. 6:2: ‘Bear one another’s burdens and fulfill the law of Christ.’ Therefore Christ handed down laws other than those of Moses.”

We respond. There can be no doubt that the commandment to love pertains to the moral Law. But it is called “the law of Christ” because it is understood and kept correctly only through the Spirit of Christ; because Christ gave it in a new way; because it was selected from the great accumulation of the laws of Moses and was repeated without being wrapped in the ceremonial laws with which it had been surrounded in the Old Testament; etc.

Ambrose (commentary on 1 Corinthians 9): “He says this because when it is in the law of Christ, it is in the Law of God, because what is Christ’s is God’s, and because what is God’s is Christ’s.” [Again] (commentary on Galatians 6): “The law of Christ wants everyone to be saved; and through this, he fulfills the law of Christ who advises his sinning brother to return to his intention, to fulfill the will of Christ.”





Sixth, from the institution of the Sacraments.

§ 70. (VI) [They say:] “In the Gospel there are commandments about the use of Baptism and of the Lord’s Supper. Therefore Christ is the new Lawgiver.”

We respond. (1) The state of the question is being changed here, for the question is not about the institution of the Sacraments but about the perfection of the moral Law.

(2) Considered according to their end purpose, the Sacraments are the salutary means by which Christ offers His benefits to all and applies them to those who believe. They are the “seals of the righteousness of faith” (Rom. 4:11), and in this respect they certainly do pertain to the Gospel.

(3) That it might be understood that the institution of these ceremonies pertains not to our burden but to our convenience, Christ instituted only two Sacraments in place of the multiple ceremonies of the Old Testament. Augustine speaks very beautifully about this (on Psalm 73): “The sacraments were changed. They were made fewer, easier, more salutary, more happy.” [Augustine again] (Letter 118 ad Jan.): “Christ instituted Sacraments which were very few in number, very easy to observe, very excellent in their significance. To such He has bound the fellowship of His new people.”

(4) The receiving which Christ established in the action of the Sacraments must be considered as a kind of salutary reception rather than a laborious action. Acts 2:38: “Be baptized” (permit yourselves to be baptized) “each of you, for the forgiveness of your sins.”

(5) Since the institution of the Sacraments is proper for the one who can give the grace of the Sacraments—that is, for God alone—therefore in the use of the Sacraments we prove our obedience to Christ which is owed to Him as true God with the Father and the Holy Spirit, obedience which He requires from us in general in the First Commandment of the Decalogue [Exod. 20:3].


 

1 “Prescription” [praescriptio] is the allegation of long and immemorial time for the purpose of demonstrating the possession of something. Continuation of possession through a period of time defined by law is a way to attain possession of something. Here, the Pharisees claimed that their corrupt interpretations were genuine by using the “prescription of time,” the claim that these interpretations were ancient and therefore correct.







CHAPTER VIII: WHICH ARGUES AGAINST THE PHOTINIANS REGARDING THE MORE PERFECT COMMANDMENTS ADDED BY CHRIST

The error of the Photinians regarding the more perfect commandments given in the New Testament.

§ 71. The error of the Papists about new laws which Christ published is eagerly embraced by the Photinians, who clearly prepare the way for Muhammadanism, because the Qur’an also says (Sura 12): “Moses brought an incomplete Law; Christ brought one more complete; and Muhammad brought the most complete one.” They state clearly (Cateches. Racoviens., p. 164): “Christ did not come to fulfill the Law for us but to add new commandments to the Law.”

** See also Socinus (Quod evangelici se Phot. coetui adjungere debeant). Vorstius (Conf., p. 29) prepares the way for Photinianism when he responds to the question about what the phrase “it was said to those of old” [Matt. 5:21, 27, 33] means: “ ‘It was said to those of old,’ namely, in the Law of Moses. It was not said ‘by those of old,’ that is, by the rabbis. For here Christ is contrasting His commandments to the actual Law but not to the lies of the Pharisees.” In the same work: “In the Old Testament, divorces were lawful even outside the case of adultery. In the New Testament, they were forbidden. In this matter, in fact, a greater perfection of sanctimony and love is required.” In the same place: “In the Old Testament, it was lawful to swear easily in vows and promises, to seek revenge against a neighbor, to hate strangers and enemies of the people, etc. In the New Testament, these things are not allowed.” The Arminians are like him. Arminius (Disp. de legis et evang. comp., thesis 6): “The third difference between Law and Gospel consists in the matter [materia] of the Commandments, for the Commandments of the Law were for the most part carnal. But the Gospel is spiritual and contains spiritual commandments.” Sim. Episcopius (Disp. de conven. et discr. V. et N. T., thesis 20): “The second difference between the Old and New Testaments consists in the specific matter of their commandments.” **

But the Photinians (in their Catech. [Racoviens.], p. 207) claim that there are two kinds of new commandments, so that “some pertain to behavior; and some, to ceremonies.” They say that the following three have to do with behavior: “to deny oneself, to take up Christ’s cross, and to follow Christ.” Yet these all pertain to the obedience owed to the First Commandment about loving God above all things [Exod. 20:3], which very thing they admit (on p. 208, where they assign following Christ to loving God and one’s neighbor). Denying oneself is resisting the sinful lusts of one’s flesh, bearing one’s cross, and bearing adversities patiently. Following Christ is imitating His life. All of these indeed do pertain to the fear and love of God, as we have shown in our commonplace On the Law [Commonplace XV, §§ 57–61]. They say that the Lord’s Supper pertains to ceremonies (p. 215). They make no mention of Baptism, and, in fact, they deny that it is an ordinary and perpetual sacrament of the New Testament. What conclusion should be drawn about this becomes clear from what we said a little earlier [§ 70].





What they think was added to the First Commandment.

§ 72. But that they may show more clearly what Christ added to the Law of Moses, they run through the individual commandments and list them in order, in such a way as to separate the commandment about graven images [Exod. 20:4–5] from the First Commandment [Exod. 20:3–5]. They say that Christ added two things to the First Commandment: (a) “A certain form of praying prescribed in the Lord’s Prayer” (p. 164).

We respond. Christ did not institute a new worship of God that was not yet expressed in the Law of Moses and was not yet used in the Old Testament. Rather, by expressing a certain form of praying, He wanted to alleviate our weakness. The royal psalmist taught various set forms for praying, but who will say that he added something to the divine Law?

** And even before Christ’s birth there were certain set forms for praying to God in the church, and these set forms had been prescribed by the Holy Spirit. Some psalms which are found in the Psalter were written long before David and were accepted by the patriarchs, as is seen from Hilary (preface to his commentary on the Psalms) and as is gathered from Scripture itself (Exodus 15; Deuteronomy 32; 1 Samuel 2; 1 Kings [3]; Isaiah 38; Jonah 2; Habakkuk 3). In the petitionary psalms are two things that are asked of God: that which applies to the promotion of God’s glory and that which is required to supply our need. These are the two main points of the Lord’s Prayer [Matt. 6:9–13]. There is no better explanation of the Lord’s Prayer than the Book of Psalms, nor is there a better epitome of the Psalms than the Lord’s Prayer. **

Nor are we bound in such a way to the set form that Christ prescribed, which someone might deservedly call “the prayer of prayers,” that we are simply not allowed to use other words in the prayers we are to make to God.

(b) The second thing they say has been added to the First Commandment consists in our “acknowledging, worshiping, and calling upon Christ as true God, that is, as such a one who has divine power over us” (p. 170).

We respond. In its own place we have spoken in detail about the true deity of Christ against those fighters against God [θεομάχοι], and we have proved it not only from the New but also from the Old Testament [On God the Father and His Eternal Son (1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5); cf. On the Most Holy Mystery of the Trinity (1625 Exegesis, Commonplace III)]. We admit that in the New Testament there is more and clearer witness of the Son’s true deity, but still we explicitly deny that the Old Testament is completely devoid of such testimony.





What they say has been added to the Second Commandment.

§ 73. They say that Christ added to the Second Commandment [Exod. 20:4–5] “that we must not only not have honor for idols but also that we are not to be found in any places where idols are” (p. 185).

We respond. Idols are not just exterior things, stones and wood, to which one pays the honor that is due to God alone, but they are also interior things, namely, everything that one loves, fears, and honors above God. Therefore if they do not want to be found in the place where idols are erected, they will have to leave the world to free the church from such cancers. In the temple at Jerusalem, Christ Himself taught that the terrible idolatry of the Jews had defiled it [cf. Matt. 21:12–13]. The holy apostle “was carried in a ship which had as figurehead Castor and Pollux, whom the heathen considered as gods” (Acts [28]:11). The same apostle pronounces that “an idol is nothing in the world” (1 Cor. 8:4); that is, he denies that one is contaminated by an idol if he does not consider or worship it as an idol. In the same sense he denies that food offered to idols is anything (1 Cor. 10:19); that is, those who do not consider nor acknowledge as an idol that which the heathen have as an idol may eat the food offered to idols, provided that it not be a source of offense for the weak (1 Cor. 10:27[–29]). That is why he orders us to flee idols not only with our heart but also from their place, that is, to avoid offending the weak, which could result from the untimely use of something that of itself is an adiaphoron. But now, giving offense conflicts with loving one’s neighbor, which is the summary and epitome of the entire Law. Furthermore, the idols of the heathen in the Old Testament were ordered to be broken and knocked down (Deut. 7:5). How, then, would it be lawful to be found in a place where idols were honored?

** Therefore there must be a distinction between a dwelling together among the wicked which takes place without fear of seduction and without suspicion of collusion and only because of necessity, in such a way that we openly bear witness of our separation; and the dwelling together which occurs outside of necessity with clear collusion and without a witness of contradiction. The former sort of dwelling together was never prohibited in either the Old or New Testament by a general commandment. Here we assign the example of Naaman (2 Kings 5:19). The latter sort of dwelling together differs not at all from idolatry itself; here we assign the precept: “Take heed to all that I have said to you; and make no mention of the names of other gods, nor let such be heard out of your mouth” (Exod. 23:13). **





What they say has been added to the Third Commandment.

§ 74. To the Third Commandment [Exod. 20:7] they say that Christ added that “it is not permitted to swear even in true matters unless the glory of God compels us” (p. 186).

We respond. A detailed discussion about oaths was given in the explanation of the Second Commandment [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), §§ 116–21]. Christ showed that rash oaths were forbidden not only in the New but also in the Old Testament (Matt. 5:34) as He removed the Pharisaic corruptions of this teaching. The Epistle to the Hebrews shows that it is lawful in the New Testament to swear not only on behalf of God’s glory but also for the welfare of one’s neighbor: “Men indeed swear by something greater than themselves, and in all their disputes an oath is final for confirmation” (Heb. 6:16). The Photinians greatly favor the Pharisaic corruption that, since the Israelites are forbidden “to swear falsely in God’s name” (according to Lev. 19:12), it is thus only perjury that was forbidden to them; but that, on the other hand, it was permissible and, in fact, was worshiping God to swear in God’s name in common conversation and public commerce, so long as it was not false swearing. Yet those rash and empty oaths were also forbidden in the Old Testament; this is not only proven by the purpose of the Law but is also confirmed by a clear explanation in Scripture: “You shall not take the name of the Lord your God in vain” (Exod. 20:7). That is, God’s very holy name must be held in such reverence by you that you not only should not use it in a lie but should not use it even for something useless. “Do not let your mouth become accustomed to swearing. And do not use the name of the holy One as a habit. Just as a slave who is beaten frequently does not lack stripes, so also he who swears and uses the name of God assiduously will not easily be free of fault. The man who swears frequently will be full of wickedness, and the whip will not depart from his house. And he who swears rashly will not be judged innocent, for his house will be attacked with frequent raids. Do not let your mouth become accustomed to excessive swearing, for from this comes the opportunity to sin” (Ecclus. 23:9–14, 17). “The talk of man who often swears brings horror, and the wrangling of such men deafens the ears” (Ecclus. 27:[14]). “Do not swear: ‘As the Lord lives’ ” (Hosea 4:15), which must be understood to refer to rash oaths, because holy men have very often used this set form in an important and serious matter.





What they say has been added to the Fourth Commandment.

§ 75. They say that the Fourth Commandment [Exod. 20:8] “has not been supplied with an addition but has been wholly abrogated” (p. 189).

We respond. Then it is false that Christ has added something to each commandment, for an abrogation is not an addition. It is also false that the commandment about the Sabbath has been wholly abrogated. For there must be a distinction between the moral and ceremonial matter of this commandment, the former of which is perpetual while the latter is temporary [χρονικόν] and is abrogated in the New Testament. There was a more detailed disputation about this whole matter in its own place [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), §§ 123–42].





What they say has been added to the Fifth Commandment.

§ 76. Let us see what they claim has been added to the Second Table of the Law. To the Fifth Commandment [Exod. 20:12] they say that this has been added: “what we have in the New Testament about the duties of magistrates and subjects, masters and servants, husbands and wives” (p. 192).

We respond. But indeed the same explanations of the commandment about honoring parents are given in the Old Testament. For the Decalogue must be considered not only in those statements and very few words with which it is described in Exodus 20 and Deuteronomy 5; rather, it must be understood according to the interpretation of Moses and the prophets. The title “father” is given to those who have been appointed to a magistracy (Gen. 41:43; 1 Sam. 24:12; Ezra 1:5), as well as to “masters” or “lords” (2 Kings 5:13; Judith 6:[13]). Therefore the commandment to honor parents includes magistrates and masters. In turn, we are ordered to honor not only parents but also our magistrates, masters, elders, etc. (Lev. 19:32; Prov. 24:21; Ecclus. 33:25). From this it again follows that the commandment to honor parents includes magistrates and masters. The offices of husband and wife are related to the Sixth Commandment [Exod. 20:14]. In fact, since in that commandment a violation of marriage is forbidden by God, there is no doubt that the command is being made, on the basis of the antithesis, that the order instituted by His will be preserved in conjugal cohabitation. Briefly, it is impossible to cite any portion of the duty of magistrates and subjects, masters and servants, husbands and wives whose foundations cannot be shown clearly in the Old Testament.





What has been added to the Sixth Commandment.

§ 77. They say that two things have been added to the Sixth Commandment, about not killing [Exod. 20:13]: (a) “One may not be angry with a brother, nor may he be harmed with harsh language” (p. 196). (b) “All vengeance, not only at our own hands but also through the magistrate, is forbidden” (p. 197).

We respond. The first point was forbidden no less in the Old Testament than in the New. “You shall not hate your brother in your heart. You shall not take vengeance or bear any grudge against the sons of your own people” (Lev. 19:17–18). “Why are you angry, and why has your countenance fallen?” (Gen. 4:6). “Refrain from anger and forsake wrath” (Ps. 37:8). “Cruelty is in wrath, and force is in fury” (Prov. 27:4). “Do not hasten in your spirit to grow angry, for anger rests in the bosom of fools” (Eccles. 7:9). “Remove anger from your heart, and put away wickedness from your flesh” (Eccles. 11:10).

** “Be angry, and do not sin” (Ps. 4:[4]). “Make no friendship with a man given to anger nor go with a wrathful man” (Prov. 22:24). With regard to these, see also the general clause of “Cursed be he” (Deut. 27:26). Here pertains the commandment about not taking away the cattle of an enemy (Exod. 23:4; Deut. 22:1). Also, Christ said that it was said to those of old: “You shall hate your enemy” [Matt. 5:43]; this stands nowhere in the Old Testament. Ostorodus (Instit., ch. 27, part 1) interprets “neighbor” as an Israelite, but very poorly, for God in the Old Testament always commends the same love toward stranger and those of one’s own house (Lev. 19:33). **

The second point—namely, to implore the defense and revenge of the magistrate—is permitted no less in the New Testament than in the Old. “For magistrates are not a terror to good works but to bad. Would you have no fear of the authority? Do what is good, and you will receive his praise, for he is God’s minister for your good. But if you do what is bad, be afraid, for he does not bear the sword in vain; he is the minister of God to execute His wrath on him who has done what is bad” (Rom. 13:3–4). “Be subject for the Lord’s sake to every human ordinance, whether it be to the king as excelling or to governors as sent by him to punish evildoers and to praise those who do right” (1 Pet. 2:13–14).

** It is commanded that “if possible, so far as it depends upon us, we should live in peace with all people, and that we should never avenge ourselves” (Rom. 12:18–19). Therefore if this is impossible, surely evil can be returned for evil, if a lawful magistrate intervenes in the case of both a stranger and a brother. And from Matt. 26:52 and Rev. 13:10 it is inferred that the law concerning execution has not been abrogated in the New Testament. **

Thus a complete distinction must be made between public and private revenge. The former is not only permitted but also necessary; but the latter is forbidden and condemned in both the Old and New Testaments. “You shall not take vengeance,” etc. (Lev. 19:18). “Do not say, ‘I will do to him as he has done to me’ ” (Prov. 24:29). “Do not resist one who is evil” (Matt. 5:39). “Never avenge yourselves, repaying evil for evil” (Rom. 12:17, 19).





What they say has been added to the Seventh Commandment.

§ 78. To the Seventh Commandment, about not committing adultery [Exod. 20:14], they say that three things have been added: (a) “One should not even look upon a woman to lust after her” (p. 99).

We respond. On the contrary, the illicit lusting [concupiscentia] after a woman has been explicitly forbidden by a particular commandment of the Decalogue: “You shall not covet [concupisces] your neighbor’s wife” (Exod. 20:17; Deut. 5:21). The explanation of this commandment is given in Job (31:1): “I have made a covenant with my eyes that I would not even think about a virgin.” “The eye of the adulterer observes darkness” (Job 24:15). “Do not desire the beauty of an adulterous woman in your heart, and let her not captivate you with her splendors” (Prov. 6:25). “Do not look upon the wine when it is red” (Prov. 23:31). “Your eyes will see strange women” (Prov. 23:33). “Each one neighed after his neighbor’s wife” (Jer. 5:8). In Ezek. 6:9 “the eyes of fornicators” are mentioned. “She doted upon them with the lust of her eyes” (Ezek. 23:16).

** The Lord reproaches the synagogue because she exposed “her fornication to every passerby, to be his” (Ezek. 16:15). “The synagogue lusted after the children of Egypt because their flesh was like that of donkeys and their discharge was like that of horses” (Ezek. 23:20). Although the Holy Spirit is speaking especially about idolatry and spiritual fornication, the prophet would not have used such figures of speech if, in the sight of God, lust toward another man or woman were not really considered as fornication and adultery. In Mal. 2:15 the priests who were frequently divorcing their wives are warned to exercise self-restraint in their own spirit, that is, to restrain their affections and desires, lest they transfer their yearning from their own wives to other women. Just as our Savior says that anger is the chief thing in homicide that merits punishment, so also lust is the chief thing in adultery that merits punishment. **

Therefore the lustful glance which titillates the inner heart and kindles a corrupt lust and by which the heart burns with lust [libido] and looks about, seeking a desire [concupiscentia] for its eyes so that from it lust may be nourished and inflamed—such a lustful glance is forbidden no less in the Old than in the New Testament.

(b) The second thing they think Christ added to the commandment not to commit adultery is this: that “he who divorces his wife and marries one who has been divorced commits adultery” (p. 199).

We respond. Christ is not setting forth a new Law but is calling us back to the original institution of marriage and purging out the corruption of the Pharisees which, like dross, they added to the divine Law. Because Moses had, due to the hardness of heart of the Israelites, permitted divorce in the forensic or judicial law to avoid still greater evils (Deut. 24:1; Matt. 19:8), the Pharisees consequently claimed that it was lawful to grant a bill of divorce for any cause at all and that it was lawful to do this even in the sight of God. But Christ shows that, on the basis of God’s institution and ordinance, marriage is an indissoluble bond (Gen. 2:24). The only exception He makes is the case of fornication, because that conflicts directly with the nature of marriage, the essential parts [substantialia] of marriage, and conjugal fidelity. Therefore it breaks the bond of marriage. See Dr. Chemnitz (Harm. evang., bk. 2, ch. 51, pericope 3, p. 357).

(c) They place the third addition to this commandment in this: “that all fornication and impurity and even obscene language is forbidden in the New Testament” (p. 200).

We respond. So was only adultery forbidden in the Old Testament while fornication and impurity were allowed? This error is too crass and more than pharisaical. The explanation of this commandment is quite obvious and clear in Moses and the prophets. “There shall be no whore among the daughters of Israel, neither shall there be a whoremonger among the sons of Israel” (Deut. 23:17). “Do not prostitute your daughter, lest the land be contaminated” (Lev. 19:29).

** “Rejoice, O young man, in your adolescence, and let your heart gladden you in the days of your youth, and walk in the ways of your heart and according to the sight of your eyes; but know that the Lord will bring you into judgment because of all these things” (Eccles. [11:9]). Here it says that all conversation, actions, and deeds occurring at banquets and in all other pleasures earn the severity of the divine judgment if they conflict with piety and decency. In Deut. 22:5 the command is given that a man is not permitted to wear the clothing of a woman. **

Here pertain the punishments which have been established for fornicators (Exod. 22:16; Deut. 22[:13–30]) and those that happened by divine action (Gen. 19:34; Numbers 25; Judges 20; etc.). So this is the figure of speech called synecdoche, by which, under the name of “adultery,” all uncleanness and impurity is forbidden in works, words, and gestures. But if shameful, lascivious, and obscene gestures are forbidden, all the more are obscene words understood to have been forbidden. If the inner lust of the heart is forbidden by this commandment, all the more will impurity of language be forbidden. “Do not embrace another’s woman. Why would you burn for another’s woman in your heart?” (Prov. 5:20). “A woman dressed as a harlot meets and kisses the young man and flatters him with an impudent face” (Prov. 7:13). “The fornication of a woman is recognized in her eyes and winks,” etc. (Ecclus. 26:[9]).





What they say has been added to the Eighth Commandment.

§ 79. To the Eighth Commandment, regarding not stealing [Exod. 20:15], they say that what has been added is “the commandment to beware of greed” (p. 203).

We respond. The interpretation of this commandment is taught in the Decalogue itself: “You shall not covet your neighbor’s house” [Exod. 20:17]. From this it is clearly seen that the commandment not only forbids actual theft but also accuses the very root of wickedness: the greed which clings to the heart. Thus the Lawgiver has used the sort of language that signifies secret plotting which avoids and flees the knowledge of someone else, so that we understand that even inner commandments are included, which very thing the prophets’ interpretation clearly shows. “If riches increase, set not your heart on them” (Ps. 62:10). Men to be elected as magistrates are those “who hate greed” (Exod. 18:21) “Incline my heart to Your testimonies and not to greed” (Ps. 119:36). “The paths of those who pant for riches” are compared “to one who plots for blood” (Prov. 1:[18–]19). “He who pursues greed disturbs his home” (Prov. 15:27). “He who hates greed will prolong his days” (Prov. 28:16). “They have all turned to their own way, each to his own greed” (Isa. 56:11). “Because of the iniquity of his greed I was angry, and I smote him” (Isa. 57:17). “For from the least to the greatest of them, everyone pursues greed” (Jer. 6:13; 8:10). “But you have eyes and heart only for your greed” (Jer. 22:17). “I have struck My hand on account of your greed” (Ezek. 22:13). “Their heart follows after their greed” (Ezek. 33:31). “Woe to those who plot evil in their beds that they may perform it in the morning. They covet fields and take them violently” (Mic. 2:1–2).

Thus it is certain that greed is prohibited by synecdoche under the name of theft in this commandment. Therefore, as we pointed out in their own place [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), §§ 53, 166–68], interior things are forbidden under the name of a more gross, exterior sin, so that from it one may understand in what passage they are being censured in the judgment of God.

** Neither are these virtues contrary but rather diverse: zeal for hard work, zeal for self-sufficiency, zeal for generosity. The Photinians have discussed the second and third but are certainly silent about the first. It is false that a sort of luxury was conceded to the ancients because of the ample corporeal promises [in the Old Testament], provided they did not forget the Lord’s work (Deut. 21:20; Isa. 5:22). **





What they say has been added to the Ninth Commandment.

§ 80. To the Ninth Commandment, concerning not bearing false witness [Exod. 20:16], they say that the following has been added: “Every falsehood, even one that proceeds from levity, has been forbidden in the New Testament” (p. 205).

We respond. The words of this command are taken from the order of judgments that was established by God, yet a rejection of all lying is included in general under the name of one specific kind. The exegesis of Moses and the prophets makes this clear. “You destroy those who speak lies” (Ps. 5:[6]). “The mouth that lies destroys the soul” (Wisdom 1:11). “Do not tell a lie against your brother. Be not willing to use any lie” (Ecclus. 7:[12–]13). “Do not speak against the truth in any matter” (Ecclus. 4:[29]).

** “You shall not take up the report of a false lie” (Exod. 23:1). “Keep far from false speech” (Exod. 23:7). “Let not a man tell lies against his neighbor” (Lev. 19:11). “He who speaks the truth in his heart will dwell on this holy hill” (Ps. 15:2). Verse 3 [of that psalm speaks] against slanderers and calumniators. **

The falsehood that arises solely from the lust for lying conflicts with the truth even if it appears to cause no harm to a neighbor. Therefore it must be prohibited by divine Law. Augustine (De mend. ac cons.): “If lies have no one to deceive, then they lie to themselves. And those who lie from levity achieve this: that no one trusts them when they speak the truth.”





What they say has been added to the Tenth Commandment.

§ 81. To the Tenth Commandment, about not coveting [non concupiscendo] [Exod. 20:17], they say that this has been added: “We must not cling with our heart to what we desire [concupiscimus], even if we are not thinking about the fulfillment of desire [concupiscentiae]” (p. 206).

We respond. Christ teaches (Matt. 5:28) that the divine Law forbids not only actual covetousness—that is, a deliberate covetousness aimed at with full consent—but any wrongful desire at all, even original concupiscence, and thus its first and even involuntary stirrings. The apostle teaches the same (Rom. 7:14). They do not add this interpretation to the Law but deduce it from the text itself, against the Pharisaic corruptions of the Law. Moses says: תִתְאַּוֶהאֹל [“You shall not desire”] (Deut. 5:21). The word אָוֶן means “restlessness,” which produces anxiety, and quite often it is used for original concupiscence, which always produces corrupt emotions (Ps. 119:133; Prov. 6:18; etc.). Thus the evil of the heart which reason does not consider nor acknowledge as sin is being accused. “I would not have known coveting [concupiscentiam] if the Law had not said, ‘You shall not covet [non concupisces]’ ” (Rom. 7:7).

Moses and the prophets teach that this is the true explanation of this commandment about not coveting. “Every imagination of the thoughts of his heart was only evil every day” (Gen. 6:5; 8:21). “Who can discern his errors? Cleanse me from secret faults” (Ps. 19:[12]). (This is because, unknown to us, corrupt thoughts and suggestions are always arising in our hearts. Therefore no one knows the number of his sins.). “Therefore every saint shall pray to You for the forgiveness of sins” (Ps. 32:6). (Although the saints resist corrupt desires by mortifying them through the Spirit, yet they are compelled to keep asking God for forgiveness of their sins every day because of those inner sins.) “You have set our secret sins in the light of Your countenance” (Ps. 90:8). “The heart of man is deceitful and corrupt. Who can understand it?” (Jer. 17:9).

In its own place we have showed that the original sin propagated into all the descendants of Adam is sin, truly and in the proper sense of the word [On Original Sin (Commonplace XII), §§ 56–89]. Therefore it will surely be revealed and accused in some commandment of the Law, which is the perfect norm of righteousness and integrity. However, if the first involuntary stirrings of covetousness [concupiscentia] are accused by God’s commandment, all the more is it understood that we are forbidden to cling with our hearts to those things that we covet illicitly. “If riches increase, set not your heart on them” (Ps. 62:10). “The Lord hates a heart that devises wicked plans” (Prov. 6:18). “The thoughts of the evil man are an abomination to Jehovah” (Prov. 15:26). “Remove the evil of your thoughts” (Isa. 1:16).





CHAPTER IX: CONCERNING THE EVANGELICAL COUNSELS, AGAINST THE PAPISTS

§ 82. These things have been said regarding the supplements which the Photinians say were added to the moral Law by Christ. Now let us examine the evangelical counsels, called “the counsels of perfection,” which the Scholastics and Papists argue were first published and added to the divine Law by Christ in the Gospel.

** The opinion about those counsels originated out of Pharisaism, because the Pharisees believed that some works of supererogation above and beyond the Law could be performed, as is gathered from Josephus and Epiphanius. From that, the rabbinic scholars have employed a distinction between a חִּיּוב, “debt,” and a לְתֹורָהתיִבַּר, “addition to the Law.” **

It is a certainty among the Papists that a reborn person can render perfect obedience to God’s Law but also can achieve a fuller righteousness than that which has been prescribed in the Law through their works of supererogation, fulfilling what they call the “evangelical counsels.” These works are all too well called “works of supererogation” because an immense amount of money has been paid [erogata] to those who sell these works to others. Indeed, rightly are these works called “works of super-arrogance” because it is an obvious arrogance to promise and attribute any such thing to them. Let us listen to Bellarmine on this subject (De monach., bk. 2, ch. 7), who defines a counsel of perfection as follows:


It is a good work not charged to us by Christ but shown to us, not commanded but commended. It differs from a precept in the area of its matter, of its subject, of its form, and of its end. In regard to its matter, it is different, because the matter of a commandment is easier; of a counsel, more difficult. The matter of a commandment is good; of a counsel, better and more perfect. In regard to its subject, they differ in that a commandment is common to all, but a counsel is not. In regard to form, they differ in that a commandment is binding by its own force while a counsel is placed in the realm of human free choice. In regard to end, they differ in that a commandment which has been kept provides a reward, and an unkept command provides a punishment. But if a counsel is not kept it has no penalty; and if it is kept, it has a greater reward.



In ch. 8 he adds:


There are many evangelical counsels, in the true and proper sense of the word, but especially three: chastity, obedience, and poverty.

These things were taken from the Scholastics. Thomas ([ST,] 1.2., q. 108, art. 4):

A commandment [praeceptum] introduces a necessity; a counsel, an option. Commandments of the new Law are given regarding those things which are necessary to gain the end of eternal blessedness. Counsels are given about those things through which man can achieve the end better and more efficiently. Man is situated among spiritual goods and the things of this world. It is characteristic of a commandment [to say] that one must not set up his ultimate end in the things of this world; it is characteristic of a counsel [to say] that he completely abandon these good things. But the good things of this world which are related to the practice of human life consist of three things, namely, of the riches of one’s exterior goods, of the pleasures of the flesh, [and] of honors. Wealth is abandoned through poverty; the pleasures of the flesh, through chastity; the pride of life, through the servitude of obedience.



They call these three the “essential parts of perfection” [substantialia perfectionis]. Elsewhere they list other evangelical counsels beside these three, as, for instance, not to avenge oneself, to endure injuries patiently, to give more generous alms, not to swear, to avoid occasions for sinning, to form an intention correctly in the matter of good works, to do what is taught, not to be worried about one’s sustenance, to correct a brother. Others number them differently.





The opinion concerning evangelical counsels is refuted.

§ 83. As concerns the evangelical counsels which are gathered from Christ’s Sermon on the Mount [Matthew 5–7]: they are not supplements to the moral Law, the observation of which is left to man’s choice and does not apply to all people. Rather, they are explanations of the Law opposed to the corruptions of the Pharisees but proposed for all Christians without exception. The counsel regarding celibacy will be discussed in its own place [On Marriage, Celibacy, and Similar Topics (Commonplace XXVIII), §§ 489–554]. Here we now say in general with Dr. Chemnitz (Loci, part 2, de discr. praecept. et consil., ch. 1, p. 280):


If the doctrine about these external practices were taught in such a way that these are not worship nor merits in themselves, much less as more important than the Commandments or a sort of perfection, but as things that could be undertaken in proportion to the diversity of gifts so that one might be able to be more free and unhindered to do those things which have to do with true piety, then it could be tolerated in one way or another. But the Papists do not establish them within such limits but rather support the perfection and supererogation of merits in such works. They claim that the people who observe the evangelical counsels acquire more merits than from the things which are necessary and that, therefore, these can be applied to others for the forgiveness of sins and the merit of eternal life.



This is clear from Salmeron (vol. 7, p. 97, on Luke 10):


Some works are necessary for salvation, but some are works of counsel and perfection, which no one is obligated to perform. Therefore he is paying [erogat] who distributes the talents given to him. He is paying more [supererogat] who pays out more than he receives, who adds the mandates of the church to the precepts of Christ and establishes them in accord with time, place, and condition of persons. That he may all the better keep the decrees of both God and the church, he connects what the Lord has prescribed to these counsels. He adds learned catholic expositions to the Scriptures and with Paul delivers the Gospel without charge [1 Cor. 9:18].



§ 84. Thus in many ways this opinion about counsels must be disapproved because it imagines: (1) That righteousness before God and the merit of eternal life are to be sought in the observance of the Law, though the apostle declares clearly (Gal. 3:21) that no law has been given which gives life.

(2) That not only can satisfaction be made to the divine Law, but also more, better, and more sublime works than those which the Law demands can be done, though the most perfect work, the love of God with one’s whole heart, is prescribed in the Law (Deut. 6:5; Matt. 22:37–38).

(3) That one can aspire to full perfection in this life though even the apostle says that he is not perfect (Phil. 3:12).

(4) That we must seek perfection in the traditions of men rather than in God’s Commandments, though God is worshiped in vain through the precepts of men (Matt. 15:9).

(5) That more merits can be acquired than a person needs for salvation and that those which are left over can be paid out [erogari] and applied to others, though all the saints are compelled to ask for the forgiveness of sins (Ps. 32:[5]).

(6) That works which are not commanded are more excellent than those that are required in the Law, though the Law is the perfect norm of good works.

(7) [It imagines] that the things which Christ teaches in His sermon about avoiding private revenge, the love of one’s enemies, avoiding rash swearing, etc. [Matt. 7:1–6; 5:38–48, 33–37], can be observed or violated freely, though they are commandments which bind all people absolutely.

(8) That we ourselves can make satisfaction not only for our own sins but also for the sins of others, though only “the blood of the Son of God cleanses us from all sins” (1 John 1:7).





First, we cannot rise to a perfect love of God.

§ 85. Let us examine Bellarmine’s counterarguments which he brings against our arguments (De monach., bk. 22, ch. 13). (I) God commands that we love Him with all our heart, with all our soul, and with all our strength [Deut. 6:5]. Consequently, nothing remains for us to pay that is not owed. Augustine (De doctr. Christ., bk. 1, ch. 22): “When He says ‘with all your heart, with all your mind, with all your soul’ [Matt. 22:37], He leaves out no part of our life which should not be involved and which should give place, so to speak, that it might enjoy something else. Whatever else should come into our mind as something to be loved is to be taken into the same course in which all of our love runs.”

Bellarmine counters:


(1) All these things—to love with the heart, to love with the soul, to love with the mind—all this is the same as loving truly and sincerely. (2) The commandment to love is affirmative. Thus it is binding whenever the necessity of divine glory requires. But if this were to occur at different times, there would be need for [evangelical] counsel and for supererogation. (3) The end toward which we should strive is indicated by this commandment. Therefore even though we may not love with every measure of love, we are not transgressors. (4) Even though we cannot add to this commandment according as it indicates the end, yet we can add something as far as the means is concerned. (5) Only this is being commanded: that we love God with a chief love, that we place nothing ahead of or equal to Him in our love, that we do nothing in our heart except that we love God, and that we love Him with the greatest intensity of love.



Those are the words of Bellarmine, which we have discussed in the commonplace On Actual Sins [Commonplace XIII] (§ 44) and in the commonplace On the Law of God [Commonplace XV] (§ 181). Here we only point out that Bellarmine’s responses are in opposition to each other. For if loving God with all our heart, all our soul, all our mind, and all our strength requires only a serious and sincere love but not a love absolute in all its details and degrees, then surely the commandment to love does not indicate the end but only the means. In turn, if this commandment indicates the end—that is, the supreme degree of love to which we should aspire in this life and to which we can aspire in the life to come—then those phrases “to love with all your heart, with all your soul, with all your mind, with all your strength” require not only a serious and sincere love but also a love perfect in all degrees and details. We have said more about this entire subject elsewhere [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), §§ 53, 183].





Second, something is always lacking in good works.

§ 86. (II) Something is always lacking in good works. Therefore we never fulfill the Law, much less provide works of supererogation. The antecedent is proved from the fact that Paul says, “My mind serves the Law of God, but my flesh serves the law of sin” (Rom. 7[:25]). Job says (9[:28]) that he “feared all his works.” Isaiah calls all our righteousnesses “a menstrual rag” (Isa. 64[:6]). David (Ps. [143:2]) cries out: “Enter not into judgment with Your servant, for no man living is righteous before You.”

Bellarmine counters in general:


If we could by no means keep the Law, John would be lying when he says, “His Commandments are not burdensome” (1 John 5[:3]); and the Lord would be lying when He says (Matt. 19[:17]), “If you wish to enter into eternal life, keep the Commandments.” He would not have been teaching that young man but would have been deluding him, as if He had said, “If you wish to fly up into heaven, make yourself oars of wings and fly through the air.” In fact, it would follow that man does not sin, for he does not sin who does not do what he cannot do. And God would be more cruel and unjust than a tyrant. In fact, He would be asking for a tribute which no one could pay, and He would be asking this from His friends. Furthermore, all the fathers say that it is wicked to assert that God has commanded anything that is impossible.



We respond. Seek the explanation of the passage in 1 John 5 in the earlier treatise On the Moral Law [Commonplace XV] (§ 190). We have discussed the Matthew 19 passage earlier in § 23, and we shall discuss it in greater detail a little later [§§ 97–98]. We have examined the comparison of God with a demanding tyrant in the treatise On the Moral Law [Commonplace XV] (§ 196). In what sense the fathers deny that God has commanded anything impossible we explained in the same treatise (§ 194).

Bellarmine counters to this individual passage specifically: (1) “Paul in Romans 7 is speaking about the involuntary stirrings of sin, and these are not sins but punishments.”

We respond. We have discussed this in the commonplace On Actual Sins [Commonplace XIII] (§§ 36[–78]).

(2) “Job was afraid of his works because he was afraid that he might mix something imperfect in them. But those fear properly who see that it is possible to avoid evil by fearing.” (3) “Isaiah is speaking in the person of very serious sinners, who defile their good works with the additive of mortal crimes.” (4) “David intends only this: that no one can be justified if he is compared with God, for by such a comparison with Him every righteousness of men and angels appears to be unrighteousness.”

We respond. We have examined all these counterarguments in the treatise On the Moral Law [Commonplace XV] (§ 182).





Third, Luke 17[:10]: “When you have done all, say, ‘We are unworthy servants.’ ”

§ 87. (III) Christ completely excludes this deceit about works of supererogation: “When you have done all that is commanded you, say, ‘We are unworthy servants; we have done only what we owed’ ” (Luke 17:10).

Bellarmine counters:


(1) Christ is speaking about the Commandments which apply to us but not about the evangelical counsels. (2) Christ is not calling us unworthy servants but is commanding that we admit we are such out of humility. (3) Whatever a servant is, he belongs to a master; and whatever he does, that accrues to the master’s profit. But it does not follow from this that the master orders him to do anything as if paying off a debt. For what would the situation be if a servant were willing to subtract from the sleep that was granted to him so that he might do something for his master? Will he not be doing more than he is bound to do?



We respond. This entire passage reads as follows: “Will any of you” (Christ says) “who has a servant plowing or keeping sheep say to him when he has come in from the field: ‘Come at once and recline’? Will he not rather say to him: ‘Prepare supper for me, and gird yourself and serve me till I eat and drink; and afterward you shall eat and drink’? Does he thank the servant because he did what was commanded? So you, too, when you have done all that is commanded, say, ‘We are unworthy servants; we have done what we owed’ ” (Luke 17:7–10). In the preceding verses, Christ had required many good works from His followers: that they should be generous to the poor, that they should be contemptuous of pleasures, that they should be careful to avoid offenses, that they should be quick to forgive when they have been offended. Thus it could happen that, if someone had done one or more of these, he could be persuaded that he had now performed his responsibility completely and now wanted to devote himself to rest and not do anything more. Another person could become so pleased with himself in these works that he might extol himself and boast, as if he had earned many things from God because of his obedience. Christ addresses both with this parable of the servant. No earthly master immediately grants rest to a servant who has returned home from his daily chores, but requires new service from him. Even if he does this energetically, the master still does not thank him for that nor even owe him gratitude. In this way all Christians are servants of God by right of creation, preservation, redemption, and sanctification. Therefore they are bound to serve God throughout life until the final hour of death. They should exercise themselves in the works commanded by God. Meanwhile, they state that all these activities were already owed beforehand and that God is by no means obligated to repay them, since they are quite obligated to God in many ways. See Dr. Polycarp Leyser (Harm., ch. 124). Thus the judgment that should be made about the counterarguments of Bellarmine becomes clear.

(1) Christ never claims that we do everything that has been commanded us in the highest degree of perfection in such a way that attention must be given to evangelical counsels. Rather, He says hypothetically: “If you have done all these things which are commanded you” [Matt. 19:17]. Yet in this life we never rise to such perfection that we could boast that we have fulfilled all God’s Commandments. For what need would there be for us to pray daily for the remission of our sins [Matt. 6:12]?

(2) Nor does Christ prescribe a hypocritical humility out of which we are to admit with our lips that we are indeed unprofitable servants while we meanwhile claim that we have merited eternal life with our works. May such hypocrisy be far from pious minds, for the context of this passage clearly refutes this hypocrisy. No thanks are due to the servant who carries out the orders of his master with all his might [Luke 17:9]. So also if we have done all the things that God has commanded us, among which the foremost is surely that we love God with all our heart, and have not merely tried to do them or begun to do them; and also when we have done all the inner as well as all the outward works without omitting so much as one of them, and not when we have done some of them or most of them but all of them without exception—then what should we do? Let us say, “We are unprofitable servants.” That is, let us admit with all our heart and genuinely confess that we are owed no thanks, for whatever we have done God could have legitimately demanded of us, and, in fact, we are already obligated to do it beforehand. God has given us soul, body, abilities. Therefore we ought to use all these along with our strength in the service of God. And since we do not do all the things that are commanded us, and since we do not do what we do at the level of purity and perfection prescribed in the Law, we must acknowledge not only that we are servants but also that we are unprofitable servants, because we cannot stand if God wishes to enter into judgment (Ps. 143:2).

Therefore He could legitimately throw us into eternal torments and outer darkness (Matt. 25:30, where the same expression stands: “unprofitable servant”). Indeed, we are such people, if we are to be considered on the basis of ourselves and of our strengths and merits. But in Christ we have been adopted as sons of God and are appointed as heirs of life [Gal. 4:4–5; Titus 3:6–7].

Council of Milevis (canon 6): “What St. John says is right: ‘If we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us’ [1 John 1:8] Whoever thinks that this should be taken in such a way as to say that we ought to say that we have sin simply out of humility and not because it is true, let him be anathema.” This should be applied to that Pelagian distortion which Bellarmine embraces. The devout indeed confess not only humbly but also truthfully that before God they are unprofitable servants both because no profit accrues to God from their works and because they are deficient in many works and cannot stand their ground in God’s judgment by means of their own works. Jerome (Letter 66 ad Ctesiph. contra Pelagianos):


When I believe that I have reached the limit of my virtues, then I will have a beginning. For the beginning of wisdom is the fear of the Lord [Ps. 111:10], which fear is driven out and destroyed by love [1 John 4:18]. This perfection belongs to people only if they know that they are imperfect. “And you,” He says, “when you have done everything, say, ‘We are unprofitable servants; we have done what was our duty’ ” [Luke 17:10]. If he who has done everything is unprofitable, what should be said about the person who cannot fulfill it? That is why the apostle says that he has received in part and has understood in part and is not yet perfect [1 Cor. 13:9, 12; Phil. 3:12].



Ambrose (on Luke 17, bk. 8):


If you not only do not say to a servant who has been plowing and feeding the sheep: “Go and rest,” but also demand of him another service and do not thank him for it, so also in your case God does not permit the use of a single work or labor because, while we live, we ought to be working always. Therefore admit that you are a servant, debt-ridden by many duties. Do not count yourself important because you are called a child of God. Grace must be acknowledged, but nature must not be ignored. You should not boast that you have served well, because you were obligated to do these things, etc.



Bede (commentary on Luke 17):


If a person demands from his manservant not a single service but multiple services and still does not thank him, how much more in your case, you who can do nothing without Me? You should consider the rewards for your labors not by the length of time of your service; instead, you should always increase those earlier works with a spontaneous love and submission and with new efforts. Therefore say, “We are unprofitable servants” [Luke 17:10]. Indeed, you are servants, for you have been bought with a price [1 Cor. 6:20; 7:23], but unprofitable servants, because the Lord does not need your good works. But if he who does everything is unprofitable, what should we say about him who cannot do what has been commanded because of weakness or, what is worse, who despises what has been commanded because of his pride, etc.? Thus only the perfection of faith is in people if they know that they have been imperfect in fulfilling all things that have been commanded. As long as they wander away from the Lord, evils which they weep over will be with them. They will always remember the good things that are lacking toward which they strive with the help of His grace.



Bernard (Sermon de tripl. custodia, col. 3566):


This diligence for the works of servanthood creates the beginnings of our behavior while this is still a modest thing. But there is yet already in us a light, unless perchance they think they have a great light to whom the truth says, “When you have done all things that have been commanded you, say, ‘We are unprofitable servants; we have only done what was our duty’ ” [Luke 17:10]. But you will say that He advises this to be said out of humility. Certainly out of humility, but would it ever be said against the truth?



(3) There is a difference of obligation between a man’s servant and the Lord’s servant. A man in service to a man does not owe him everything that he is and can accomplish but has certain prescribed limits to his responsibility. But whatever we are, whatever we can be, we owe it all to God, for from Him come all the powers of our soul, all the members of our body, all the beginnings of our good behavior. Bernard (Sermon de verb. Orig.): “Even though someone seems to do for his neighbor more than is his duty, yet he never renders to God all that he owes.” From the light of nature the Philosopher recognizes that one cannot pay back his parents with an equivalent price. All the less can man, God’s creation, do all the works already due Him beforehand.





Fourth, [1 John 3:16:] “We ought to lay down our lives for our brethren.”

§ 88. (IV) Christ says, “This is My commandment: that you love each other, even as I have loved you” (John 13:34). But Christ loved us to such an extent that He died for us. Therefore we also “ought to lay down our lives for our brethren,” as John concludes (1 John 3:16). But this is the greatest love, to which nothing can be added, for “greater love has no man than this, that he lay down his life for his friends” (John 15:13). Therefore no place remains for counsels and works of supererogation.

Bellarmine counters: “We are not obligated to give up our lives for our brothers except when that is necessary for their eternal salvation. Therefore if we do this when it is unnecessary but only useful, we will have performed a work of counsel or supererogation. And, similarly, if I benefit a neighbor when he is not in a situation of extremely serious need, I also am performing a work of supererogation.”

We respond. Either God’s glory or a neighbor’s welfare demands or does not demand that a life be laid down for the brothers. In the prior case, we are bound by the Law to neglect even life itself for our brother, because the Law requires of us whatever we are obligated to do for the advantage of our neighbor, since we are commanded to love our neighbor as ourselves [Lev. 19:18; Matt. 22:39]. In the latter case, not only are we not bound to lay down our life for a brother, but it is even rash to undertake such a thing and be found wasteful of one’s life. Whatever comes from us to the benefit of a neighbor should proceed out of love, for if someone were to distribute all his goods to the poor but lack charity, it would benefit him nothing (1 Cor. 13:3). But now, the love for a neighbor prescribed in the Law is not like that, but is serious, sincere, and perfect.





Fifth, nothing should be added to God’s Commandments.

§ 89. (V) God commands us to add nothing to His Commandments (Deut. 4:2). Therefore it is wrong to add the counsels.

Bellarmine counters: “Nothing should be added to a commandment which would corrupt it, but something which perfects it is not [forbidden]. But now, the Commandments are not corrupted but are perfected by the counsels.”

We respond. Abolition is not an addition; therefore the prohibition of addition cannot be understood to mean a prohibition of corruption. As was shown elsewhere [On Actual Sins (Commonplace XIII), § 4], God considers as lawless not only works contrary to the Law but also ἐθελοθρησκεία, service thought up out of one’s own choice. Here must be assigned the rule regarding the true explanation of the divine Commandments given earlier [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), § 53], and it must be carefully observed: wherever something is shown to be sin, there at the same time a virtue is commanded contrary to that sin, as well as all the virtues of the same type, along with their causes, occasions, and means of aid. Thus to the extent that the counsels of perfection contain some aid and assistance for the achievement of a necessary virtue, they must also have been prescribed by the Law. But to the extent that they prescribe some external exercises undertaken in proportion to the diversity of gifts so that one can be more free and less hindered for those things that have to do with true devotion, to that extent they do not hand down new worship or new merits, much less a sort of greater perfection than is required by the Law. Instead, they prescribe an indifferent [adiaphora] exercise to be observed with a free spirit such that, if one does not observe it, he does not sin. “I do not say this to you to lay any restraint upon you, but that you might adhere to the Lord without distraction” (1 Cor. 7:35). “If you take a wife, you have not sinned; and if a maiden marries, she has not sinned” (v. 28). “Bodily training is of some value, but godliness has a promise for the present life and also for the life to come” (1 Tim. 4:8).





Sixth, we cannot do as much as we owe.

§ 90. We are obligated to God in such a way that we can never do as much as we owe; therefore we can never pay more [supererogamus]. The antecedent is clear, for whatever good thing we have, we have from Him. Therefore all that is ours is owed to Him. Even if we give up our life for God a thousand times, we shall still never render to Him anything equal [to what we owe].

Bellarmine counters: “God could have demanded of us whatever we are capable of doing, but He did not want to do that, for He imposed upon us a light yoke and an easy burden [Matt. 11:30]. If we consider the benefits that God has conferred upon us, we cannot do more than we ought to do. In fact, we cannot do as much as we should. But if we consider the Law that God has imposed upon us, we can do more than we are actually bound to do.”

We respond. Bellarmine’s counterargument depends on the hypothesis that the Decalogue does not require a greater and more perfect obedience than the kind which our corrupt nature can show in this life. Hence it is thought that God, by right of His lordship, could indeed have obligated us to the impossible, but that of His goodness He proposed Commandments which are necessary to earn salvation under such restraint and moderation that it is beyond the power of no one, however weak, so that all who are willing to exert themselves can attain eternal life through the Commandments. But it is thought that if some are found more ready, who wish to go beyond those bounds to which the observance of the Law necessary for salvation is limited, to such the counsels of perfection are prescribed and special prerogatives in eternal life are decreed. But this figment of Bellarmine’s imagination conflicts with the end for which God established the solemn repetition of His Law after the fall, as we have shown in its own place [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), §§ 25–26, 183].

Lawyers teach us that what is natural is unchangeable. But now, the obligation which proceeds from the benefits that God has bestowed on us belongs to the natural law. Consequently, it is unchangeable. And so the moral Law does not remove or diminish that obligation, since it is the same as the law of nature. Instead, it declares that obligation and makes it clear.

§ 91. The remaining arguments that Bellarmine attributes to us are of less importance; yet in their explanation he does not satisfy himself, much less the truth. He cites Ps. 119:32: “When You enlarged my heart, I ran in the way of Your Commandments”; and he adds (col. 477): “Surely he who runs when he is obligated only to walk does more than he has been commanded.” Yet did David fulfill the counsels of perfection, whose publication they assign to the New Testament and thus call them “evangelical counsels”?

He admits that “we are never or rarely free of venial sins in this life, yet these do not hinder us from being righteous and from being able to do works of supererogation” (col. 479). But if venial sins are sins, they are lawlessness and transgression of the Law [1 John 3:4]. If we transgress the Law every day, how do we not only fulfill the Law perfectly but also perform works of supererogation? Those sins, whose remission we seek daily in accord with Christ’s command, are and are called “debts” [Matt. 6:12]. If we daily contract debts, how can we do more than we owe when we never do as much as we owe? He asserts (col. 479) that “mere negligence is reproved and cursed by God’s Law because it is serious and stems from deceit.” But the general judgment of the Law is: “Cursed is he who does not continue in all the things that are written in the Book of the Law” [Deut. 27:26; Gal. 3:10]. Christ’s explanation is clear: “Not a jot or a tittle will pass away until all things are accomplished” [Matt. 5:18]. Bellarmine denies that the Law requires all our strength (col. 481), though the voice of the Law clearly commands us to love God with all our heart, with all our mind, and with all our strength [Deut. 6:5; 10:12; 30:6; Matt. 22:37]. And, lest any of his absurdities be omitted, he claims (col. 482) that “God is loved above all things by him who does not love Him as ardently as perhaps he could or who does not do all things for Him that he could.” He says this despite the fact that God’s Law obviously requires the highest degree of love.





The statements of the fathers.

§ 92. Here are to be assigned the statements of the fathers with which they prove that the divine Law is the perfect norm for all the virtues, that we cannot fulfill it perfectly in this life because of the corruption of our nature, that by faith we are righteous before God, that imperfections and weaknesses adhere to our works, that remnants of original sin cling to the reborn, that renewal in this life ought to grow every day, that no reason for boasting before God has been left to us, etc.

Irenaeus (bk. 4, ch. 24, p. 250): “The Son of God has given freedom to those who serve God lawfully with a ready spirit and with all their heart. To those who hold God in contempt and are not subject to Him, etc.; to those who pretend that they are observing more than the things they have been commanded to do, as if they prefer their own diligence even to God Himself but inwardly are filled with hypocrisy, cupidity, and all evil—to such He brings eternal destruction.”

Moreover, Thomas, Anselm, and Gerson mitigated some things about the counsels in the customary doctrine of those times. From his collation of the fathers, Thomas [ST, 2.2., q. 184, art. 3] cites the statement: “Fasting, vigils, poverty, etc., are not perfection but the instruments of perfection, because the end of this discipline does not lie in themselves. Rather, one reaches the goal through them.”

Anselm says that there is only one true religion under one supreme abbot, who is Christ. The remaining religions he calls “artificial religions” [religiones factitias] because they were instituted by men to remove hindrances so that one could dedicate himself to the true religion.

Gerson acknowledges that it is false to say that the Commandments of the Law were ordered toward the virtues under a certain measure and degree and that what is beyond this is within the category of a counsel. He claims that the counsels are involved with matters that are instruments that move things forward, dispose, and lead, so that perfection may be acquired more quickly and more easily.





The arguments in favor of establishing the evangelical counsels.

§ 93. What arguments do they use in support of the evangelical counsels? Bellarmine (De monach., bk. 2, chs. 9–12) sets up a four classes of arguments, the first of which he draws from Scripture; the second, from the examples of the early church; the third, from the testimonies of the ancients; and the fourth, from reason.

As regards the first class, which has been taken from the statements of Scripture, the Lord’s Sermon on the Mount [Matthew 5–7] was once the foremost and most powerful foundation for the idea about the counsels. They imagined that most of its parts were evangelical counsels but not general commandments. But Bellarmine produces no arguments from Matthew 5 without admitting that Christ’s sermon was not against the actual moral Law but against the Pharisees’ corruption of the Law. Therefore he looks for other supports in Scripture.





First, Isaiah 56[:4–5]: “Thus says the Lord to the eunuchs: ‘I shall give them a better name.’ ”

(I) Isa. 56:[3]–5: “Let the eunuch not say, ‘Behold I am a dry tree,’ for thus says the Lord to the eunuchs: ‘Those who keep My Sabbaths, who choose the things that I have willed and keep My covenant, to them I will give in My house and within My walls a place and name better than sons and daughters. I will give them an everlasting name that shall not perish.’ ” Bellarmine notes:


(a) This deals with those who are voluntarily continent, not about the castrated or those born that way, because there is no reason to promise the castrated or those born eunuchs greater glory than that of the sons and daughters of God. (b) Continence is not being commanded in this passage but is being counseled, because it is left to choice. “Those who choose the things that I have willed” means those who transcend the things which I have commanded, accommodating Myself to human weakness, and have voluntarily chosen those more perfect things that I desire and would want.” (c) Continence is truly meritorious of a singular glory, because an eternal name is promised to it.



We respond. The debate over celibacy, as to whether and to what extent marriage should be preferred, will have its own place elsewhere [On Marriage, Celibacy, and Similar Topics (Commonplace XXVIII), §§ 489–554]. Here we point out: (1) The argument is unrelated to the question, for our question is about the evangelical counsels that were first published and promulgated by Christ in the New Testament while the cited passage speaks about the eunuchs of the Old Testament.

(2) The true aim and sense of this statement is being falsified. In the Old Testament, having many children was considered great happiness [Ps. 127:4–5], and, on the other hand, it was disgraceful not to have children (Luke 1:25). The Glossa ordinaria on Isaiah 56 cites a certain saying: “Cursed is he who has not left a seed on earth.” The rabbis say, “Whoever does not provide a seed for himself is considered a shedder of blood.” Moreover, they were excluded from public office (Deut. 23:1). They were forbidden to enter the assembly [ecclesia] of the Lord [Deut. 23:1] and were considered foreign to the number of God’s children because of the promise: “Your seed will be like the stars of heaven” [Gen. 22:17]. Thus the prophet is proposing this consolation to them: that so long as they cling to the Lord, they, no less than the rest, will have entry to the covenant of grace from which they seem to have been excluded because of the denial of this bodily blessing.

Eunuchs and the sterile were held in contempt among the Jews; that is why they tormented themselves with such thoughts: “Behold, I am a dry tree; I am like a barren and fruitless tree. I am not admitted to public offices; I produce no offspring; the blessing of Abraham is not fulfilled in me. No hope remains for the Messiah to be born of my line, etc. Therefore I am afraid that the Lord will cast me out like an unfruitful tree, that He will not appoint me among the heirs of His kingdom.” Therefore the Lord says to them: “Those who keep My Sabbaths, who choose the things that I have willed and hold fast My covenant”—that is, those who have been dedicated to the true religion and to the serious worship of God, those who have conformed their life to My Law and will and have not violated My covenant with a wicked life—“to them I shall give in My house and within My walls a place and a name better than sons and daughters. I will give them an eternal name that shall not perish.” That is, “They will be My dear, accepted citizens, and to them I will give a place in the church and in the covenant of grace. In fact, I will give them a name higher than those who trust in their fleshly begetting and boast that they are the people of God because of their birth, outward appearance, and profession.”

It is just as Christ says, “Many from the east will recline with Abraham while the sons of the kingdom will be thrown into outer darkness” (Matt. 8:11); and as John the Baptist says, “Do not think to say to yourselves: ‘We have Abraham as our father’ ” (Matt. 3:9); and as also the apostle says, “Not all they that are the seed of Abraham are children” (Rom. 9:7).

(3) This interpretation is confirmed by what comes before and what comes after this passage. For there comes first in [Isa. 56:]3 a consolation on behalf of foreigners and proselytes who also were forbidden entry into the assembly [ecclesia] of the Lord. That is, public offices would not be entrusted to them. Therefore they could have feared that perhaps they also were being excluded from entering the kingdom of heaven because the promise had been given to Abraham’s seed and because the Israelites were treating them quite rudely. Thus the prophet comforts them with these words: “Let not the son of a foreigner who clings to the Lord”—that is, he who has rejected the wickedness of the Gentiles, embraces the true religion, and pursues true devotion—“say, ‘The Lord will surely separate me from His people,’ ” that is, “I shall surely be excluded from the church and from the fellowship of the kingdom of heaven.” Verses [6–7]: “The sons of foreigners who cling to the Lord, to worship Him and love His name and to be His servants, etc., these I will bring to My holy mountain. I will give them a place in the assembly [ecclesia] and make them joyful in the house of My prayer.”

Therefore just as consolation is being given to foreigners, so also it is being given to eunuchs. They are promised a better name than the rest, not because they are foreigners or eunuchs, but if they strive for true piety and holiness. Jerome (commentary on this passage): “ ‘Eunuchs.’ Those who are concerned for the things of God, about whom Wisdom [3:14] says, ‘The eunuch who does not work iniquity with his hand and does not think evil against the Lord, such a person knows that he will receive the best place in the house of the Lord, which is His church.’ ”

Procopius (commentary on this passage): “He consoles first the foreigners and then also the eunuchs, as if it were a brief loss if they lacked noble blood or the fertility to have children, because such things do not hinder one from taking possession of divine goods.”

(4) In Bellarmine’s interpretation much is left to be desired. He denies that we can take this passage to mean those eunuchs who are such either by birth from their mother’s womb or as made thus by men, though he gives no reason why they are promised a glory greater than that of sons. Yet we have just given the reason. Sterility was a disgrace among the Israelites. As a result, the sterile were exposed to contempt, regardless of their piety; and thus they had to be lifted up with a consolation. The Gloss. ordin. and Lyra do not deny that this saying can be taken to refer to those eunuchs, though they do add that it can be referred also to those who have castrated themselves for the sake of the kingdom of heaven.

The word סָרִיסִים [“eunuchs”] is a foreign word, namely, Egyptian. It is used for the name of the person who belonged to the king and had household responsibilities for the king, especially the care of the bedchambers. Hence it is translated as “eunuch.” Indeed, those who were in charge of the women’s quarters would be castrated to make them less suspect in regard to the trustworthiness of their continence. Yet it cannot be shown from Scripture that they all were castrated. Therefore just as “foreigner” is taken to mean a person who is so naturally rather than voluntarily, so also is “eunuch” understood.

Bellarmine understands “sons” and “daughters” as the devout Israelites, but this is not always so in the Scriptures, for quite often those are honored with the title “sons” who are the sons of Abraham according to the flesh, even though they are rebellious and disobedient. “The sons of God saw that the daughters of men were fair; and they took to wife such of them as they chose” (Gen. 6:2). “Woe to the corrupt sons; they have forsaken the Lord” (Isa. 1:4). “Woe to the rebellious sons” (Isa. 30:1). “They are lying sons who will not hear the instruction of the Lord” (v. 9). “The sons of the kingdom will be thrown into outer darkness” (Matt. 8:12). “Son, remember that in your lifetime you received your good things” (Luke 16:25).

Bellarmine presses hard the word “choose,” from which he struggles to prove that this passage can mean only voluntary continence, because it is left to free choice. But this is a weak support, for quite often we are commanded to choose that to which we have been bound by command. “If it is bothersome to you to serve the Lord, choose whom you will serve” (Josh. 24:15). “I have set before you life and death: therefore choose life” (Deut. 30:19). “I would rather choose to be a doorkeeper in the house of my God than dwell in the tents of sinners” (Ps. 84:10). “I have chosen the way of truth” (Ps. 119:30). “I have chosen Your precepts” (v. 173).

Bellarmine points out that continence earns a singular glory because an eternal name is promised to it. But even if we were to accept Augustine’s interpretation that also in eternal life there will be a prerogative for devout celibates who castrate themselves for the sake of the kingdom of heaven, it cannot and should not be inferred from this that celibacy earns eternal life and that continence merits a singular glory. Augustine himself does not approve of this, for he writes (De sanct. virg., ch. 40): “Even you” (virgins) “have been saved by grace through faith, and this not of yourselves; rather, it is the gift of God, not of works, lest any of you boast [cf. Eph. 2:8–9].” Chapter 48: “Even celibates must pray ‘Forgive us our debts’ [Matt. 6:12], that through what they are asking they may remember what they are.” More about this in its own place [On Marriage, Celibacy, and Similar Topics (Commonplace XXVIII), §§ 489–554].





Second, Wisdom 3[:13]: “Blessed is she who is barren and undefiled,” etc.

§ 94. (II) Bellarmine takes his second testimony of Scripture for establishing works of supererogation from Wisdom 3:13[–14]: “Blessed is she who is barren and undefiled, who has not known the bed in sin. She shall have fruit in the review of holy souls; and the eunuch who has not worked iniquity with his hands nor thought wicked things against God, for the precious gift of faith will be given to him and a lot in the temple of God.” Bellarmine understands “precious gift” to mean “singular gift,” corresponding to the will of the eunuch.

We respond. (1) The Book of Wisdom is outside the canon.

(2) The author of the book has been discussing the wicked posterity of wicked people, that in those who are born of wicked parents, especially out of wedlock, there are very often special seeds of great vices. Thus he calls the barren woman blessed, just as he generally says elsewhere that being childless is an unrecognized good. Next, he says that the married are blessed who do not agree to illicit intercourse but faithfully preserve their conjugal chastity. He says that they will receive the rewards for their chastity at last when God repays the piety of holy people. Finally, since eunuchs were once considered people without a blessing, he adds a consolation on their behalf, that if they do not work iniquity with their hands and do not think wicked things against God, it will come to pass that they will be given the precious gift of faith. Therefore he is not describing a merit of celibacy but is showing that celibacy does not stand in the way of piety and of the rewards of piety.

(3) Thus this passage by no means establishes the merits of the counsels but condemns unlawful sexual liaisons. Indeed, it is a doctrine of demons to contrast devout marriage with such statements in which defilement, impurity, and unchastity are condemned. The word “undefiled” is used for marriage itself (Heb. 13:4).

(4) Furthermore, the evangelical counsels, as things proper to the New Testament, should not be proved from the Old Testament.





Third, Matthew 13[:8]: “some a hundredfold, some sixty, some thirty.”

§ 95. (III) He takes the third testimony from Matt. 13:8, where the Lord compares the kingdom of heaven—that is, the church—to good soil: one part of which was producing grain a hundredfold, another sixty, and still another thirty. Cyprian, Augustine, and Jerome apply this to virginity, widowhood, and marriage. Therefore if the continence of virginity is more meritorious, it must be a counsel.

We respond. Whether and to what extent celibacy is preferred to marriage and what the fathers believed about celibacy will be explained in its own place [On Marriage, Celibacy, and Similar Topics (Commonplace XXVIII), §§ 489–554]. Here we merely give this response. (1) Allegories do not provide firm and conclusive arguments unless their application is demonstrated from Scripture itself.

(2) Christ’s statement about all the hearers of the Word is a general one, namely, that not all will bear fruit equally, for some will produce very much fruit in proportion to their gifts, zeal, and vocation; and others will produce a smaller amount.

(3) The facts do not allow us to take the hundredfold fruit to mean virginity, sixty widowhood, and thirty marriage since there is no doubt that the patriarchs produced a greater amount of fruit in marriage than did many virgins who nevertheless lived piously and devoutly.

(4) In this parable it is not Christ’s aim to compare those three conditions as the apostle compares them (1 Corinthians 7). Instead, He intends to show that among the good hearers of His Word, regardless of their order, status, or condition, some make greater progress than others in their zeal for piety—and that as a result some provide more, some less, to the edification of the church.

(5) The parable addresses itself particularly to the fruits of the divine seed, that is, of the heavenly Word. But now, celibacy, widowhood, and marriage, properly speaking, are not fruits of the Word because God’s Word finds all people existing in one of these states [already]. Gregory (on Ezekiel, homily 17): “He produces the thirtyfold fruit of the good soil when his mind has conceived the perfection of faith in the Trinity; he produces the sixtyfold fruit when he perfectly produces the works of a good life; but he produces the hundredfold fruit when he advances to the contemplation of eternal life.” Isidore of Pelusium (Letter 144, bk. 2): “ ‘Some a hundredfold, some sixty, some thirty’ can mean virginity and continence and marriage. Again, it can even designate the institution of the soul, the ministry of the body, and the generosity of money—for producing the salvation of the soul is greater and more excellent than to provide for a ministry through the body or even to be generous with money.” Jerome assigns the conditions of life to these three [levels of fruitfulness], but he is influenced to do so by very weak reasons, for he writes as follows (Letter 50 ad Pammach. Apolog. pro libris adversus Jovinianum): “ ‘Thirtyfold’ refers to marriage because the very joining of the fingers encompassing and binding themselves like a gentle kiss depicts husband and wife. ‘Sixtyfold’ refers to widows and widowers because they have been placed in anguish and tribulation, whence they are pressed under the thumb. The number one hundred is transferred from the left to the right hand. As one makes a circle with the same fingers, but not the same hand, with which marriage and widowhood are signified, he expresses the crown of virginity.” In the same letter he adds: “Almost all the Latin and Greek commentators relate the number 100 to the martyrs; 60, to celibates; 30, to widows.” Husbands and wives are completely excluded, according to their opinion about the good soil and the seed of the father of the household.

** Augustine (De s. virg., ch. 45) applies the explanation by which the hundredfold fruit is taken to mean celibacy, but with his usual modesty he adds: “Those who understand this better than we understand what the diversities of fertility signify: whether the celibate life is in the hundredfold fruit, widowhood in the sixty, marriage in the thirty; or whether the hundredfold fertility should rather be reckoned as martyrdom, the sixty to continence, and the thirty to marriage; whether celibacy produces hundredfold fruit as martyrdom approaches it, but is actually only the sixty; if married people producing thirty advance to sixty if they become martyrs; whether, and this seems most probable to me because there are many gifts of divine grace and one is greater and better than another, it must mean that there is more than can be distributed into three differences,” etc. **





Fourth, Matthew 19[:11–12]: “Some castrate themselves for the sake of the kingdom of heaven.”

§ 96. (IV) The fourth testimony is taken from Matt. 19:11–12. When the apostles had said that “it is not expedient to marry” [v. 10], Christ responded: “Not all men can receive this word but only those to whom it is given. For there are eunuchs who have been born so from the mother’s womb, and there are eunuchs who have been made so by men, and there are eunuchs who have castrated themselves for the sake of the kingdom of heaven. He who is able to receive this, let him receive it.”

Bellarmine points out: (a) “Here a counsel and not a commandment is being given about continence. (b) This is the sense of Christ’s words: ‘You have spoken the truth that marriage is not expedient. In fact, it is rather a hindrance. Nevertheless all people do not understand this.’ (c) Continence has its reward in heaven.”

We respond. (1) It is rightly said that there is no general commandment about celibacy. Rather, persons who are suitably equipped with the gift of continence can select this kind of life freely. It is in this sense that the apostle says, “Concerning virgins I have no command of the Lord, but I give my counsel as one who has received mercy from the Lord” (1 Cor. 7:25). But by the word “counsel” the apostle does not mean the kind of counsel of perfection that would be above the Commandments of God and by whose observance one might perform a work of supererogation and collect a merit to be paid out [erogandum] for others. (For this obviously stands in opposition to the entire system of the apostle’s teaching about justification.) Instead, in this doubtful situation he is prescribing what one ought to follow and choose. It is just as Christ proves in this passage: “He who is able to receive this, let him receive it” [Matt. 19:12]. That is, he whom God has equipped with the gift of being able to live chastely apart from being married and without offense should use this gift religiously for the building up of the church. He is not sanctioning a universal law but is counseling each person, in proportion to his gifts, to select that which he knows he can do with a completely free conscience. In the Old Testament, barrenness was considered a disgrace. But Christ teaches that it is not only a matter of freedom to live without marrying—that is, for those who can accept this and to whom the power is given—it is also at times useful, especially if this occurs for the sake of the kingdom of heaven. Therefore Bellarmine is taking the term “counsel” in a far different sense from that which the apostle is using.

(2) Bellarmine is playing the fine sophist in his perversion of this passage, for Christ does not mean that not all people should understand that those who live apart from marriage are free from a great quantity of trouble. For a little earlier the apostles themselves said that if the case of a man with his wife is like that, it is not expedient to marry. Furthermore, all the books of the Gentiles are filled with detestations and reviling of marriage. But Christ is teaching that celibate continence is a singular gift which does not belong to all people, for He explains Himself a little later in this way: “Not all receive this word, but those to whom it has been given.” He is not simply denying that one can lead a less bothersome life without marrying but is saying that after the fall human nature is so corrupted that not all are suited for celibacy, but only those to whom this is granted by God as a special privilege. Thus the word χωρεῖν [“accept”] in this passage does not mean the same thing as “to understand” as it is used in John 8:[37]: “My words do not have a place (οὐ χωρεῖ) in you,” namely, because of their unbelief. Instead, [here] it means to have the capacity, so that the meaning is that the special gift of continence has not been given to all.

The apostle clearly approves of this interpretation: “I wish that all were as I myself am. But each has his own special gift from God, one of one kind and one of another” (1 Cor. 7:7). Here the gift of celibate continence is included among those particular, private gifts about which there is no promise that God wants to give them to all who believe and who ask for them. Therefore he does not encourage celibacy for those who burn but adds: “It is better to marry than to burn. If they are not continent, let them marry” [v. 9]. “Because of fornication, let each man have his own wife” [v. 2].

(3) “To castrate oneself for the sake of the kingdom of heaven” [Matt. 19:12] surely does not mean to choose celibacy for this end: that it be the greatest satisfaction for sin and a merit for eternal life. This idea makes “a doctrine of demons” out of celibacy (1 Tim. 4:1). Rather, “the kingdom of heaven” in Scripture means either eternal blessedness or the ministry of the Gospel and the exercise of faith, repentance, piety, invocation. But now, the apostle explains how the words “kingdom of heaven” in Christ’s statement should be understood: “The man without a wife is anxious about the things of the Lord, how to please the Lord; but the man with a wife is anxious about the things of the world, how to please his wife” (1 Cor. 7:32–33). That is, marriage has many diversions, and thus, in suitable persons endowed with the gift of continence, celibacy is more advantageous for the burdens of the ministry and the practice of piety. Dr. Luther says: “The married man is divided into many responsibilities that are foreign to the Word. He cannot always devote himself to his reading; he cannot always be present at the common prayers, the public assemblies, etc. He is often distracted from his thoughts on the First Table to a concern for his family property. But the celibate is able to concentrate more freely and promptly on the Word, on faith, and on prayer day and night.”1 Nor yet should the apostle’s words be taken absolutely, as if the married cannot have a concern for those things that belong to the Lord, for the examples of the patriarchs and prophets show that they were no less concerned for the Lord’s affairs than were celibates. But these words must be taken comparatively, as the apostle himself explains in the same place: “I think that this is useful in view of the current necessity” (v. 26).

(4) Bellarmine especially presses the fact that most of the ancients take “kingdom of heaven” to mean eternal life, something which nevertheless does not yet support the Papists’ opinion regarding celibacy. Let us pass over Erasmus’s complaint that many castrate themselves not for the sake of the kingdom but for the sake of ecclesiastical taxes, rich prebends, and for the sake of the glory of the kingdom of this world. It is a gross corruption of Christ’s statement to say that to castrate oneself for the sake of the kingdom of heaven is to take up celibacy to the end that one may pay [supereroget] more than the perfect obedience that the Law requires, that the merits of perfection accrue to oneself and to others for the remission of sins, that one can make satisfaction for his sins and earn eternal life. But this stands in opposition not only to Scripture but also to the fathers themselves. Instead, the devout ancients intend the following. At times they take “the kingdom of heaven” in Christ’s statement for eternal life. The kingdom of heaven or eternal life will be the common lot of all the saints; nevertheless just as one star differs from another in brightness, so also in eternal life there will be a certain prerogative for celibacy ahead of marriage. For if the gift is more excellent, the reward will be more excellent too. Dr. Brenz believes that Christ’s statement can be taken in this sense not unsuitably, since believers do not reach the end goal of all piety and of all their actions in this transitory life but look forward to the life to come, so long as the idea of celibacy meriting eternal life is not added to it. This is something of which the fathers also disapprove, as we shall teach in greater detail in its own place [On Marriage, Celibacy, and Similar Topics (Commonplace XXVIII), §§ 489–554].





Fifth, Matthew 19[:21]: “If you would be perfect, go and sell everything.”

§ 97. (V) He finds his fifth testimony in the same chapter, where Christ says to the young man: “If you would be perfect, go, sell everything that you have and give it to the poor, and you will have treasure in heaven” (Matt. 19:21). Bellarmine explains this as follows: “If you are not content with the eternal life to which you can aspire through keeping the Commandments, but desire a more excellent degree in eternal life: go, sell everything.”

We respond. As concerns evangelical poverty and also the rejection of possessions without a vocation and outside the case of necessity, Dr. Chemnitz treats them in detail (Loci, part 2, ch. De paupertate). He fully instructs the reader regarding this entire subject.

At this point we respond that the young man had been attending the school of the Pharisees and had been fascinated with this idea that he could fulfill God’s Law with an external obedience. That is why he boasts that from his youth he had observed all of God’s Commandments [Matt. 19:20]. But since he was still a youth and was erring not out of arrogance but out of ignorance, Christ deals with him lovingly and gently. In an indirect way He does His best to lead him to the true knowledge of his error and to the way of salvation. This is the strategy of teaching which Christ used quite often among those who were swollen with error because of a belief in their own righteousness (Luke 10:29; Mark 12:34). Therefore in order that the young man might see by the light of experience and acknowledge what a perfect fulfillment of the Law he was arrogating to himself, He sets before him the mark by which to test and prove how far he is from the fulfillment of God’s Commandments, about which he had boasted. In fact, Christ’s response is tentative and hypothetically accommodated to the person who asked the question. “If what you boast of is true, that you have kept God’s Law from your youth: go, sell all that you have, and give it to the poor. The sum of the Law consists in love for God and for your neighbor. But now, the love of God is to do His Commandments with a prompt and ready heart. So that, therefore, you may test yourself as to whether you love God with all your heart, behold, I am the Son of God, and I impose upon you a special command: that for God’s sake you give up all your possessions and give them to the poor. Follow the example of My disciples and enter My school. Learn by this mark whether or not you truly love God and your neighbor.”

** “Come, follow Me,” that is, “Become My disciple, and then as a result you will announce the kingdom of God just as My disciples have left everything, have followed Me, and have announced to others the kingdom of heaven.” This is similar to what happened in Luke 9:48 concerning someone who was called specially to follow Him and announce the kingdom of God. This explanation is confirmed by the fact that Peter adds: “Behold, we have followed You” [Matt. 19:27]. **

Irenaeus (bk. 4, toward the end of ch. 26): “Perhaps he had not done that, for certainly ‘Keep My Commandments’ would not be spoken to him [had he done so], for the Lord rebukes his greed and tells him: ‘If you would be perfect: go, sell,’ etc.”

Origen (from the Evangelium secundum Hebraeos) explains this passage thus: “When the young man had heard Christ’s statement and was scratching his head, Christ said: ‘How have you kept the Law and the prophets, because it is written in the Law: You shall love your neighbor as yourself? Yet many of Abraham’s children are covered with filth and are starving to death while your house is filled with many good things, and not a bit of that is going out to them.’ ” Origen adds that the meaning is this: “If you sell everything, it will be clear that you are keeping the commandment of love.”

Hilary (commentary on this passage): “Christ sends this man, who is proud because of the Law and concerned about salvation, back to the Law so that in the very thing of which he was boasting he may learn that he has done no upright work. The Lord responds to him in the words of the Law. But the young man, just as the people, is proud and boastful and trusts in the Law; yet he obeys it in nothing.”

Augustine (Conf., bk. 13, ch. 19): “The young man says, ‘I have done all these things’ [Matt. 19:20]. Then from where do such great thorns grow if the land is so productive? Go, uproot the thick hedges of greed. Sell what you own, and fill yourself with produce by giving to the poor, and you will have treasure in heaven, etc. But how sad is the barren ground! But how the thorns choke out the Word!”

Jerome (commentary on Matthew 19) and, from him, Thomas ([ST,] 2.2., q. 189, art. 1): “The young man is lying, for if he with his work had fulfilled what is set down in the commandments: ‘You shall love your neighbor as yourself ’—how is it that he went away sadly after he heard: ‘Go and sell what you have’?”

Ambrose (commentary on Luke 8): “The young man was boasting in the Law to the effect that he had observed everything in it from his youth. In order to expose his empty boasting, Christ shows that he still lacks what the substance of the Law is and leads him, now sad, to the commandment of mercy so that he may have a form of the natural meaning [of the Law] within himself.”

Therefore if the words of Christ “Go and sell everything” were to prescribe a counsel of perfection, it would follow: (1) That Christ would have approved the boasting of this young man. Yet this boasting was very false not only on the basis of Scripture’s statement which teaches that we cannot perfectly fulfill the Law of God in this life but also on the basis of the very opinion of the Papists, who indeed admit that the Law cannot be fulfilled without faith and knowledge of Christ. Yet this young man lacked the knowledge of Christ.

(2) That the young man would not have sinned by not obeying this commandment, for Bellarmine himself (De monach., bk. 2, ch. 7) describes this counsel as follows: “A counsel of perfection is a good work which has not been ordered by Christ but shown; not commanded, but commended.” And a little later: “A commandment obligates by its own power; a counsel is set in man’s choice.” But this young man had sinned very seriously by not obeying Christ’s words, as is clear from the fact that, after he left, Christ said, “How difficult it will be for a rich man to enter into the kingdom of heaven!” [Matt. 19:23]. Whoever loves his riches more than Christ sins very seriously. When this young man refused to follow Christ, he loved his wealth more than Christ Himself. Therefore he sinned very seriously.

(3) That selling everything and giving it to the poor would be above charity. The apostle teaches the contrary (1 Cor. 13:3): “If I give away to the poor all that I have and have not charity, I am nothing.”

Bellarmine opposes our explanation: (a) “The Lord looked on this young man and loved him [Mark 10:21]. But Christ does not love liars. Therefore he indeed fulfilled all the Commandments.”

We respond. The fathers explicitly testify that this young man boasted falsely about fulfilling the divine Commandments. Bellarmine is rash in departing from them here, for he is compelled to admit that one cannot fulfill the Law without faith and the knowledge of Christ. A fallacy of cause2 stands in his argument. Christ loved this young man not because he approved of his boasting but because he was erring out of ignorance rather than out of malice, and because he was concerned about the way to eternal life.

(b) [Bellarmine argues:] “Just as keeping the Commandments is the means to eternal life for everyone, so also selling everything is a means to perfection for all people.”

We respond. God’s Law includes the rule of perfect righteousness (Deut. 4:2; 12:32; Prov. 30:6); but not even the reborn themselves render a perfect obedience to it. Nor do they aspire to that perfection which consists of the full keeping of the Commandments. How much less will they be able to attain a perfection greater than that which is necessary for salvation (as Bellarmine says)! More on this subject in its own place [On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 62–81; On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), §§ 181–202].

(c) [Bellarmine argues:] “When Peter saw the young man go away in sadness, he said: ‘Behold, we have left everything and followed You. What will happen to us?’ [Matt. 19:27]. Christ responds to this question: ‘In the regeneration you who have followed Me will sit,’ etc. [v. 28]. Therefore the commandment concerning the abdication of possessions is not a special one.”

We respond. In Mark 10:29 it is clearly added: “for the sake of the Gospel”; and in Matt. 19:29: “for My name’s sake.” Therefore Christ approves of the desertion of possessions when possessions are taken away because of the confession of the Gospel in a time of persecution, or when the apostles gave up everything for the sake of the ministry of going about all the world and preaching the Gospel. In the same place the giving up of wife, children, parents, etc., is added to the giving up of possessions. And yet if the forsaking of wife, children, and parents occurs without a vocation, it must not be approved. But it is certain that Peter and the apostles had this special vocation, not to mention the fact that a promise of this life has also been given to the forsaking about which Christ is speaking, that he will receive a hundredfold in this life. Therefore the rash giving up of all things in perpetuity cannot be meant.





Sixth, Matthew 19[:21]: “Follow Me.”

§ 98. (VI) The sixth testimony is drawn from the same passage: “The Lord says to the young man: ‘Follow Me’ [Matt. 19:21]. This following was the counsel because it is said only to him who wishes to be perfect and to whom Christ has said, ‘Sell what you have.’ ”

We respond. (1) This, too, was a personal command, namely, that this young man should give up everything and follow Christ, should join the apostles, and should be prepared for the preaching of the Gospel in the school of Christ. “To follow Christ” is used in this sense [many times]. When Christ sees Matthew sitting at the tax office, He says to him (Matt. 9:9): “Follow Me.” [Again:] “We have left everything and have followed You” (Matt. 19:27). “We saw a man who was casting out demons, and he was not following us” (Mark 9:38). “Follow Me,” (Luke 9:59), where the explanation is given: “Go and announce the kingdom of God” (v. 60). Such a following is not prescribed for everyone, for what is prescribed to the young man is forbidden to the scribe (Luke 9:58). Also the freed demoniac (Mark 5:18) kept asking to be with Christ, but this was not permitted him. In fact, he is told: “Go to your own house” [v. 19]. Therefore it is certain that a personal vocation is being described. Augustine (De cons. evang., 2, ch. 63): “Follow the Lord if you wish to be perfect, if you wish to join those among whom He speaks His wisdom. He knows how to distribute to day and to night so that even the lights in the firmament are made for you.”

(2) But there is also another kind of following of Christ which Bellarmine unwittingly confuses with the first, namely, that which is necessary to all true Christians, by which we follow Christ by believing, living, and bearing the cross patiently. About this kind of following Christ says, “He who would come after Me, let him deny himself, take up his cross each day, and follow Me” (Matt. 16:24; Luke 9:23).

(3) Bellarmine says that in this saying the phrase “to follow Christ” should be understood to mean an imitation of Christ; yet that is necessary for all the devout. It is not just counseled but commanded. “Be imitators of me as I am of Christ” (1 Cor. 11:1). “Be imitators of God” (Eph. 5:1). “Christ suffered for us, leaving an example, that we should follow in His steps” (1 Pet. 2:21). Augustine (De civ. Dei, 8, ch. 17): “The sum of the Christian religion is to imitate Him whom you worship.” Paulinus (Letter 2 ad Sulp.):


You can gather how significant it is to follow Christ from the apostle’s statement where he says, “Whoever says that he follows Christ should himself walk just as He walked” [1 John 2:6]. How Christ walked is taught by another teacher. He says: “He does not sin, nor is any deceit found in the mouth of Him who, when He was reviled, did not revile. Furthermore, He gave Himself into death for one who judged unjustly” [1 Pet. 2:22–23]. But from His own actions and from His commandments we can learn how He walked to set down His life as a pattern and mirror of life.



Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 21, col. 550): “Everyone wants to enjoy Christ, but not to imitate Him. They are not interested in seeking Him, but they wish to find Him. They wish to catch up to Him, but not to follow Him.”

(4) “To deny oneself ” is “not to accommodate oneself to the judgment and will of the other,” from which [definition] they deduce “blind obedience” (as it is called in the rules of the Jesuit order). Instead, it means to renounce one’s own honor, one’s own love, one’s own will; to resist the lusts of the flesh; to follow the prompting of the Spirit; to submit oneself reverently to God’s will.

(5) Bellarmine admits that here the text speaks about the obedience which we necessarily owe God. Why, then, does he include it among the counsels of perfection? But as he says: a counsel of religious obedience is drawn from this passage because the following of Christ, which is common to all Christians, is one thing, but that which is counseled only to those who wish to be perfect is something else. But by proceeding in this way he is begging the question, for the question is whether or not some special following has been placed in the evangelical counsels in addition to the general following [of all Christians].





Seventh, 1 Corinthians 7, where a counsel of continence is proposed.

§ 99. (VII) The seventh witness is taken from 1 Corinthians 7 where a counsel of continence is set forth in many ways: “It is good for a man not to touch a woman” [v. 1]. “It is good for a man to be thus” [v. 26]. “Are you loosed from a wife? Do not seek a wife” [v. 27], etc.

We respond. The blessed apostle denies that he has a command [from the Lord] about marrying or remaining celibate which would bind all people [v. 25]. Therefore he is saying that he is giving counsel according to the condition and diversity of persons and in proportion to the times, that each should choose what he sees as useful for himself according to the measure of the gift with which God has endowed him for his course of piety and for a peaceful conscience. As Christ says, whoever can accept this, should [Matt. 19:12]. But it is not at all the apostle’s intent to prescribe works of supererogation which are thought to be more God-pleasing and more deserving of eternal life than those which are done according to the norm of the Ten Commandments, which are thought to have been set forth [merely] for those who do not wish a more perfect and more abundant righteousness. In this way he would have placed his counsel ahead of a commandment of the Lord. This is very clearly contrary to the apostle’s pronouncements.

Nor does he permit this to be open for our own conjectures: as to what respect and in what sense he prefers celibacy to marriage. Rather, he explains his intent very clearly ([1 Cor. 7:26]): “I think that this is good in view of the present necessity.” Some interpreters take this to mean that in the beginning of the young church there were not so many Christians to be found with whom to contract marriage. Therefore they were compelled to be united with unbelievers. Because of such a necessity, he encourages celibacy instead. Others assign it more properly to those perils of banishment, being outlawed, robbings, chains, and persecutions of every kind to which Christians had been subjected in the great hatred of the heathen and of the Jews. In such necessity, he says, celibacy is more fitting to endure the burdens of exile and persecution. Second, he prefers celibacy because of the bothersome difficulties of marriage (v. 28): “Those [who marry] will suffer the tribulation of the flesh; but I would spare you that.” It is certain that in living together with either an unbelieving wife or one who is not very interested in piety, in the rearing of children, in governing the family, in taking care of property, etc., many things occur which one must endure, ignore, and tolerate. Celibates are free from such bothersome worry. Finally, because celibates are more free and less hindered, they can give attention to the exercises of piety without the distractions of this life, though the married are distracted into many other concerns (vv. 32, 34–35). So, then, the apostle prefers celibacy over marriage in this sense and respect.

From all this it is apparent that when the apostle says that celibates are more blessed and do better than married people, he by no means intends to say that they are more acceptable before God and are more worthy of eternal life in the article on justification. It is also clear that he does not intend to say that they perform a better and more excellent work than those works which the Law prescribes. Rather, according to the times and the diversity of persons, he is giving counsel to the Corinthians, since on account of this he was compelled to do so because of the letters he had received from them.

Bellarmine contrasts many points to this exegesis of ours, drawn from the very marrow of the text: (1) “In this place the apostle is giving an exhortation to continence and preferring it to marriage.”

We respond. In those who have been furnished with the special gift of continence: “Each has his own gift, one after this manner and another after that” (v. 7). “As the Lord has distributed to every one, as God has called every one, so let him walk” (v. 17). But if those who do not have that gift feel a burning, he does not exhort them to maintain celibacy. Instead, he tells them: “It is better to marry than to burn” outside of marriage (v. 9). Therefore he praises celibacy, but by no means does he exhort all to undertake it without distinction. He says, “It is good for a man not to touch a woman” (v. 1), but he quickly adds: “On account of fornication, let each man have his own wife, and let each woman have her own husband” (v. 2). He says, “I wish that all were as myself” (v. 7), but immediately he adds: “But every one has his proper gift from God, one after this manner and another after that.” He says, “For the unmarried and for the widows it is good for them if they so continue” (v. 8), but immediately he adds: “But if they do not contain themselves, let them marry” (v. 9). He says, “It is good for virgins to remain so” ([cf.] v. 26), but quickly he adds: “If a virgin marries, she has not sinned” (v. 28). He says, “The unmarried woman thinks about the things of the Lord” (v. 34), but immediately he adds: “This I speak for your profit, not to cast a snare upon you” (v. 35). Therefore it is clear that the apostle approves of celibacy, but only in suitable persons, and that he does not exhort everyone to maintain it without distinction.

(2) [Bellarmine argues:] “If it is so difficult to be continent, Paul is being very senseless in giving such praise to something so impossible.”

We respond. To some people continence is not just difficult but is even impossible, namely, to those who are not divinely endowed with that gift. On the other hand, for some, continence is not just possible but even very easy, namely, to those equipped with that gift. As a result the apostle does not prescribe celibacy to all indiscriminately but rather commands those who do not contain themselves to enter marriage (v. 9). Since the gift of continence is not common to all in such a way that whoever chooses celibacy can obtain it, Christ says, “Not all can receive this word, but only those to whom it is given” (Matt. 19:11). The apostle says, “Every one has his own gift from Him” ([1 Cor. 7]:7).

(3) [Bellarmine says:] “The apostle is not only speaking about those who have the gift of continence but also says absolutely that it is good for a man not to touch a woman [v. 1]. Even though all do not have this gift, yet all can have it if they ask God for it. Hence Paul’s counsel can befit all people, because it is absurd to think that counsel should be given about those things that are not within our power.”

We respond. The same man who said that it was good for a man not to touch a woman adds that for those who burn it is better to marry than to burn [vv. 1, 9]. The same man who had wished that all people were like him adds that every one has his own proper gift from God [v. 7]. The counsel about choosing celibacy does not apply absolutely to all people because it is very obvious that some people are excepted, namely, those who do not contain themselves. To such people the apostle does not prescribe the exercise of prayers, labors, and fasts but the divinely established remedy of marriage. In fact, the apostle does not want to cast a snare even upon the virgins—that is, upon those who are endowed with the gift of continence and can live chastely without marriage—nor does he wish to bind them by a commandment to celibacy. Instead, he adds in clear language that by no means does there exist a commandment of the Lord about them, and thus not even these [virgins] sin if they marry [vv. 25, 28].

Furthermore, as regards the prayers through which Bellarmine claims all who choose celibacy can obtain the gift of continence, one should know that God’s gifts, which He bestows upon believers, are of two kinds. Some are general, common, and necessary to all the devout, such as faith, hope, charity, the gift of the Holy Spirit, etc. General promises are given concerning these: “Whatsoever you shall ask, it will be given unto you” [John 15:16; Matt. 7:7]. But some are particular and personal gifts. There is no promise that God wants to give these to each and every person, because they are not necessary for salvation to all people. “We have differing gifts according to the grace that has been given to us” (Rom. 12:6). “There are varieties of gifts” (1 Cor. 12:4). Among these gifts, the gift of continence must be assigned. Concerning this gift there stands neither command nor promise that God is willing to give it to all who ask; and it is not simply necessary for salvation.

(4) [Bellarmine argues:] “The gift of conjugal continence can be gained from God through prayers. Therefore the same is true for the continence of virginity.”

We respond. These things are not equal. Whoever feels a burning in marriage when the other person is ill or absent should think that God Himself is calling him to continence. Thus his prayers can rest on the foundation of the divine promises, for God wants the marriage union of one man and one woman to be indissoluble. But nowhere is there a vocation or promise through which the gift of continence is promised to all who choose celibacy. Indeed, it is rather the case that the apostle urges marriage for those who do not contain themselves and adds the general rule: “As the Lord has distributed to every one, as God has called every one, so let him walk” [1 Cor. 7:17].

(5) Bellarmine reconciles the words of God: “It is not good for a man to be alone” [Gen. 2:18], with those of the apostle: “It is good for a man not to touch a woman” [1 Cor. 7:1], in this way: “God is speaking about the good of a species while the apostle is speaking about the good of an individual.” Also: “God is speaking about the time when the world was empty; the apostle, about the time when the world is full.” Again: “God is speaking about a good which refers to temporal life; the apostle, about a good that is assigned to eternal life.”

We respond. It is rightly said that God’s words are to be understood to refer to the good of the species and the apostle’s to refer to the good of an individual, provided this be explained correctly. That is, it refers not to all individuals but to those who, by a particular gift of God, have been excepted from the common condition of human beings. In and through the others the good of the species is preserved. Nor does the multiplication of mankind remove the good of propagation, the good of assistance, and the good of the sacrament, which are the three goods of marriage. There is also this good in addition: the remedy for [human] nature which is weak and prone to sin after the fall.

Earlier the sense in which the good of celibacy can refer to eternal life was explained [§ 96], and it will be explained in greater detail in its own place [On Marriage, Celibacy, and Similar Topics (Commonplace XXVIII), §§ 489–554]. Certainly a pious marriage in which both are zealous for true and sincere piety is a school for many virtues: faith, hope, charity, patience, etc. Pious spouses can help each other not only in the administration of the household, in the rearing of children, in gathering and preserving an estate but also in prayers and in other exercises of devotion.





Eighth, 1 Corinthians 9: The apostle did more than he had been commanded.

§ 100. (VIII) The eighth testimony is taken from 1 Corinthians 9 where the apostle shows that “he did more than he had been commanded and also that he deserved a special glory before God because he preferred to preach the Gospel without compensation rather than to make his living from the Gospel, and thus was doing a work of supererogation.”

We respond. Far be it from an apostle of Christ to reach such a point that he would boast before God’s judgment that he had done more works and works more excellent than God has prescribed in His Law and thus earned special glory before God. In fact, he says instead that “all boasting has been excluded by the law of faith” (Rom. 3:27). He shows that a matter for boasting was left not even to Abraham (Rom. 4:2). He complains: “The Law is spiritual, but I am carnal, sold under sin; sin dwells within me; I see in my members another law at war with the law of my mind” (Rom. 7:14, 17, 23). In the testimony of a good conscience, he denies that he is looking for praise for a righteousness which avails before God (1 Cor. 4:4). In the article of justification he declares clearly that he thinks that all his works are filth before God, so that he is found in Christ not having his own righteousness which is of the Law but which is through faith in Christ (Phil. 3:8–9). In what way can all these testimonies be reconciled with the idea of works of supererogation?

Therefore it must not be thought that the apostle is placing his work above and beyond God’s Commandments. Instead, he has listed the commandments of his vocation which are: do not abuse your power; do not obstruct the course of the Gospel; do not place a stumbling block to the Gospel; be all things to all people, that many may be won for Christ; etc. Then he adds that he has not taken compensation from the Corinthians, lest he do something against the rules of his vocation. By taking compensation from the Corinthians, he would have placed a stumbling block to the Gospel such that fewer would be won for Christ. “This I do and will do to cut off the occasion of those who are seeking an occasion” (2 Cor. 11:12). Ministers of the church are free to take compensation or not to take it. The reason why Paul was unwilling to use his power was not so that he might perform a work of supererogation by which he would be able to boast before God and earn a special glory in eternal life. (What sort of boasting of supererogation would this be, not to take compensation from the Corinthians to whom he was ministering and to “rob” other churches in which he was not then preaching, as he himself says, 2 Cor. 11:8?) Rather, he took no pay so that he might not place a stumbling block against the progress of the Gospel and so that he might cut off the boasting of the false apostles. “I do this so that wherein they glory they may be found even as we” (2 Cor. 11:12). “For I was not at all inferior to those who are above-measure apostles, even though I am nothing. For what is there that you have had less than the other churches, except that I myself did not burden you? Behold, now, the third time I am ready to come to you, and I will not be burdensome to you, for I seek not what is yours but you. Be it so: I did not burden you; but being crafty, I caught you by guile” (2 Cor. 12:11, 13–14, 16). “What is my reward then? That preaching the Gospel, I may deliver the Gospel without charge, that I abuse not my power in the Gospel. Whereas I was free from all, I made myself the servant of all, that I might gain the more” (1 Cor. 9:18–19).

Ambrose (on 2 Corinthians 11): “He refused the offered compensation for two reasons: that he not be found similar to the false apostles who were preaching not for the glory of God but for their own profit; and that they might not have an opportunity to rob. For if one does not take compensation, the other cannot demand much, and thus the vigor of the Gospel’s power will not weaken. Whoever takes from sinners loses the authority to rebuke them.” And later: “Just as he was not going to take from the Corinthians, lest he lead them into offense, so then he was going to take from the Macedonians, lest those who were sowing well lose their fruit.”

Bellarmine counters this explanation: (1) “By the ‘glory’ which the apostle attributes to himself, the boasting before God but not before men is meant.”

We respond. On the contrary, in the article of justification all boasting before God is excluded (Rom. 3:27). “Not of works, lest anyone should boast” (Eph. 2:9). “That no flesh should boast in the sight of God” (1 Cor. 1:[29]). The boasting of a good conscience is something else. About this it is said: “For our boast is this: the testimony of our conscience” (2 Cor. 1:12) and “I endeavor to have always a conscience without offense toward God and toward men” (Acts 24:16). Therefore the apostle is speaking about the boasting of a good conscience, not about the boasting of merits or of works of supererogation. “I am not conscious of anything against myself, yet I am not hereby justified” (1 Cor. 4:4).

(2) “The apostle expects a reward from God because of this work, which was not owed [indebito].”

We respond. There is a reward according to grace and a reward according to debt (Rom. 4:4). God will repay the apostle with a very generous reward, to be sure, but it will be out of His grace, not out of debt or merit.

(3) “A minister is permitted to live from the contribution of the people. Therefore by refusing it Paul is performing a work of supererogation.”

We respond. By [doing the former,] in this way, he would have laid a stumbling block to the Gospel and would have given the false apostles an opportunity to boast. Therefore he did not wish to use this right but rather had greater respect for the upbuilding of the church. “All things are lawful for me, but not all things are expedient” (1 Cor. 10:[23]). “We have not used this power, but we bear all things rather than put any stumbling block to the Gospel of Christ” (1 Cor. 9:12).

Ambrose (on this passage): “He has presented a meaning which has long been hidden, for he reveals that he is unwilling to take compensation, though he has the right, lest he cause the vigor of the Gospel’s authority to weaken. For in wanting to take compensation, the false apostles flatter sinners so that they do not see those sinning who are subject to them. But since this situation was against the discipline of the Gospel, Paul is unwilling to accept payment, that he may be able to rebuke such sin, lest he be found in their number. That the right of the Christian rule might continue, he made the lawful unlawful because they were giving offense through their lawfulness.”

(4) “Paul did not refuse to accept compensation because of the false apostles but that he might not overburden the people.”

Response. Subordinate ideas must not be put in opposition to each other. He first bears witness in these clear words: “This I do, that I may cut off the occasion from those who desire an occasion, that wherein they glory, they may be found even as we” (2 Cor. 11:12).

(5) “To abuse is to use a right forcefully. To place a stumbling block to the Gospel is to slow the course of the Gospel. The apostle could have done either of these without sin. Therefore by avoiding this he performs a work of supererogation.”

Response. On the contrary, everyone is bound to serve God according to all the powers and abilities which God has bestowed on him (Matt. 25:14; Luke 12:48). Therefore if the apostle had used his right while causing the course of the Gospel to stumble and slowing it, he would not yet have been serving God with all his powers.

Ambrose (on 1 Corinthians 9): “He shows that it is lawful for him to accept compensation but that it was not expedient because of the salvation of the brethren, that they might be corrected. Therefore he wants to establish a pattern for the rest so that when they see that it is not expedient, they also will not use their rights. If this were not to happen, they would become guilty over what is lawful, because they are being compensated in such a way that they obtain it to the detriment [of the brethren].”





Ninth, Revelation 14[:3–4]: The virgins follow the Lamb wherever He goes.

§ 101. (IX) The ninth witness is taken from Rev. 14:3–4, where the virgins have this special reward: “No one could say that song except the 144,000. These are they who were not defiled with women, for they are virgins, and they follow the Lamb wherever He goes.”

We respond. (1) Not only celibates wear the name of Christ and of the heavenly Father written on their forehead, since all the servants of God are sealed in this way (Rev. 7:3). Not only the celibates of the earth are bought, but all the devout are purchased with an expensive price (1 Cor. 6:20). Not only the celibates but also devout married people will eventually stand in God’s sight before the throne of the Lamb. Therefore the song will be shared not only by the virgins but also by all the elect.

(2) The title “virgins” is metaphorical. According to the custom of Scripture, this expression denotes the truly devout whose conscience is not stained with idolatrous teaching, with impious worship, nor with sins against conscience, but who keep their faith in Christ chaste as they refrain from the adulterous embraces of the devil, the world, and the flesh. It is in this sense that the church of Israel is always called a virgin (Isa. 37:22; 47:1; Jer. 18:13; Amos 5:2). The kingdom of heaven is compared to virgins (Matt. 25:1). The apostle says, “I betrothed you to one husband, to present you as a chaste virgin to Christ” (2 Cor. 11:2). And in this very chapter (Rev. 14:8), those who have fornicated spiritually with the whore of Babylon are contrasted to the virgins. It is in this way that Christ calls the scribes and Pharisees an “adulterous generation” (Matt 12:39), an expression used throughout the prophets.

(3) If, in this passage, the word “virgins” means the celibate, it would follow that all those who live in the married estate are defiled by women, for the law of opposites [lex oppositionis] demands this. “These are they who were not defiled with women, for they are virgins.” But this is expressly denied as regards marriage in Heb. 13:4: “Marriage is honorable, and the bed, undefiled.”

** Bellarmine (De monach., bk. 2, ch. 6): “Calvin says that we call the marriage that God instituted ‘defilement.’ That is a lie; for we call what God instituted a ‘sacrament’ and ‘a great sacrament,’ as does Paul [Eph. 5:32], not ‘defilement.’ It is concupiscence and the disobedience of our members, something which God has not instituted and without which, nevertheless, marriage is not consummated, which we call defilement and a sickness. It is not sin, but it is born of sin.” **

(4) As Chemnitz says (Loci, part 2, p. 507), we will not argue if along with Augustine and the other ancients anyone wanted to assign this passage to the prerogative of the gift of virginity, provided that this not be done by insulting marriage and the merit of eternal life not be fabricated from it.

Bellarmine counters this explanation of ours as follows: “The virgins were very few in comparison with that number of the saints, which could not be numbered (Rev. 7[:9]). Therefore they must be understood to be celibates.”

We respond.

** Note that in Revelation 7 the same number is used to signify the entire church. **

The definite number is used for an indefinite number in Scripture’s usual way of speaking. We shall cite the words of Fransciscus Lambertus, who comments on this passage (in his treatise De sacro conjugio, pos. 5) as follows:


However, the aforementioned [virgins] must be understood [rightly]: we know, first of all, that Revelation is filled with mysteries. The things which are at last spoken of just these are surely to be understood about all believers. They have only this in particular: that they alone sing the great song and that they have not defiled themselves with women. But who has the special knowledge of who these people are? For they are known to God alone and to those to whom He deigns to reveal them. Moreover, the song is undoubtedly a praise of Christ. The better they sing it and, while there is need, the more perfectly they sing it, the more do they understand the glory of Christ. Therefore when all the faithful at the right time declare the glory of Christ just as they received it, they are singing the new song. But if this is the way it is, does anything unique appear to have been given to the aforementioned? Therefore what will be the new song? Surely it will be whatever is outstanding and new with respect to the others. While the Holy Spirit works in them, they sing and declare Christ’s words better than the rest and with their heart. For these are the 144,000 in whom the Holy Spirit expresses the image of Christ more fully. That is, they imitate Christ better than the others; they have reached a fuller knowledge of Him; and, as a result, they tell His marvelous deeds with greater authority. They also have this gift from God: that they do not defile themselves with women, for they are “virgins.” To be a virgin is not to be defiled with the other sex. But a person is defiled not only by an external act but also with the wicked lust of his mind, as Christ teaches (Matt. 5[:27–28]). But not all who desire to procreate or who serve such procreation are defiled, but only those who desire it or do it contrary to God’s command. Otherwise the marriage bed would never be undefiled. Undoubtedly very many married people have been undefiled, whose bed had been made unstained by the Spirit of God, etc. Finally, though very many have not defiled their marriage bed, nevertheless it is at times defiled. For God gives to some people that they never desire anything other than that which befits the honor of marriage. Their marriage bed is always undefiled. But the bed of the rest is not at all undefiled, even though they are married. Furthermore, He also gives to some the gift of perpetual virginity so that they never live in lust for the other sex. We believe that these 144,000 are like that. We also do not deny that they are understood to be those who have never violated the chastity of marriage.



Those are the words of Lambertus, about which we permit the reader free judgment. In the Roman Church they read this Gospel pericope on the Festival of the Innocent Children who were killed by Herod,3 since those who follow the Lamb are called “the firstfruits for God and for the Lamb” [Rev. 14:4].





Examples from the early church.

§ 102. Bellarmine takes the second class of arguments for establishing the evangelical counsels from the examples of the early church: “They had possessions in common (Acts 4[:32]). Philip had four daughters who were virgins (Acts 21[:9]). Philo and Justin mention the celibacy of many people.”

We respond. By no means do we disapprove of celibacy in suitable persons, and in its own place there will be a treatment of what gave cause for its admiration [cf. On Marriage, Celibacy, and Similar Topics (Commonplace XXVIII), §§ 490–91, 499–500]. A common sharing was adopted by the apostles not for the sake of a work of supererogation but because of the perils of persecutions, as an indifferent and temporal thing rather than a perpetual [institution]. Nor was any such thing established by the apostles among the Gentiles (as is clear from 2 Cor. 8:13, etc.; 9:7; 1 Cor. 16:2; 1 Tim. 6:18; 1 John 3:17). (See Chemnitz, Loci, part 2, ch. De paupert., p. 400.) As regards Philip’s daughters, it is uncertain whether or not they all retained their virginity as they grew old. Clement of Alexandria (Stromat., 3, p. 210): “Peter and Philip fathered sons; also, Philip gave up his daughters to husbands.” Assume that Philip’s daughters did grow old in their virginity: must we assume from this that they created a work of supererogation out of their virginity?

** Luke mentions this as something unique, that these virgins were prophesying; that is, they were foretelling the same thing as the seven disciples and Agabus, that Paul was going to be handed over to the Gentiles. Eusebius ([Histor.,] bk. 3, ch. 30) writes that two were given in marriage, and (in ch. 31) he adds that two grew old in their virginity. **





The statements of the fathers.

§ 103. Bellarmine takes the third class of arguments from the statements of the fathers.

We respond. (1) This kind of proof is secondary.

** Furthermore, when the fathers mention supererogation, they do not intend to say that one can perform a duty beyond the whole moral Law, but, as it were, either “beyond the negative part” (Chrysostom, on Romans 4, homily 8), or “beyond external actions” (Chrysostom, on 1 Corinthians, homily 3), or “beyond any commandment” (Augustine, Sermon 18 de verb. apost.), or “beyond the commandment common to the rest of the people” (Optatus of Milevis, Contra Parmen., bk. 6; and Augustine, De opere monach., ch. 5). Therefore Anselm (De concep. virg.) is correct: no one can pay back as he owes. Christ alone has paid back more than was owed on behalf of all those who are being saved. **

(2) In the second place, the statements of the ancients with regard to celibacy differ among themselves. Tertullian and Jerome praise celibacy while defaming marriage; more about this in its own place [On Marriage, Celibacy, and Similar Topics (Commonplace XXVIII), §§ 496–498].

(3) Dr. Chemnitz (Loci, part 2, p. 287) points out that there are two particular reasons for [their] opinions about celibacy: first, those who were brought up in the schools of the philosophers and afterward had been converted to Christianity tried to accommodate the doctrine of the Gospel to the opinions of the philosophers concerning the perfect man, concerning freedom from passion [ἀπάθεια], and concerning perfection [κατόρθωμα]. Second, they were being hard pressed by heathen philosophers, especially by Celsus and Julian, who were raising objections from Matthew 5: since the [proper] explanations had not been satisfactorily explained, they began to answer that Christ had praised such things more than He had commanded them.

(4) We are not denying that the continence of virginity is a counsel, because the apostle declares this clearly [1 Cor. 7:25, 40 Vg]. However, the question is whether we can perform a work of supererogation in addition to the perfect fulfillment of the divine Commandments (by accepting the counsel of celibacy [in this case], but this could be applied to other things as well) which would be worthy of eternal life.





The arguments of reason.

§ 104. [Bellarmine] seeks the fourth class of arguments from natural reason:


There is a twofold perfection in a natural thing: one for existing, the other for existing well. Therefore in the same way Christians ought to have a twofold perfection: one necessary for being, through which a son of God is made and which consists of commandments, the other necessary for being well, which consists of counsels. Again, in well-established governments not only are common rewards established for those who keep the law, but special rewards for heroic works are also decreed. In the same way special rewards have been promised to those who keep the counsels in addition to the eternal life promised to those who keep God’s Law.



We respond. “The Law of God is spiritual” (Rom. 7:14). It requires perfect internal and external obedience; therefore it accuses the hidden sin which is unknown to the light of reason. “A veil was placed over Moses’ face” (2 Cor. 3:13). Therefore judgment about the fulfillment of the Law must not be made on the basis of the judgment of reason but on the basis of God’s Word.

We apply the comparison of Bellarmine in the following way. The essential perfection of the Christian consists in true faith in Christ. Accidental perfection is that this faith—stronger in some, weaker in others—produces more fruits in some and less in others. The degrees of renewal vary, and “the gifts are different according to grace” (Rom. 12:6). The Holy Spirit kindles a greater zeal in some, drives some people to heroic works, makes some chosen instruments, etc. Yet, however far one may advance, he must say in humble confession: “We have done what we owed” (Luke 17:10). “Forgive us our trespasses” (Matt. 6:12). “I worked more than all the others, though it was not I, but the grace of God which is with me” (1 Cor. 15:10). “Not of ourselves, lest anyone should boast” (Eph. 2:9). Regardless of the perfection to which one may rise, he still is forced to confess that he lacks the supreme and absolute perfection which God’s Law requires, as we have taught in detail in the question of the fulfillment of the Law [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), §§ 181–202; cf. On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 62–81].


 

1 Judgment on Monastic Vows (1521), WA 8:585 (cf. AE 44:264).

2 fallacia causae. This sort of fallacious argument posits a false cause (or rationale) for a given fact and deduces a conclusion on the basis of that false cause. See Scherzer, Vade mecum, “Definitiones,” 84.

3 I.e., the Festival of the Holy Innocents, Martyrs (December 28).







CHAPTER X: WHETHER THE GOSPEL IS THE PREACHING OF REPENTANCE

§ 105. That concludes our discussion about the evangelical counsels and about the difference between the Law and the Gospel in general. There remains for examination the question whether the Gospel is the preaching of repentance. If this is not explained aptly and suitably, the integrity of the Gospel will be unable to stand together with the difference, which we claim exists, between Law and Gospel.

There are three different opinions of three different sources as to whether the Gospel should be defined as the preaching of repentance. Some embrace an affirmative answer simply and without distinction. Some reject and repudiate this proposition without discrimination. But there are some who use the suitable interpretation and refute a wrong understanding.

We shall set up three classes of those who embrace the affirmative simply and without distinction. The first is comprised of Papist writers. Since they elsewhere distort the true and genuine distinction between the Law and the Gospel, it should seem strange to no one that they defend the affirmative side also in this question. So Bellarmine writes (De justificatione, bk. 4, ch. 2): “Since Christ and all the apostles frighten people while proclaiming the Gospel, and since there is also an article in the Apostles’ Creed, which contains a summary of the Gospel, on the future judgment,1 it is false to say that it is the proper function of the Law to frighten and that this does not pertain to the Gospel.” In the same place he asserts: “Unbelief is properly accused by the Gospel.” Salmeron (Comment., vol. 4, p. 20): “The sum of the entire Gospel is the word ‘Repent!’ From that word not only John but also Christ and the apostles began the Gospel.”

The second class we attribute to the Antinomians, whose leader was Johannes Agricola of Eisleben. In 1538 he began to sow new expressions: “Repentance can be learned more correctly and suitably from the Gospel than from the Law. The Gospel in its most proper and specific use and function is the preaching of repentance along with the preaching of the forgiveness of sins,” etc. Blessed Luther set a strong and solid response against those Eisleben novelties (Jena Latin edition, vol. 1, pp. 517–18; Jena German edition, vol. 7, ff. 370ff.)2 and led their author to recant (the formulary words of which are found in Jena German, vol. 7, f. 292).3 Nevertheless, after the death of blessed Luther, Eisleben returned to his invention and again took up the support of his original error, as is apparent from the preface to his sermon De muliere peccatrice, published in ’62.

The third class consists of the crypto-Calvinists who had taken over the University of Wittenberg, as is clear from the Catechesis and theses of 1570 and 1571, published at the same place, in which the incorrect Antinomian forms of words are defended and in which they very often appeal to the authority of Dr. Philipp [Melanchthon]. This is also clear from the writing of Pezelius which includes the apology regarding the definition of the Gospel [Apologia de definitione evangelii], that it is the preaching of repentance, published in ’71.

** Hemmingius (Syntag. volum. theol., pp. 713–14): “When we say that the Gospel is the preaching of repentance and of the remission of sins in the name of Christ in the apostolic meaning—that is, properly—we understand this as the voice of the Gospel and not, as some contend, as the entire ministry of the Law and the Gospel, as if the preaching of repentance were to pertain to the Law and the preaching of the remission of sins to the Gospel. Those who wish to be dialecticians say, ‘The Law preaches repentance per se, but the Gospel does so according to accident.’ Both statements are absurd. If it pleases them to retain the dialectic distinction, then they should rather say: ‘The Law is the preaching of repentance not of itself, but according to accident. But the Gospel is the preaching of repentance per se.’ ” **

The more recent Calvinists walk in their footsteps, for this is how Ursinus writes (Catech., part 2, p. 139): “On the basis of the third difference between Law and Gospel, the Flacians argue as follows: ‘Commanding is not the province of the Gospel but of the Law. The preaching of repentance is commanding. Therefore the preaching of repentance pertains to the Law and not to the Gospel.’ ” To this argument he responds with a denial of the major premise which, he says, is false if taken in a universal sense.

Bucanus (locus 20, p. 193): “There are two parts of the Gospel: the preaching of repentance and the promise of justification or of the remission of sins.” [Bucanus] again (locus 30, p. 291): “The accusation of sin is of the Law, and it prepares one for repentance or for coming to one’s senses, which is proper to the Gospel in the forgiveness of sins.”

** Paraeus (on the Epistle to the Romans, p. 88): “Nothing seems to prevent us from assigning the revelation of wrath to the Gospel equally along with the revelation of righteousness, for both are the voice of the Gospel. The one justifies those who believe; the other condemns those who do not believe, just as contraries are said to belong to the same discipline.” Tossanus (marginal notes to 1 Tim. 1:11): “The Gospel forbids and rebukes the enumeration of sins no less than the Law.” **





It must not be denied simply that the Gospel is the preaching of repentance.

§ 106. Just as we can by no means simply and absolutely approve of the opinion of these men, so also we do not dare to reject the position that the Gospel is the preaching of repentance simply and without any suitable clarification. For: (1) Christ divides the ministry of teaching which was committed to the apostles and their successors in the New Testament into the preaching of repentance and the preaching of the remission of sins (Luke 24:47); and He joins the two parts together with an unbreakable connection (Matt. 28:20; Mark 16:15).

(2) The Augsburg Confession and the Apology of the same more than once use this formula of speaking.4

(3) Dr. Luther by no means completely rejects this idea but only reproves its wrong interpretation. When Eisleben was building his Antinomianism from this proposition with his wrong understanding of it, Luther no doubt would have rejected it completely had he judged it to be a corruption of true and sound doctrine. Instead, he preferred to clarify it with a true and suitable explanation.

(4) The Papists would be given an opportunity to dishonor our churches by saying that we had left our Augsburg Confession and that we are nourishing a carnal security with the doctrine of the Gospel and are encouraging the license to sin in the bosoms of our people.

§ 107. Therefore we follow those who add a suitable and fitting interpretation of this proposition, an interpretation which Dr. Chemnitz (Loci, part 2, p. 566;5 and in Judicium de controv., p. 78) provides with great power and learning, and which includes the following points. (1) The Gospel is sometimes taken in a general sense to mean the sum of all doctrine that was taught and propagated by the ministry of Christ and the apostles (Mark 1:1; Acts 20:21). At other times it is used specifically and properly for the preaching of grace (Mark 1:15, etc.). Thus in a more relaxed and general sense the Gospel is correctly called the preaching of repentance because Christ and the apostles very many times in their ministry ordered people to repent.

(2) Since the Gospel announces grace not to secure hypocrites but to those who repent—that is, to those stricken with humility and contrition by the knowledge of their sins and by a sense of the wrath of God—the Gospel is not unsuitably called the preaching of repentance in this sense. The free promise of the forgiveness of sins requires repentance—that is, a humble and contrite heart—and yet the knowledge of sin comes from the ministry of the Law.

(3) By the very fact that it teaches that there is no other name given to men in which they can be saved except the name of Christ [Acts 4:12], the Gospel shows by antithesis that all things are included under sin.

(4) The Gospel teaches a certain explanation of the Law that we could not gather easily and clearly only from Moses; and in this sense it is not unsuitable to call the Gospel the preaching of repentance. The explanations which the Gospel added to the Law call us back to these main points: the perfect fulfillment of the Law is impossible for us; external, honorable discipline is sin in the reborn; there is a distinction between venial and mortal sin; the works of the reborn which are produced from faith please God even though they are imperfect and corrupted; how the promises about the rewards for good works become applicable to us.

(5) The Law rebukes every sin of unbelief, but the Gospel declares specifically that such unbelief which rejects the free promise of reconciliation and which does not believe in the Son is the greatest sin.

(6) The Gospel teaches how repentance is salutary, lest only despair come forth from contrition. Those are the points of Dr. Chemnitz.





The distinctions that must be observed in this question.

§ 108. Therefore in our explanation of this question we use the following distinctions. (1) “The Gospel” is taken either universally and generally to mean all the teaching of the New Testament; or it is taken properly, specifically, and particularly, according as it is set against the Law as contradistinct and means the promise of the free forgiveness of sins. This happens especially when the word of the curse and of grace, the ministry of death and of life, the ministry of terror and of consolation, Moses and Christ are set against each other. Thus when the Gospel is called the preaching of repentance, the word “Gospel” is taken for the whole corpus of the doctrine that is to be set forth in the New Testament, because names are given from the better part [denominatione facta a potiori]. The same thing occurs with the word תֹורָה which usually denotes “the Law” but sometimes is taken to mean the entire “teaching” [of God’s Word] in a more lax usage.

(2) The word “repentance” is also taken in two senses. It is taken generally for the entire conversion of man to God, which has two essential parts: contrition and faith (Luke 13:3; Acts 20:21). Therefore when the Gospel is called “the preaching of repentance,” the word “repentance” must be understood generally and in reference to the entire conversion of man to God, which with respect to its first part, faith, is attributed correctly to the Gospel while contrition stems from the Law.

(3) “Preaching repentance” is also understood in two ways. Specifically and in the nonproper sense of the word it means only to accuse sins, to show the wrath of God against sins, to reveal that people are cursed because of their sins, etc. Properly, “preaching repentance” means to stir up people, to drive them, to excite them by warning and exhortation to repent, that is, that they acknowledge their sins, grieve seriously over them, flee in faith to Christ for refuge, and by newness of life produce fruits worthy of repentance. Now if “preaching repentance” is understood in the first sense, it should be assigned to the Law, for from it certainly comes “the knowledge of sin” (Rom. 3:20), and to it is attributed the fact that it “works wrath” (Rom. 4:15), that it is “the power of sin” (1 Cor. 15:56). Thus it is the proper function of the Law to reveal, accuse, and condemn sin, and “whatever reproves sin, declares the wrath and punishment of God, and terrifies consciences pertains to the Law,” according to the rule of blessed Luther (commentary on Genesis 22, p. 303,6 and [also] taught in many places elsewhere).7 Since it is the proper function of the Gospel to absolve from sins, or to declare the forgiveness of sins, consequently whatever offers freedom from the curse of the Law, offers the grace of God, the forgiveness of sins, etc., and whatever lifts up crushed minds with an effective consolation pertains to the Gospel in the proper sense, whether it is set forth in the Old or in the New Testament. But if the preaching of repentance is understood in the second way, then the preaching of repentance is assigned not only to the Law but also to the Gospel, but in due order and respect. Contrition comes from the Law; faith, from the Gospel. It is faith that makes repentance salutary, so that it is a work of life.





The Gospel, understood properly, is not the preaching of repentance.

§ 109. So with the foregoing set forth, we will [now] show that the Gospel, understood properly and specifically, is not the preaching of repentance on the following bases. (1) The Gospel, understood properly, is the preaching of grace; therefore it is not the preaching of wrath.

(2) “The righteousness of God is revealed from faith to faith without the Law” (Rom. 1:17; 3:21). Therefore inasmuch as preaching about sin and good works pertains to the Law, it does not pertain to the Gospel in the proper sense of the word.

(3) The distinction between Law and Gospel must be carefully maintained. Yet the Gospel is turned into the Law if the preaching of repentance is attributed to it.

(4) It is not characteristic of a free [gratuita] promise to accuse or to terrify. Yet the Gospel is a free promise (Rom. 15:8; Gal. 3:16).

(5) The assertion that the Gospel, in its proper sense, is the preaching of repentance is quite close to Antinomian errors, it obscures Christ’s merit and benefits, and it deprives pious minds of true consolation. Here should be placed what was brought out earlier in § 15 and also the points made about this topic in the symbolic writings of our churches.8





That the Law does not know Christ; therefore it does not accuse unbelief.

§ 110. Here there must also be an explanation of the prize argument by which they try to prove that the Gospel, in its proper sense, is the preaching of repentance: The Law does not know Christ the Mediator. But the benefits of Christ the Mediator are proposed to us only in the Gospel. The apostle says, “The Law is not of faith” (Gal. 3:12). Therefore it also will not accuse unbelief, that is, ignorance or contempt of the Messiah. From this they conclude that the Gospel especially reproves these sins: ignorance of the Son, contempt of Him, unbelief, rejection of the divine mercy that is set forth in Christ, and despair.

We respond. There are some who make a distinction between the matter and form of unbelief in the explanation of this argument. They apply this in the following way. As concerns the matter of unbelief, the Law, insofar as it is the Law, teaches nothing about the person, office, and benefits of Christ nor about free justification through faith in Christ. Rather, it is solely from the Gospel that the following are learned: who Christ is, why He was sent, what His office is, what benefits He imparts, and with what instrument we grasp them. But as regards the form or the term—that is, as concerns the guilt of unbelief—though the Law at least in general accuses a contempt for the coming Messiah while the Gospel does this in particular, nevertheless the Gospel does not do this of itself, simply, or directly, or insofar as it is the Gospel, whose proper voice is: “Whoever believes in the Son has eternal life” [John 3:36]. Instead, it does this (1) in a certain way and manner; (2) according to antithesis or what is contrary; (3) in terms of the consequence; (4) in terms of accident or secondary respect, namely, the fault of those who do not believe and who perish of their own free will. That is what these men say.

§ 111. We respond more simply with the distinction between the Law alone and the Law as illumined by the light of the Gospel, and also with the distinction between the revealing of unbelief and the accusation of it. The Law commands people to believe every word of God; the Gospel reveals the hidden wisdom of God: that Christ, who died for us on the altar of the cross, is our righteousness before God [cf. 1 Cor. 1:30; Phil 3:9]. The Law concludes: “Therefore believe this word of God.” The Law rebukes all sins, and thus also unbelief. In its antithesis the Gospel shows that not believing in Christ the Mediator is a sin and, in fact, the greatest of all sins. The Law concludes: “Therefore on account of this sin you are reproved and condemned.” It was in this sense that blessed Luther said (in the commentary on Galatians 2) that “the Law and the Gospel in practice are closer together than a mathematical point.”9 Nevertheless it remains the proper function of the Law to reprove sin, to work wrath, and to condemn; it remains the proper function of the Gospel to comfort, to lift up, and to save.

This can be clarified using a similar example. The civil or forensic law sets forth the major premise: whoever is a thief should be hanged. The judge takes up the case and with sufficient evidence proves: “This Titus or Sempronius is a thief.” The conclusion is added on the basis of the law: therefore he must be hanged. Here the hanging of the thief is correctly attributed to the law which accuses and condemns the thief to the punishment of strangulation, even if the judge adds the minor premise and applies the law to the deed. So also the moral Law sets forth its own major premise: whoever is under sin is cursed. The Gospel adds the minor premise: whoever does not believe in the Son is still under sin. The Law concludes: therefore he is under a curse. Here also the accusation and condemnation of a person because of unbelief is attributed to the Law, though the Gospel’s teaching adds the minor premise. “The Law concludes all under sin” (Gal. 3:22). Therefore whoever does not believe the Gospel, which points out Christ the Mediator, remains under the curse of the Law; and in this way the Law very vigorously and harshly exercises its function of accusing and condemning, and there is no need for any new accusation through the Gospel. For this reason it is expressly said in John 3:36: “He who does not believe in the Son, the wrath of God remains upon him (μένει ἐπ’ αὐτόν).” With the weight of this he is pressed down even into hell.

Therefore the accusation of unbelief pertains to the Law, which, to be sure, is illumined by the light of the Gospel. It is to this that Luther is looking when he says, “The work of faith in Christ and the sin of unbelief which is opposed to it are reduced to the First Commandment.”





Other arguments: First, that the righteousness of the Law is accused, and yet the Law does not accuse itself.

§ 112. The remaining arguments have been joined together with less difficulty and have an easier explanation. (I) “The righteousness of the Law, on account of its imperfection, is subject to condemnation; but now, the Law is unable to condemn itself. Therefore it must be stated that the Gospel does this and not the Law.”

We respond. “The righteousness of the Law” is used in three ways. It refers to Christ’s perfect righteousness by which He fulfilled the entire Law with His utterly perfect obedience and satisfaction, and which is imputed to us through faith. Or it refers to the pharisaical righteousness which produces an external obedience to the Law; or to the righteousness of a good conscience, that is, the pursuit of good works in the reborn.

The righteousness of the Law taken in the first sense is not accused by the Law because it has a completely perfect conformity with the Law. In fact, we are freed through it from the accusation of the Law. The righteousness of the Law taken in the second sense certainly is accused by the Law because the Law demands not just any kind of obedience but a perfect inner and outer obedience. When the Law does not find it, it brandishes the lightning bolt of its curse and does not allow itself to be satisfied by an obedience of just any kind: “Cursed be he who does not abide in all the things that are written in the Book of the Law” (Deut. 27:26). “Whoever keeps the whole Law but fails in one point has become guilty of all of it” (James 2:10). The righteousness of the Law taken in the third sense is not in perfect conformity with the Law and does not stand before God in the article of justification. Nevertheless since believers are no longer under the Law but under grace, and since they have been reconciled with God through Christ, their inchoate obedience is pleasing to God and is compensated with temporal and eternal rewards.





Second, that Christ’s suffering and death pertain to the Gospel, yet in His Passion the wrath of God shines forth.

§ 113. (II) “Christ’s suffering and death pertain to the Gospel, yet in Christ’s suffering and death the wrath of God against our sins shines forth. Therefore the Gospel is, in part, the teaching of wrath.”

We respond. Christ’s suffering and death have two respects. In the first place the gravity and severity of God’s wrath, whose fire could not be extinguished except by the blood of the only-begotten Son, shines forth from it. Bernard (Sermon 3 in natal., ch. 57): “The Son of the Most High God is ordered to be killed so that He may soothe my wounds with the precious balm of His blood. Learn, O man, how serious are these wounds for which it is necessary that Christ be wounded. Had they not contributed to our eternal death, the Son of God would not have died as a remedy for them.” Dr. Luther (Sermon de Pass.): “God had revealed His wrath in various examples: the destruction of Sodom, the flooding of the world, and, finally, to reveal it more clearly, He willed that His only-begotten Son perish because of sins.”

Then there also shone in Christ’s Passion the unspeakable mercy of God and the full and complete satisfaction for our sins. “God commends His love toward us that, while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us” (Rom. 5:8). Nowhere has it been revealed more clearly that the Lord loved us than in His suffering and wounds. In fact, they are livid with grief, swollen with love. Bernard (Super verba Ego vitis, etc., ch. 3, col. 1600): “Christ’s side was pierced that an entry might be opened to us and that through a visible wound we might see an invisible wound of love. Therefore in the canticle the words ‘You have wounded’ are repeated twice [cf. Song 4:9], that the wound of body and of heart may be revealed.” Anselm (De simil.): “O love, how great is your bond, because you not only have joined the angels to God but also have joined God and man together in a miraculous fashion. You have drawn God to earth; you have bound Him to a post; you have attached Him to a cross; you have closed Him in a tomb; you have drawn Him down into hell. What has done all these things except the love of and thirst for our salvation?”

Therefore, in the first consideration, the Passion of Christ pertains to the Law reductively;10 but in the second, it pertains to the Gospel.





Third, that salutary contrition comes from the Gospel.

§ 114. (III) “Salutary contrition does not come from the Law but from the Gospel; therefore surely the Gospel is the preaching of repentance.”

We respond. Not only a hypocritical contrition, which grieves because of the punishment, but also the true and serious contrition which grieves because of the sin and the offense against almighty God comes from the Law. Yet even though contrition, even if it is real and serious, is not yet salutary unless it comes to faith in Christ, through which contrite hearts are lifted up and kept from despair, nevertheless from this it cannot and should not be inferred that contrition such as this comes from the Gospel. In and of itself contrition is grief because of admitted sins and the perception of divine wrath. This grief stems not from the Gospel but from the Law, which indeed reveals the gravity of our sins and of God’s anger. The grief which springs from the preaching of the Law becomes salutary and the kind of repentance that is without regret through the faith which comes from the Gospel. “For godly grief produces a repentance that leads to salvation and brings no regret” (2 Cor. 7:10). Luther (Disput. 1 contra Antinomos, thesis 8): “Repentance which comes from the Law is only half or the beginning of repentance or is penitence by synecdoche, because it lacks good intent.” Thesis 9: “Even if it perseveres, it becomes the repentance of Cain, Saul, Judas, and all despairing people.” Thesis 21: “Thus, contrary to the teachers of despair, the Gospel begins to teach that repentance should be not merely despair.” Thesis 22: “But the penitent ought to take hope and thus ought to hate sin because of their love for God.”11





Fourth, that the Holy Spirit rebukes the world concerning sin (John 16[:8]).

§ 115. (IV) “The Gospel is the ministry of the Spirit (2 Cor. 3:6). Yet in the New Testament the Holy Spirit rebukes the world because of sin (John 16:8). Therefore He does this through the Gospel.”

We respond. Not only the Gospel—that is, the preaching of grace and the public proclamation that the Messiah has come—pertains to the ministry of the Spirit in the New Testament but also the preaching of the Law. Therefore our Savior wished to repeat the Law solemnly and powerfully at the beginning of His ministry. He also committed the power of the Keys to the apostles and equipped them for the ministry not only of the Gospel but also of the Law. He explained that the office of the Holy Spirit in the New Testament was not one thing only—namely, to comfort and to preach grace—but was twofold: to reprove sin through the ministry of the Law and to remit sins through the preaching of the Gospel. All these things were included briefly by Christ when He commanded that repentance and the forgiveness of sins be preached in His name (Luke 24:47).





Fifth, that the Gospel excludes all boasting.

§ 116. (V) “To exclude all boasting before God is to reprove sins. Yet the Gospel excludes all boasting (Rom. 3:27): ‘Where, then, is boasting? It is excluded. By what law? Of works? No, but by the law of faith.’ Therefore the Gospel reproves sins.”

We respond. In his thorough treatment of this question, Dr. Chemnitz (Loci, part 2, p. 567) says, “By the very fact that the Gospel teaches that no other name is given to people whereby they can be saved except the name of Jesus Christ [Acts 4:12], it shows by antithesis that all things are concluded under sin.”12 We respond very simply that the law of faith excludes boasting not in the same way that the Law excludes it—namely, by accusing people’s sins and by revealing their guilt—but in a particular way, according as it teaches that our justification and salvation are completely free and declares that we are justified by God’s grace alone, because of Christ’s merit alone, by faith alone.





The authority of Dr. Philipp [Melanchthon].

§ 117. As concerns the opinion of Dr. Philipp [Melanchthon], to which the appeal is often made in this question, we should note that he thinks more properly than he speaks. Also his earlier writings must be distinguished from his later ones. In the first edition of his Loci (in the year ’23, p. 39), he writes as follows: “All told, there are two parts of Scripture: the Law and the Gospel. The Law reveals sin; the Gospel, grace. The Law indicates the illness; the Gospel, the remedy. The Law is the minister of death; the Gospel, of life and peace. The Law is the strength of sin; the Gospel, the power to salvation for all who believe.”13 [Melanchthon again] (in the article De poenit., p. 86): “Mortification takes place through the Law, which terrifies and kills the conscience; vivification takes place through the Gospel or through Absolution, for the Gospel is nothing other than the absolution from sins.”14 (See also Disput. de jubilaeo, held in 1549, theses 24, 32, and 36; also Disput. de discrimine legis et evangelii, held in 1550, theses 5–7, which are in his Opera, vol. 4, pp. 551, 553).

In his Oratio de ecclesia, delivered the year before his death (found in Declam., vol. 5, f. 217), he writes as follows: “Let us not be disturbed by the sophistry over the word ‘Gospel.’ Under this title I include the entire doctrine of repentance and of eternal promise and, in fact, even the main points gathered together in the Creed, just as the apostles used the word ‘Gospel’ to refer to the entire teaching of their ministry.”

Those are the words of Dr. Philipp [Melanchthon]. From these statements it is clear that he used the word “Gospel” in a looser sense insofar as he takes it for the entire ministry of the Word. But when we speak specifically and properly about the Gospel, then as the words of the Apology of the Augsburg Confession have it: “It is the promise of the remission of sins and of justification for Christ’s sake, which declares the righteousness of faith in Christ.”15

§ 118. Somehow Bucanus acknowledges this very fact (locus 20, p. 193, in a response to the question whether it is the function of the Law or of the Gospel to preach repentance): “If by the word ‘repentance’ you mean not μεταμέλεια but μετάνοια, that is, not contrition but a salutary conversion to God through faith, then it is the function not of the Law but of the Gospel (according as ‘Gospel’ is taken generally, meaning the entire ministry of the New Testament).”

Those are the words of Bucanus, on the basis of which a judgment can be made in regard to the arguments by which he attempts to prove that the Gospel is the preaching of repentance. In fact, most of them are far from the point because here the question is not about the Gospel according as it is taken generally, for the whole ministry of the New Testament, but according as it properly and specifically denotes the preaching of grace. Moreover, subordinates and things joined amicably must not be opposed to each other with respect to the one result that they produce. The preaching of repentance, according as the entire conversion of a person is understood by the word “repentance,” must be attributed to the ministry not only of the Law nor only of the Gospel but of both, yet in such a way that each doctrine fulfills its purpose and the two work together amicably to produce one common result.
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CHAPTER XI: ON THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN THE OLD AND NEW TESTAMENTS

§ 119. Furthermore, since the promulgation of the Law properly pertains to the Old Testament while the promulgation of the Gospel pertains to the New, we also add the distinction between the Old and the New Testaments with the differences assigned to them. There are diverse and, in fact, adverse opinions of different men regarding this subject. Let us allow the opinion of the Pelagians to remain concealed, who imagine that the people of the Old Testament before Moses were justified and saved by the law of nature, but later by the Law of Moses and, in the New Testament, by the law of Christ.

It is well-known that the Scholastics claim that the Old and New Testaments differ in promises, commandments, and sacraments. They say that in the Old Testament the promises were temporal, the commandments were external regulations, and the sacraments figurative; but in the New Testament the promises are heavenly, the commandments more complete, ruling not only the hand but also the mind, and the sacraments grace-conferring. Earlier (§§ 17, 57–[63]) we explained what should be thought about this subject. The Papists follow the opinion of the Scholastics, though some add new colorings, as Dr. Chemnitz (Loci, part 3, ch. De disc. V. et N. T., p. 227) shows from Gropper, Lindanus, and de Soto.1

The Anabaptists claim that the fathers of the Old Testament had only corporeal, external, and temporal promises but that under Christ, or in the time of the New Testament, spiritual promises were given for the first time. This was spoken of above (§ 59).

Calvin (Inst., bk. 2, ch. 10), Peter Martyr [Vermigli] (Loc. theol., class. 1, locus 16, §§ 2ff.), Ursinus (Cateches., part 2, p. 130), Grynaeus (Disput. theolog., vol. 2, pp. 125, 260), Bucanus (locus 22, p. 200), and those who follow them argue as follows. As regards substance they are not two different things but are only one covenant and testament because there is one mode of reconciliation, one faith, and one way of salvation for all times of the world. They say two covenants are established because of certain external circumstances and, to a lesser degree, principles which are different in each testament. For instance, they say: (1) That in the Old Testament specific promises were given about certain physical benefits, but specific promises of the same type are not found in the New.

(2) That in the Old Testament believers were received into grace for the sake of the Messiah who was going to be revealed and for the sake of His coming sacrifice; but this happens in the New because of a Messiah who has already come and His sacrifice which He has already made.

(3) That in the Old Testament some sacraments or signs were added to the promise of grace, and they were varied and laborious; but in the New, they were different, as well as few and simple.

(4) That the Old Testament had types and foreshadowings; thus everything in it is quite obscure. But the New Testament has the fulfillment of the types, and thus everything in it is quite clear, both in its sacraments and in its doctrine.

(5) That the outpouring of the Holy Spirit was once quite limited and sparing, but now it is broader and richer.

(6) That the Old Testament lasted until the Messiah came, but the New is eternal.

(7) That the Old Testament bound people to all the moral, ceremonial, and forensic law; the New binds them only to the moral Law and to the use of Christ’s Sacraments.

(8) That in the Old Testament the church was closed up in the Jewish nation, which had to be joined by those who wished to be saved. But in the New Testament the church has been sown among all nations, and access to it lies open to all.





Whether there is only one testament with regard to matter or substance.

§ 120. Although it is rightly said that there is one mode of reconciliation with God, one faith, one way of salvation, nevertheless it does not yet happen that there is only one testament with regard to matter or substance. To make this more clear, the stronger statements of Scripture which speak about the definition of and difference between the two testaments will be listed, and from them we shall gather some certain corollaries negatively and affirmatively.


Moses came and told the people all the words of Jehovah and all the judgments, and the whole people said with one voice: “All the words which Jehovah has spoken we shall do.” And Moses wrote all the words of Jehovah, and he sent young men of the people of Israel who offered burnt offerings; and Moses took half of the blood and put it in basins, and half the blood he sprinkled upon the altar. Then he took the Book of the Covenant and read it in the hearing of the people, and they said, “All that Jehovah has spoken we shall do, and we shall be obedient.” And Moses took the blood and sprinkled the people and said, “Behold, the blood of the covenant which Jehovah has made with you in accordance with all these words.” (Exod. 24:3–8)

Jehovah our God made a covenant with us on Horeb. Not with our fathers did Jehovah make this covenant but with us, who are all of us alive here this day. I stood between Jehovah and you at that time to declare to you the word of Jehovah. (Deut. 5:2, 3, 5)

Behold, the days are coming, said Jehovah, when I shall make a new covenant with the house of Israel and the house of Judah, not like the covenant which I made with their fathers when I took them by the hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt, because they themselves made My covenant of no effect. But this is the covenant which I shall make with the house of Israel after those days, said Jehovah. I shall put My Law within them, and I shall write it upon their hearts; and I shall be their God, and they shall be My people. They shall all know Me, from the least of them to the greatest, for I shall make propitiation for their iniquity, and I shall remember their sin no more. (Jer. 31:31–34)

Drink, this is My blood of the new testament. (Matt. 26:[27–]28; Mark 14:24)

God has made us fit ministers of the new testament, not of the letter but of the Spirit; for the letter kills, but the Spirit gives life. Now if the ministration of death, carved in letters on stone, was with glory, how shall the ministration of the Spirit not much more be in glory? For if the ministration of condemnation is glory, the ministration of righteousness abounds much more in glory. (2 Cor. 3:6–9)

These women are two testaments. One is from Mount Sinai, bearing children for slavery, and she is Hagar. But the Jerusalem above is free, and she is our mother. (Gal. 4:24, 26)

Christ has become the surety of a better testament (Heb. 7:22). The priests of the old testament serve the example and shadow of heavenly things. But now, Christ has obtained a better ministry, by how much also He is the Mediator of a better testament which is established on better promises. For if the former had been faultless, a place indeed would not have been sought for a second. Now in saying “a new,” He has made the former old. And what is becoming obsolete and growing old is near its end (Heb. 8:5–7, 13). Therefore He is the Mediator of the new testament, that by means of His death for the redemption of those transgressions which were under the former testament, those who were called may receive the promise of eternal inheritance. For where there is a testament, the death of the testator must of necessity come in. Hence neither was the first indeed dedicated without blood. For when every commandment of the Law had been read by Moses to all the people, he sprinkled both the book itself and all the people, saying, “This is the blood of the testament which God has commanded to you” (Heb. 9:15–16, 18–20). You have come to Jesus, the Mediator of the new testament (Heb. 12:24). The God of peace brought again from the dead the great Shepherd of the sheep, our Lord Jesus Christ, in the blood of the eternal testament (Heb. 13:20).







[Negative conclusions.]

§ 121. From these [passages] we draw the following negative conclusions. (1) The term “old testament” must not be understood concerning the books of the Old Testament in the same way and sense as the term is used in 2 Cor. 3:14, that is, to refer to the books of Moses, of the Psalms, and of the prophets, which the Savior establishes as the classes of books of the Old Testament (Luke 24:44). The reason is obvious, since the old testament has grown old and has been abrogated, but the books of the Old Testament are still read in the church.

(2) The nature of the old testament is not to be sought in the doctrine that was taught in the Israelite church before Christ. The reason is that at the time of the Old Testament not only the Law but also the Gospel about the grace of God, the forgiveness of sins, and the eternal life that was going to be given to those who believed in Christ the Mediator sounded forth.

(3) The old testament is not to be defined from the doctrine of the Law considered in and of itself. The reason is that the old testament was established at the time of Moses and today has become antiquated. But the teaching of the Law is God’s eternal and immutable will, engraved at creation itself into the hearts of the first people and liable to no abrogation or growing old. Let the same thing be understood from the contrary sense, that is, about the new testament: because this is not to be understood in regard to the books of the New Testament—that is, the evangelical and apostolic writings; nor the teaching that sounds in the Christian church now that Christ has been revealed; nor the very teaching of the Gospel considered in and of itself.

(4) The substance of both testaments is not one and the same. For besides the fact that two different and diametrically opposed testaments are enumerated (Jer. 31:31; Gal. 4:24), it also must be noted that the old was hallowed by the blood of sacrifices, but the new by the blood of Christ Himself, a type of whom had gone before in the old testament.





Affirmative [conclusions].

§ 122. On the basis of the previously cited declarations of Scripture, the following affirmative corollaries expressing the difference between the two testaments result. (1) The old and new testaments differ in the time of their promulgation. The former was promulgated at the time of Israel’s departure from Egypt (Jer. 31:32), but the latter at the end of time (Isa. 2:2; Mic. 2:4).

(2) They differ in the place of their promulgation. The old was promulgated on Mount Horeb in the wilderness of Sinai (Exod. 19:18), but the new went out from Zion and Jerusalem (Isa. 2:2; Gal. 4:24, [26]).

(3) They differ in mediator. As mediator the old testament had Moses (Deut. 5:5). The Mediator of the new testament is Christ (Heb. 8:6; 9:15).

(4) They differ in their mode of promulgation. The old testament was promulgated by the ministry of angels amid thunder, lightning, and terrors (Exod. 19:16; Acts 7:53; Gal. 3:19). But the new testament was promulgated in this way: God Himself came down from heaven and lifted up the hearts of people by the pleasing preaching of the Gospel. Augustine (on John, tractate 3): “The Law He sent by His servant; with grace He Himself came down.”

(5) They differ in their contents and promises. The old testament consisted in the solemn promulgation of the moral Law (and as a result the tablets of the Decalogue are called “the tablets of the covenant,” Deut. 9:11, 15; the Ten Words written on them are called “the words of the covenant,” Exod. 34:28; the Book of the Law is called “the scroll of the covenant,” Exod. 24:7; Deut. 29:21), and it had joined to it an almost countless multitude of laws, rites, and ceremonies. But the new testament contains the solemn promulgation of the Gospel and has rites much fewer in number, much easier to observe, and much more majestic in understanding, and for this reason Irenaeus (bk. 3, ch. 12, p. 196) calls the new testament “[the covenant] of freedom.” The old testament had specific promises about settling the land of Canaan and preserving its polity. It also had spiritual and eternal promises, but under the condition of keeping the Law. But the new testament has the free promise of salvation for the sake of the revealed Christ, and it promises physical goods in general, with the exception of the cross.

(6) They differ in the manner of dedication. The old testament was dedicated with the blood of animals (Exod. 24:5); but the new, with the blood of the Son of God (Zech. 9:11). Also, since the blood of animals with which the old testament was dedicated was a type of the blood of Christ, with which the new testament was going to be dedicated, therefore in this sense and respect the Law is said to have “a shadow of the good things to come, not the true image of those things” (Heb. 10:1). Indeed, the legal rituals were “a shadow of what is to come; but the body is of Christ” (Col. 2:17).

(7) They differ in the subject of their writing. The old testament, with regard to the moral Law, whose solemn promulgation was its main part, is said to have been engraved on stone tablets (Exod. 31:18; Deut. 9:10). But the new testament is written by the Spirit of God in the hearts of believers (Jer. 31:33; 2 Cor. 3:3).

(8) They differ in the breadth of their embrace. The old testament was established with the children of Israel and was therefore closed in by the narrow borders of Jewish territory (Deut. 5:3). The new extends as broadly as the entire world reaches (Matt. 28:19).

(9) They differ in duration. The old testament has been abrogated, but the new continues forever (Heb. 8:13; 10:9).

(10) They differ in excellence and dignity, for in clear words the new is said to be better than the old (Heb. 7:22; 8:6). The reason for its excellence can be learned from the rest of the chief points of difference.

(11) They differ in their effects. The old testament was “the letter which kills, the ministry of death and condemnation, giving birth unto bondage” (2 Cor. 3:6[–11]; Gal. 4:[24–]25), namely, because of the corruption of our nature. But the new is “the spirit which gives life, the ministry of righteousness, of the Spirit, and of life, leading to freedom.” As a result we have this well-known statement of St. Augustine (Contra Adimant. Manich.): “The clearest and briefest difference between the two testaments: fear and love.”





Arguments for the essential identity of both testaments.

§ 123. All these points quite clearly show that the substance of the old and new testaments is not one and the same thing and that they differ not just in external circumstances. “More covenants” were given to the human race, and each of the two has a certain “character” (says Irenaeus, bk. 1, ch. 4, p. 38). It remains for us to give our attention to the more powerful arguments by which they try to prove the essential identity of both testaments. (I) “ ‘Covenant of grace’ and ‘testament’ are equivalent in meaning. But only one covenant of grace was made in Christ the Mediator. Therefore there is also only one testament.”

We respond. The words “testament” and “covenant” are not only used to refer to the promise of grace offered in Christ but also to the Law. Thus the tablets of the Decalogue are called “the tablets of the covenant”; the Ten Words written upon them are called “the words of the covenant”; the book of the Law is called “the scroll of the covenant,” as was stated a little earlier [§ 122 (5)]. Therefore it is false that the words “testament” and “covenant” must refer only to the promise of grace and must be understood in only this sense everywhere.

Ursinus himself (Catech., part 2, q. 18, p. 133) admits this in a certain way: “The term ‘old testament’ or ‘[old] covenant’ is often used by synecdoche to mean the Law with respect to the part of it that is chiefly treated in it. But, on the contrary, the [term] ‘new testament’ or ‘covenant’ is used truly for the Gospel.” So also Bucanus (locus 22, p. 200): “The term ‘old covenant’ is used in two ways: sometimes only with respect to the legislation of Moses, and this is called the legal covenant whose sanction is described in Exodus 24. Yet it is sometimes spoken of in respect to signifying the covenant of grace or the gracious covenant such as was made with Abraham and his descendants (Genesis 17).” Those are the words of Bucanus, who adds (p. 201): “When a difference between the old and new testaments is sought, the term ‘old’ means only what is free [gratuitum].” On this point he contradicts Scripture (and especially Jer. 31:31) with a loud voice.

How treaties and covenants in human matters are distinguished is to be sought out in the books of the lawyers. Here it is sufficient for us that in Holy Scripture the word “testament” is used more broadly than [just for] the covenant of grace made with us in Christ the Mediator. We show this as follows. The covenant of grace, which offers and applies the remission of sins, righteousness, and eternal life to all who believe in Christ the Mediator, is perpetual, eternal, and immutable; one and the same thing for all the times of the world; liable to no abrogation; excluding every oldness and newness, because the way of salvation is one and the same. But now, Scripture not only enumerates two testaments but also clearly calls one earlier and the other later. One was old, but the other was new. (The reason for such naming is explained by Dr. Chemnitz, Loci, part 3, ch. De discrim. V. et N. T., p. 234).2 In fact, it even declares that the old one was antiquated and has been abrogated while the new is eternal. Therefore they cannot and should not define these two testaments through the covenant of grace, which is one in all times of the world.

We also add this argument. The promise of grace is common to all peoples, but each testament is proper to individual peoples: the former, to the Jews; the latter, to the Christians. Thus we concede that the promise of grace is one, the way of salvation is one, faith is one, etc.; but we deny that it follows from this that the substance of both testaments is the same when taken according to the wording and definition of Scripture.





Second, God entered into a covenant with Noah and Abraham.

§ 124. (II) “God did not make His first covenant with the Israelites, but also with Noah (Gen. 6:18; 9:9) and especially with Abraham (Gen. 17:2). Therefore, as regards substance, there is only one testament, except that it has been renewed at various times.”

We respond. We know that Irenaeus (bk. 3, toward the end of ch. 11) lists four testaments given to mankind: first, before the flood, under Adam; second, after the flood, under Noah; third, the giving of the Law under Moses; fourth, that He renovates man and recapitulates all things in Himself, that is, He elevates man through the Gospel and raises them to the heavenly kingdom. Yet it is certain that when Scripture contrasts the old and new testaments to each other, the “old testament” must be understood as no other covenant than that which God entered with the Israelites in the wilderness after He had led them out of Egypt, for this is asserted in clear language: “Jehovah our God made a covenant with us on Horeb. Not with our fathers did Jehovah make this covenant, but with us, who are here today” (Deut. 5:2–3). [And again]: “I will make a new covenant with the house of Judah, not like the covenant which I made with their fathers when I took them by the hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt” (Jer. 31:31–32). Therefore the rest of the “specific covenants” (as I call them), such as that which was divinely established with Noah, must be removed from these two testaments.

But since in freeing the Israelites from Egypt God quite frequently recalled them to the covenant initiated with their fathers, there is then a slightly different understanding in regard to the covenant made with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob which cannot simply be excluded. It is to be understood thus: The covenant which God entered with Abraham and renewed with Isaac and Jacob contains two parts or articles. The first part involves the multiplication of Abraham’s seed and the possession of the land of Canaan. The following are assigned to this part: the solemn promulgation of the Law, the institution of the Levitical priesthood, and the decrees of the forensic laws. In fact, where there is a multitude of people and the inhabitation of a region, there occurs the necessity of teaching good behavior, the establishment of a government and of divine worship. The second part includes the promise of the blessed Seed in whom all nations were going to be blessed, that is, the promise of the Messiah who would be born of Abraham’s posterity. This is the chief, more important part of the covenant made with Abraham. In fact, the first part is referred to this one, for the multiplication of Abraham’s seed and the possession of the land of Canaan are promised in such a way that there would be a certainty of the Messiah teaching, performing miracles, and completing the work of the redemption of the sojourners.

Furthermore, both parts of the covenant can be considered in two ways: first, with regard to their promulgation; and, second, with regard to their fulfillment. If the time of their promulgation is considered, we admit that this is one [time]. “God said to Abram: ‘Go from your country, etc. And I will make you a great nation, and I will bless you and increase you, and in you all the families of the earth will be blessed’ ” (Gen. 12:1–3). “God said to Isaac: ‘I will give that land to your seed, and I will multiply your descendants as the stars of heaven, etc.; and in your seed all the nations of the earth will be blessed’ ” (Gen. 26:3–4). The same promise is repeated to Jacob (Gen. 28:14). But if the time of fulfillment is considered, it is obvious that the first part about the multiplication of the descendants and the possession of the land of Canaan was fulfilled 430 years after the promise had been given to Abraham, because the Israelites multiplied in Egypt; and after being freed from their Egyptian slavery, first received the Law in the wilderness; and after forty years passed, they took possession of the land of Canaan. The latter part was fulfilled (according to the reckoning of Funccius) 1,938 years after the promulgation of the promise and 1,508 years after the liberation from Egypt and the promulgation of the Law, namely, when Christ in the fullness of time was born of a virgin (Gal. 4:4).





Third, the doctrine concerning Christ was also taught under the old testament.

§ 125. (III) “The doctrine concerning Christ and His benefits was also taught under the old testament and was revealed in the books of the prophets. In fact, the Levitical ceremonies handed down by Moses were types and figures of the person and office of Christ. Therefore the old testament is the very doctrine of the Gospel according as it was covered by shadows and types.”

We respond. Earlier we showed that not everything that was taught to the children of Israel in the time of the Old Testament and contained in the books of the Old Testament pertains to the definition and nature of the old testament as this is used by Scripture. Rather, the points of difference that are assigned in Scripture itself between the old and new testaments must be respected. The doctrine concerning Christ and His benefits was known also in the Old Testament. (From where else would they have salvation?) But it does not yet follow from this that it pertains to the nature and definition of the old testament. In fact, it became known to them through the revelation and announcement of God. Hence Augustine writes very beautifully (commentary on Psalm 90): “Moses was not only a minister of the old testament but also a prophet of the new.” Contra Faust. (bk. 15, ch. 4): “The old testament is a prophecy of the new.”

Dr. Chemnitz (Loci, part 3, p. 237)3 responds in this way: Christ is the end of the Law (Rom. 10:4). The Law is the pedagogue unto Christ (Gal. 3:24). The end does not pertain to the actual substance of that thing whose end is that the end be revealed. Therefore certain things that pertain to the Gospel or to the new testament were also handed down to Moses, but in such a way that the chief and principal ministry of Moses is and continues to be connected to the Law. But the Law itself is not rightly followed unless at the same time it shows that Christ is the end of the Law. He says that the Levitical ceremonies must be considered in two ways: (1) As carnal and exterior observances or pedagogical works by which the members of that assembly were being preserved in a sort of external and carnal cleanliness. In this respect they pertain to the Law. (2) The ceremonies are considered as messages about sin, the wrath of God, and the punishments for sins. In this respect they also pertain to the Law. Yet since Christ is the end of the Law, the Levitical ceremonies can also be considered as types of Christ; and, in this respect, they pertain to the Gospel. That is the argument of Dr. Chemnitz, the sense of which we interpret in such a way that a distinction is made between the Levitical ceremonies considered in and of themselves and their spiritual end, which consists of foreshadowing and signifying Christ.





Fourth, the moral Law has not been antiquated.

§ 126. (IV) “The old testament has been antiquated [Heb. 8:13]. The moral Law has not been antiquated but must still be taught in the new testament. Therefore it does not pertain to the old testament.”

We respond. The moral Law is considered in two ways: first, in and of itself; and, second, with regard to its solemn promulgation and obligation. In the first respect the moral Law does not pertain to the old testament because the old testament was first promulgated on Mount Sinai and was made with the children of Israel. But the moral Law was handed down before Moses. Indeed, it was given to our first parents in Paradise and was engraved upon their hearts. Therefore in the latter sense—namely, with regard to its solemn promulgation and obligation—it properly pertains to the old testament. Indeed, God established the solemn promulgation of the Law on Mount Sinai to this end: that it would bring the Israelites, who were bound to this Law, to the perfect fulfillment of it. Under the condition of that perfect fulfillment, He made to them His promises of temporal and eternal rewards. Because their fathers broke that pact and made it void (Jer. 31:32) and because the Law was weakened by the flesh (Rom. 8:3), therefore “there was a rejection of the former commandment because of its weakness and uselessness” (Heb. 7:18). Therefore another one was promulgated—namely, the new testament—the place of which would not have been sought had the first been faultless (Heb. 8:7).

These are the chief points of the new covenant: (1) “I will remember their sins no more.” (2) “I will write My Law in their heart that they all may know Me” (Jer. 31:33[–34]). Therefore the new testament includes these two points: the remission of sins and renewal. Through the first benefit we are freed from the accusation and condemnation of the Law; through the second benefit the obedience due to the Law is begun in us, for “we are new creatures in Christ” (2 Cor. 5:17), “created for good works, which God prepared beforehand, that we should walk in them” (Eph. 2:10). Whether and to what extent the moral Law has been abrogated in the new testament is easily understood from this fact. Dr. Chemnitz speaks in this way: To the extent that the Decalogue condemns, it belongs to the ministry of Moses and to the old testament. But to the extent that it is the rule of righteousness in God, after whose image we were originally fashioned and which is being renewed in us, to that extent it becomes part of the new testament.4

Those are the principal arguments of our adversaries, from which the rest of their arguments can be easily refuted. The passage 1 Cor. 10:1ff. and the entire distinction between the sacraments of the old and new testaments will be discussed later in the treatise On the Sacraments [Commonplace XXI; cf. On Circumcision and the Paschal Lamb (Commonplace XXII), §§ 1–6].


 

1 Chemnitz’s Works 8:1243–44.

2 Chemnitz’s Works 8:1249–51.

3 Chemnitz’s Works 8:1251–52.

4 Cf. Chemnitz’s Works 8:1252.







CHAPTER XII: CONCERNING THE ATTACKS OF THE PAPISTS AGAINST OUR DOCTRINE OF THE GOSPEL, ITS USE AND ABUSE, WITH THE DEFINITION OF THE GOSPEL ADDED

Attacks against the doctrine of the Gospel.

§ 127. So that is the doctrine of our churches concerning the Gospel [evangelium]. Because of it, some call our churches “Evangelical,” and this is so hateful to the Romanists that they do not refrain from reviling us. The Council of Trent makes the accusation against us: “With great contention against the Catholic Church we declare that that confidence” (from the Gospel) “is removed from all piety.” Hadrianus Jungius (De doctr. et moribus evang., p. 5): “This doctrine is rightly called ‘the Gospel’ [evangelium] by its defenders and supporters, whose first instigator in this century was Luther, from which he wanted his followers to be called ‘Evangelicals.’ Let us be called adversaries of this Gospel. Furthermore, if this good news is to be so called, and not rather ‘bad news,’ let he himself who first brought it to light confess that it has come not from Christ but from Satan.” He tries to show that the Gospel of Luther is the source and cause of many wicked crimes.

Franciscus Turrianus (De ecclesia) writes in the same fashion: “Luther’s Gospel is Germanic and, as it were, a fifth gospel.”

Here must also be assigned the virulent arguments of Bellarmine (De justif., bk. 4, ch. 1): “If the Gospel requires no condition of obedience but is content with faith alone, then surely he who will do nothing good will be living in harmony with the Gospel. The life and behavior of Lutherans are very corrupt. Therefore they teach that good works are unnecessary.”

In his preface to the Smalcald Articles, Dr. Luther tells of a professor who was sent by the French to Wittenberg who openly said that his king had been quite convinced that “among us there is no church, no government, no marriage, but we all live promiscuously like pigs, each as he chooses.”1 In the diet held at Augsburg in 1530, the Papist parasites kept trying to convince His Highness, the Emperor Charles V, and the rest of the estates of the empire that “in our churches discipline and the mortification of the flesh are simply forbidden.” For this reason Alfonsus, chancellor of the emperor, a Spaniard, kept saying to Melanchthon at that diet: “Philipp, the rumor which has been spread in Spain about you is far different from what we know from your confession. Many have convinced us that you deny the Trinity, that you speak impiously about Christ and Mary, that you corrupt the sacraments, that you administer the Lord’s Supper in the fashion of a secular feast, that you hold the political system in contempt, that you legitimize lust.”

Johannes à Daventria writes (Refutatio Augustanae confessionis): “The Lutherans claim that they are truly and fully using their Christian liberty if they never afflict their flesh, if they never fast, if they stuff themselves beyond measure and beyond the powers of nature and give themselves great bellies with all kinds of foods, even on feast days.” See also Andreas Fabricius (Harmon., p. 435).





Abuses of the doctrine of the Gospel.

§ 128. We certainly admit that at times many people—alas, for shame!—terribly abuse the doctrine of the Gospel concerning the free forgiveness of sins for Christ’s sake. In regard to this, our special friend, Johann Arndt, in the preface of his books De vero Christianismo (which are very much worth reading), lodges a most just complaint. Yet this cannot and should not do harm to the truth of the Gospel. When the apostles taught that grace abounded beyond sin (Rom. 5:20), they were forced to hear from Epicureans: “Let us do evil that good may come” (Rom. 3:8). When they taught that “a man is justified by faith apart from the works of the Law” (Rom. 3:[28]), they were accused by the teachers of good works of “overthrowing the Law by faith” (Rom. 3:31). When they preached the liberty that was brought forth by Christ, there were wicked men who “were seeking from that freedom a veil for evil” (1 Pet. 2:16). So why is it so strange that the same thing is the lot of the doctrine of the Gospel today? What is offered by the right hand is more often received by the left. The abuse of a thing that is good in and of itself is generally very bad. All the worse, then, is the abuse of a thing which is very good. Augustine (De catechiz. rudib., ch. 25) reports that pagans insulted the doctrine of the Gospel because of the life of some Christians. He responds to them as follows (De moribus eccles. cathol., bk. 1, ch. 34): “Now I warn you of this, that you soon cease speaking evil of the catholic church by disparaging the behavior of people whom she herself condemns and whom she is eager today to correct as bad children.”





Its true use.

§ 129. The true use of the Gospel is that: (1) We acknowledge the immense mercy of God in sending His Son. “God so loved the world that He gave His only-begotten Son” (John 3:16). All the benefits of God, all His creatures, bear witness of God’s love, but its greatest witness is Christ; nothing on earth or in heaven is a greater and more excellent gift than He. Clement of Alexandria (Paedagog., 1, ch. 3): “He is truly beloved on whose account the Only-Begotten is sent from the bosom of the Father.” Anselm (Cur Deus homo, bk. 2, ch. 20): “What can be understood as greater mercy than when God says to the sinner condemned to eternal torments and not having a way to ransom himself: ‘Receive My only-begotten Son, and give [Him] for yourself ’? Or when the Son Himself says, ‘Take Me and ransom yourself ’?”

(2) Its second use is that in all temptations and especially at the hour of our death we may have a firm consolation, namely, that we have taken hold of the merit of Christ by true faith unto our salvation. “ ‘Comfort, comfort My people,’ says your God. ‘Speak to the heart of Jerusalem, and cry to her that her time of warfare is ended, that her iniquity is forgiven, that she has received from the hand of Jehovah double for all her sins’ ” (Isa. 40:1–2). “Therefore it is of faith, that the promise may be firm, according to grace” (Rom. 4:16). Irenaeus (bk. 3, ch. 20): “If God had not given us salvation, we certainly would not have it.” “In whose hand does our salvation rest more securely than in those hands that built heaven and earth? Than in those that can never be made smaller? Than in those that are overflowing with compassion in the inward parts and do not lack the openings through which to flow?” says Bernard (on Psalm 31).

(3) The third use is that we show that we are grateful to God by true piety throughout all the course of life. “Christ died for all, that those who live might not live for themselves but for Him who for them died and rose again” (2 Cor. 5:15). “If God so loved us, we ought also to love one another” (1 John 4:11). You should, with all your life, serve Him who desired to serve for you throughout His whole life. Chrysostom (on 1 Timothy, homily 4, col. 1452) says it beautifully: “Glory is not rendered to God in words, because He Himself has not honored us with words but with acts and works. So also let us honor Him by our works.” Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 11, ch. 519): “Two things in our redemption must be noted: the manner and the fruit. The manner is the emptying of God [cf. Phil. 2:6–7], but the fruit is the filling of us from Him. Meditating on the former is the seedbed of our holy hope; meditating on the latter is the kindling of the greatest love.”

Therefore as often as people do not yet acknowledge their sins, so long as they feel no serious grief over them but continue in them securely, the promises of the Gospel do not pertain to them any more than balsam does to a stone. We have spoken about this earlier (§ 43), and we shall speak about it more fully in its own place [cf. On Repentance (Commonplace XVIII), §§ 80–82, 85–93; On Justification through Faith (Commonplace XIX), §§ 184–85; On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 45–61, 134–44].





The definition of the Gospel.

§ 130. On the basis of all the things that have been said about the Gospel, we gather the following definition of it. The Gospel is the second part of the heavenly teaching about man’s salvation and the more noble part. It is contradistinct from the Law and is unknown to mankind by nature. Rather, it comes to us from the secret bosom of the heavenly Father through His Son and has been proclaimed in the church at all times of the world. In it all the free forgiveness of sins, righteousness, and eternal life are offered and presented to those who truly believe in Christ the Mediator, to the salvation of mankind and to the glory of God.

To God, the eternal Father, who has spoken to us in these latter days of the world through His Son and who has established the same as our Mediator and Suppliant, be praise, honor, and glory forever. With the word of His Gospel may He effectively lift up and sustain our hearts in all temptations and in the very hour of our death. Amen.


 

1 SA Preface 8–9 (cf. Concordia, 261).







COMMONPLACE XVIII

ON REPENTANCE

 





Connection with the preceding commonplace.

§ 1. All of Christianity consists not in mere knowledge [γνῶσις] but also in practice [πρᾶξις], as Christ teaches: “He who does and teaches these will be called great in the kingdom of heaven” (Matt. 5:19). “Why do you call Me ‘Lord, Lord’ and do not the things which I say?” (Luke 6:46). “You are My friends if you do what I command you” (John 15:14). The words of Ignatius (Letter 3 ad Magnesianos) pertain here: “It is fit not only to be called but also to be Christians, for He does not make us to be called blessed, but rather He makes us to be blessed.” So also it should by no means be decided that it is sufficient to know the doctrine of the Law and the Gospel unless we are eager to bring this into practice in a true conversion to God. In fact, as Dr. Luther points out in his Propositiones de indulgentiis against Tetzel (thesis 1): “When our Lord and Master, Jesus Christ, orders us to repent, He wants the entire Christian life to be constant repentance.”1 Therefore it is in fitting order that the doctrine of the Law and of the Gospel should be followed by the doctrine of repentance, which is a living practice of the Law and Gospel.





The necessity and usefulness of the doctrine of repentance.

§ 2. Yet the great necessity of this doctrine is conjoined with equal usefulness. For since repentance is necessary for all people (as Christ teaches: “Unless you repent, you will all likewise perish,” Luke 13:3, 5) and since a return to God is open to us after the fall only through repentance (as He teaches: “Turn to Me, and you will be saved, all the ends of the earth,” Isa. 45:22), who will be able to entertain any more doubts about the necessity and usefulness of this doctrine? Lactantius says it beautifully (Divin. instit., 6, ch. 24): “God knows our weakness, and, because of His pity, He opened the harbor of salvation for man so that the medicine of repentance might provide help against this need, to which our frailty is subject.”

Augustine (De spiritu et lit., ch. 36): “Of whatever kind or however great is the righteousness we are able to define in this life, there is no one in this life who has no sin at all; and it is necessary for everyone to give that it may be given to him, to forgive that it may be forgiven him.”

Therefore repentance is necessary for all. And that we may be rightly and properly repentant, let us treat this doctrine as our object of study. “It is easier to find a person who has preserved his innocence than one who repents appropriately,” writes Ambrose (De poenit., 2, ch. 10, which is cited in [Ius canonicum,] De poenit., ch. Reperiuntur, dist. 3).


 

1 Ninety-Five Theses (1517), WA 1:233 (cf. AE 31:25).







CHAPTER I: THE ETYMOLOGY AND HOMONYMS OF THE WORD “REPENTANCE”

The etymology of the word.

§ 3. Repentance:

** (1) According to Isidore (bk. 6, ch. 19), repentance [poenitentia] “is so called as if it were inflicting punishment [punientia], because a person punishes in himself what he has wickedly allowed.” (2) Lombard (Sent., 4, dist. 14, letter A) thinks poenitentia is from poena [“punishment”], so that it is something like poenae tenentia [“holding on to punishment”]. Bellarmine (De poen., 1, ch. 7) accepts this. (3) Erasmus (on Matthew 7 and on 2 Corinthians 7) deduces it from pone [“behind”] and says that it is called poenitere as if to say pone tenere [“to hold behind”], that is, to take advice afterward. M. Bandinus (Eck, in his preface to that book, thinks that Bandinus, being earlier, is no different than the more recent Peter Lombard. In fact, Eck claims that Lombard borrowed from Bandinus everything as far as the sentences and their order are concerned.) writes (Libr. 4 sententiarum, 4, dist. 14): “Poenitentia is so-called from puniendo [‘punishing’], by which someone punishes the lawlessness which he has committed. For poenitere [‘to repent’] is poenam timere [‘to fear punishment’], so that one always punishes by avenging in himself what he has committed by sinning.” **

Hugh (De myst. eccles., bk. 3) thinks it is so called “as if it were the punishment [punientiam] by which a man punishes what he has wickedly allowed.” Scotus thinks it is like poenae tenentia [“holding on to punishment”]. Erasmus draws it from pone tenendo which means “to take advice afterward.” Lombard (Sent., bk. 4, dist. 14, letter A) agrees with Hugh and writes: “Poenitentia is so called from punire [‘punish’], with which someone punishes the lawlessness which he has committed. The virtue of repentance is conceived from fear.” Bellarmine embraces this eagerly and consequently writes (De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 7): “Lutherans do not use the word ‘penance’ or ‘repentance’ [poenitentia] willingly, and [when translating] the Scriptures they almost always substitute ‘change of mind’ [resipiscentia], because the origin of poenitentia, taken from poena [‘punishment’], by its silent sense indicates satisfaction for punishment or the penalty imposed on the penitent.”

To this we respond. (1) We by no means shrink from the use of this word, and the writings of our people offer clear testimony of this fact.

(2) The word “penance” [poenitentia] is not scriptural. If you were to search for the proper and native meaning of the words used for “conversion” in the Hebrew Old Testament and Greek New Testament sources, you would see that the word “penance” [poenitentia] is not written there. But now, to reject a word as unscriptural is not to destroy the truth of heavenly doctrine.

(3) We disapprove not the use but the abuse of this word—for instance, the abuse that the Romanists do their utmost to prove their satisfactions from this word.

** Nowhere is it found that “repentance or penance” [poenitentia] properly means ecclesiastical and Papist punishments or satisfactions and that poenitentia is used in the Scriptures for “satisfaction.” **

(4) The word poenitentia is properly and proximately taken from poenitet [“he makes sorry”]. Yet even though to the Latins poenitere means the same thing as to have punishment [poena], nevertheless it does not yet follow from this that the word poena must mean “satisfaction,” because the word poena is most correctly understood as the inner grief which the sinner feels when he hears that he is liable to temporal and eternal punishments. However, in its own place [§ 125] it shall be proven that this does not make satisfaction in the judgment of God. Gellius (Noct. attic., bk. 17, ch. 11): “Poenitere, that is, for someone to be disgusted at or ashamed of something he has committed, so that poenitet [‘he makes sorry’] is the same as ‘punishment holds him,’ for those things which are burdensome and disgusting have the power to punish.” This is according to Augustine (Soliloq., ch. 19).

** Furthermore: (1) Bellarmine himself confesses (col. 1185D): “The meanings of words should be drawn more from the use of Scripture and its authors than from their etymology.” But where in the Scriptures is poenitentia used for “satisfaction”? (2) If an argument must be made from the etymology of the word, it ought to be from the original Hebrew and Greek languages, not in a foreign language. But the Hebrew תְׁשּובָה and the Greek μετάνοια do not have2 the meaning of “punishments.” (3) Even if respect for punishment is involved, it would still have to be understood as a reference to inner grief rather than to an outward penalty imposed upon penitents, for it was to this that the fathers were turning their attention. Augustine (vol. 4, De vera et fals. poenit., ch. 8, col. 1043): “Repentance [poenitentia] is a revenge of the grieving person who is punishing in himself what he is sorry to have committed.” Chapter 19 (col. 1053): “To repent [poenitere] is to have punishment [poenam tenere], so that one always punishes by avenging in himself what he has committed by sinning.” (See also his Letter 108 ad Seleuc.) The word poenitere is also used in this sense among the Latin authors. Gellius (Noct. attic., bk. 17, ch. 1): “We are accustomed to say that we repent [poenitere] at the time when the things we ourselves do or the things which have been done of our will and planning later begin to displease us and when we change our attitude toward them.” (4) Even if it is referred to exterior penalty, from this the papal satisfaction of works, distinct from ecclesiastical satisfaction, cannot be proved (Meisner, Sob. phil., part 2, sect. 1, ch. 1, q. 21). The German Busse [“repentance, penance”] seems to come from the root ּבֹוׁש, “he is ashamed.” Thus David prays: “My enemies will be afflicted with shame” (Ps. 6:10), which Augustine interprets in this way: that David wants them to repent. **





Whether Luther denied that repentance was grief.

§ 4. There is no reason for Bellarmine to counter by saying that Luther denied that repentance is hatred or grief concerning one’s past life. The contrary of this occurs more than a thousand times in Luther’s writings.

** Even Gregorius de Valentia ([In Thom.,] vol. 4, disput. 7, q. 2, point 1, col. 1593C) says, “Luther disgracefully erred when he wrote that not grief over past sin but only the emendation of life pertains to repentance.” (See [Luther,] Art. Schmalcal., part 3, article 3.)3 Luther intended this: that repentance consists not only in griefs and terrors but rather in a love of righteousness, confidence in grace, and a change of life. Pererius acknowledges this when he comments (on Genesis 27, disp. 8, p. 770, on the passage Heb. 12:17, which reads: “He found no place for repentance”), saying, “Therefore it is clear that a change of deed or disposition is indicated by the word ‘repentance.’ ” And he brings forth other texts of Scripture with this meaning and concludes at last: “Thus it is clear that in the word ‘repentance’ there is the notion and meaning of change.” **

But let the words of Luther which provided the opportunity for calumny also be considered, and the necessary response will readily appear. They read in this way (Jena Latin edition, vol. 1, Letter ad Staupitium, f. 73):


From you, as if a voice from heaven, we have heard that it is not true repentance unless it begins from a love of righteousness and a love of God, etc. This word of yours stuck in me like the keen arrow of a powerful man, and so I began to compare it with the Scriptures which teach repentance. Behold, these words were playing a very delightful game with me and were laughing at and attacking this idea so that, at first, in almost all of Scripture there was no word more bitter to me than “repentance.” Now nothing sounds sweeter or more pleasant to me, for the Commandments of God become sweet when we understand that we must read them not just in books but also in the wounds of our beloved Savior.



And a bit later:


As I clung to these ideas, I dared to think that those people are wrong who attribute so much to the works of repentance that they have left to us scarcely a remnant of repentance besides some cold satisfactions and a very difficult confession; they obviously have been influenced by the Latin word, because “doing penance” sounds more like an action than a change of affection, and in the Greek μετανοεῑν by no means satisfies that.4



Those are the words of Luther, from which it readily appears that: (1) He does not disapprove of the word “repentance” [poenitentia] itself but is censuring those who want to draw satisfactions out of the expression “to do penance” [agere poenitentiam], even though the expression in Greek is μετανοεῑν, which means a change of affection. Tertullian (Advers. Marcion., bk. 2, ch. 20, p. 212): “In the Greek language the word ‘repentance’ is composed not from ‘confession of sin’ but from ‘change of mind.’ ”

(2) He is not denying that grief and repentance are connected, and yet repentance ought to begin from a love of righteousness and of God, and the faith which rests upon the wounds of Christ ought to be connected with repentance, and consequently the forgiveness of sins must be sought not in our works or satisfactions but in Christ. Clearly Luther intended the same thing as is cited from Augustine (De poenit.) in [Ius canonicum,] De poenit., c. Si apostolus, dist. 3: “A truly repentant person is one who grieves over his sins and rejoices over his grief.”





Μετάνοια.

§ 5. The Greeks especially used two words: μετάνοια and μεταμέλεια. Μετανοεῑν is “to think after the deed,” “to change mind and intent for the better,” “to return to a sound mind.” It is opposed to προνοεῑν [“think beforehand”]. For this reason, some think that it is so called from ἄνοια (“madness”) and μετά (“after”), as if it were the correction of madness and foolishness; among the Latins the word resipiscentia corresponds to this, which indicates “a correction of the mind,” “a coming back to one’s senses,” and “a change of the mind,” as is taught by Tertullian (Adv. Marcion., bk. 2, p. 212) and Lactantius (Divin. instit., bk. 6, ch. 24), where he writes:


He who repents what he has done understands his first error. Therefore the Greeks say μετάνοια better and with greater meaning than we can say resipiscentia, for he who is ashamed of what he has done wrong recovers his senses and takes his mind back from madness, so to speak. He chastises himself for his madness and strengthens his intent to live more uprightly. Then he is careful of that very thing, lest he again be drawn into the same snares.



** Flacius (Clavis, part 1, col. 905) gives three explanations of its etymology or composition. (1) It means “to understand after the fact” or to notice or consider and think about a mistake. (2) It means “to turn over a deed by thinking,” as the preposition μετά sometimes has the same meaning as “across” or “again—for instance: μεταμορφοῡν, “to transform”; μεταποιεῑν, “to do a work over again”; and thus μετανοεῑν, “to think and consider again and in another way than which you thought before (ἐνόησας),” or with the mind to “recook” it, so to speak, and pour it back into another form or to break it open again. (3) The preposition means the same thing as “with,” and thus μετανοεῑν is “to reckon something with the mind,” just as the Latins, too, say “to consider something with one’s own mind,” “not to do something rashly and without thought,” as one had done before in sinning. Each of these reasons makes the nature of repentance very clear. For it is: (a) the knowledge of an error and wisdom after it has been done; (b) a hatred of that which is known conjoined with the wish that it had happened otherwise; (c) a change of mind; etc. **

Among the Hebrews the word ּתְׁשּובָה (“return” and “turning back”) corresponds to it. Luther writes (Letter ad Staupit., vol. 1, Jena Latin, f. 74):


By effort and the favor of the very learned men who have so dutifully taught us Greek and Hebrew, I have learned that the Greek word μετάνοια [“repentance”] comes from μετά and νοεῑν—that is, from “after” and “mind”—so that “repentance” or μετάνοια is “change of mind” [resipiscentia], with an understanding of one’s evil both after a loss has been suffered and an error recognized, something which is impossible without a change of affection and of love. Finally, I have gone on to see that μετάνοια can be drawn not only from “after” and “mind” but also from “across” and “mind” (but that does some violence [to the word]), so that μετάνοια would mean “a changing across of mind and affection,” which seems to breathe not only a “change of affection” but also the means of the change, that is, the grace of God. For this “passing over of the mind,” that is, true repentance, occurs very frequently in Holy Writ—for example, the ancient Passover once signified it; Christ presented it; and long before that, Abraham also was the figure of it, when he began to be called “the one who passes across,” that is, a “Hebrew,” one who had crossed into Mesopotamia, as Burgensis is correct in teaching.5



Those are the words of Luther.





Μεταμέλεια.

§ 6. Μεταμέλεσθαι and μεταμελεῑν mean “to be concerned and anxious after something has been done,” so that in the mind a displeasure arises through which a person wishes that a thing he has done had not been done. The word “repentance” [poenitentia] corresponds to this to the extent that it means grief conceived in the mind because of a wickedness committed or a good omitted. Tertullian (De poenit., at the very beginning of p. 51) writes: “This type of people” (the heathen), “which even we ourselves once were, know by nature that repentance is nominally a sort of suffering of the mind which comes from a displeasure concerning a prior way of thinking.”

** Bellarmine (De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 7, col. 1185B) says, “The word μεταμέλεια occurs almost nowhere in the Scriptures when the conversion of a sinful person is being discussed.” However, it does occur in Matt. 21:29. **

Furthermore, μεταμέλεια and repentance apply not only concerning the things which we can change and correct but also apply to the things which necessarily oppress us and which do not allow change. Μεταμέλησε τοῡ γήρως: “He grieved [poenituit] over his old age.” Therefore, accurately speaking, μετάνοια seems to mean a change of mind, and μεταμέλεια, a change of will; μετανοεῑν is “to return to a better mind,” and μεταμέλεσθαι is “to go on in sorrow over those things that were pleasing earlier.”

** In addition: (1) Μεταμέλεσθαι is also used with regard to a fault, but μετανοεῑν is always used in a good sense. (2) Μεταμέλεσθαι is more suited to grief and sorrows, but μετανοεῑν, to a change of life and intent. (3) Μεταμέλεια in Latin is called poenitentia, but μετάνοια is called resipiscentia or transmentatio [“a changing of the mind”]. This distinction of words is urged by: Beza (Annot. on Matthew 3), Musculus (Loci, f. 255), Zanchi (Volum. posth. in 4. praec. loc., 6, p. 745), and Bucanus (Instit., locus 30, q. 1, p. 312). But observe: (a) There must be a distinction between the etymological and the biblical meaning. According to the former, the aforementioned words seem to differ in such a way that μετάνοια indicates a change of mind while μεταμέλεια indicates concern; according to the latter sense the words agree, in that both words are used for true and salutary repentance. (b) The word μετάνοια is used in two ways: broadly, for complete repentance (Matt. 3:2, 8, 11; 9:13; Luke 15:10; 24:47; Acts 2:38; 19:4; 2 Pet. 3:9; Rev. 2:5); and narrowly, for contrition alone (Mark 1:15; Acts 20:21). **





How μετάνοια and μεταμέλεια differ.

§ 7. Bucanus (locus 30, p. 287) argues that in Holy Scripture μετάνοια is always used in a good sense and signifies a “salutary correction,” but that μεταμέλεια is also used in a situation of fault. He follows Beza and Hemmingius, who assign μεταμέλεια to the Law and μετάνοια to the Gospel, saying that the former denotes “repentance to be regretted,” namely, grief without the moderation of faith, but that the latter denotes a “repentance without regret” [ἀμεταμέλητον], namely, grief along with a return to a healthier mind through faith and the emendation of life.

** Danaeus (Isag. Christ., part 4, bk. 4, De fide, ch. 52) claims the same thing. Beza (Annot. on Matthew 3) writes: “When μετανοεῑν is an absolute verb,6 it properly means ‘to know after the fact and to grieve over an admitted error so that one corrects it.’ It is never used except in a good sense, for wisdom is always connected with μετάνοια. But μεταμέλεσθαι asserts that one is concerned and anxious after something has been done. The Latins say poenitere for this, and it can also be used in a situation of fault, for it does not properly include a change of life and intent for the better but simply a concern and displeasure.” (He repeats the same thing in Oper. theol., vol. 1, p. 328). Abbot Rupert (on Hosea 5) writes: “To do penance [poenitentiam agere] and to turn to the Lord are not the same thing in Holy Scripture. If these were the same, we would confess that wicked King Ahab turned back to the Lord because he did penance concerning the blood of Naboth, whom he killed, etc. He did penance not to attain the eternal kingdom of God, but rather not to lose the temporal kingdom of Samaria.” **

But even though μετάνοια is frequently used to refer to salutary contrition with which faith and the correction of life are united, and even though μεταμέλεια is used in reference to hypocritical contrition which is separated from faith and the hope of pardon, nevertheless examples from Scripture show that this distinction is not always observed. Thus the Septuagint translators indiscriminately render נָחַם with μεταμέλομαι (Ezek. 14:22) and μετανοέω (in Jer. 8:6). It is said of Esau (Heb. 12:17) that he did not find a place for μετάνοια [“repentance”]. Yet we do not believe that he performed salutary repentance, though this can be understood passively as a reference to the repentance of his father or to a change of his father’s intent. Thus when Chrysostom describes the repentance of both Esau and Judas, he uses the word μετανοῆσαι. “The clever man goes into repentance [μετάνοια]” (Prov. 14:15 [LXX]). Concerning the wicked who repent in vain in the final judgment, it is said that “they will speak to each other, repenting [μετανοοῦντες]” (Wisdom 5:3). It is clear that the word μεταμέλεια is used to refer to salutary repentance: “Afterward, having repented [μεταμεληθεὶς], he went away” (Matt. 21:29). “Even when you saw it, you did not repent [μετεμελήθητε]” (v. 32).

** It is clear from Epiphanius (Adv. Catharos) that the fathers used this word indiscriminately: “If anyone falls, the holy church of God does not destroy him; for it gives and provides him repentance [μετάνοιαν], regret [μεταμέλειαν].” Chrysostom (on Hebrews): “And Judas repented [μετανόησε], but poorly, for he hanged himself.” This truth forced even Ursinus himself to confess (Catech., part 4, p. 16): “The distinction between these two words is either none or very little, except that μετάνοια properly signifies a change of the part that understands while μεταμέλεια signifies a change of the part that wills.” **

What must be stated concerning the distinction between legal and evangelical contrition shall be taught in its own place [§ 69].





[Hebrew terms.]

§ 8. In Hebrew the customary word is תְׁשּובָה (“return, conversion, going back to God”). Its opposite is מְׁשּובָה (“turning away, failure, departure to evil”), from the root ׁשּוב (“he returned, he went back”); for when we sin, we turn away from God and depart from Him. “Your iniquities have made a separation between you and your God” (Isa. 59:2). But when we repent, we again go back to God. “Return (ׁשַבְּתָ) to the Lord your God, and obey His voice” (Deut. 30:2). “They will return (יְׁשּובּון) from their sins” (1 Kings 8:35).

Here the two terms of this conversion7 are set forth. Thus Irenaeus (bk. 3, ch. 35) connects “repentance” and “going back,” explaining the former through the latter as explanatory [ἐξηγητικῶς]. For just as every motion is between its starting point and finishing point [inter terminum a quo et terminum ad quem], so also repentance is תְׁשּובָה, an ἐπιστροφή or “conversion” from sins to righteousness, from the devil to God, from death to life, from darkness to light, from that which is apparently good to that which is actually good. “That they may turn from darkness to light and from the power of Satan to God… that they should repent and turn to God” (Acts 26:18, 20). In this sense Phavorinus says that repentance is a “conversion from errors to the opposite good.” Damascenus (Orth. fid., 2, ch. 30) defines it as “the returning from the unnatural into the natural state, from the devil to God.” Augustine (De vera et fals. poenit., ch. 1) says that it “leads men back to the angels and restores the creature to the Creator.”

Devout minds should consider whether or not the word ׁשּובָה in the following statement can be understood as the repentance through which we aspire to true peace of mind (Isa. 30:15): “In [returning and] rest you will be saved.” The Septuagint translators certainly translated it that way: “When you return and groan, then you will be saved.” Ambrose (De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 4) follows them: “If you turn and groan, you will be saved.”





The homonyms of the word “repentance”

§ 9. The word “repentance” [poenitentia] is used in various ways. In general it should be noted whether it is attributed to God or to people. To God it is attributed by way of anthropopathism and effect. Thus: “I repent [poenitet me] of having made man” (Gen. 6:6–7). “I repent [poenitet me] of having made Saul king” (1 Sam. 15:[11]). “He repented [poenituit eum] according to the multitude of His mercies” (Ps. 106:45). “God repented of the evil which He had said He would do to them, and He did not do it” (Jon. 3:10). But God is said to repent not because He was ignorant of the outcome of matters or was upset by some grief or changed His purpose, but because He did those things in an exterior operation which we see men do who have been in repentance of their former deeds.

Tertullian (Adv. Marcionem, bk. 2, ch. 20) says it beautifully:


For even though man most often repents due to the remembrance of a sin and even from the unpleasantness of a good action, it is not thus with God. For to whatever extent God neither admits evil nor condemns good, to that extent there is no place for repentance of good or of evil with Him. For Scripture determines this for you, as Samuel says to Saul: “The Lord will not turn nor will He repent, because He is not a man, that He should repent” (1 Sam. 15:29). Thus this definition establishes an altogether different form of repentance in God which is considered not from lack of foresight nor from fickleness nor from condemnation of a good or evil work, in the way human repentance is considered. What, then, will be the manner of God’s repentance? It is now quite clear, if you do not refer it to human conditions, for we shall understand it as nothing else but the simple changing of a prior purpose which can be admitted without any blame.



Augustine (De civ. Dei, 15, ch. 15): “The considering and reconsidering which God does is the unchangeable plan to change things. For God repents for some deed of His not as man repents; His decision about all things is just as fixed as His foreknowledge is certain.” Augustine again (De civ. Dei, 17, ch. 7): “God does not repent as man does, for when we read that He repents, a change of things is meant, though the foreknowledge of God remains unchanging.” These things have been taken from Num. 23:19; 1 Sam. 15:29; and Mal. 3:6.

§ 10. “Repentance” is used in different ways in the respect in which it is attributed to human beings. Absolutely8 and in general it means a change of any purpose and intent. God did not lead the Israelites by the closest way, “lest they repent” (Exod. 13:17). “God is not like a man, that He should repent” (1 Sam. 15:29), that is, that He should change His purpose and intent, the way people generally do, whom Plato thus calls “changeable creatures” [εὐμετάβολα ζῶα].

Properly and particularly the word “repentance” is used for the conversion of man to God, and this, in two ways. First, for the external acts and signs of conversion, whether that conversion is serious or pretended. Manasseh was in distress and chains, prayed to the Lord, and repented very much (2 Chron. 33:12); that is, he bore witness of his serious conversion and humiliation with outward signs and actions. “If mighty works had been done in Tyre and Sidon, they would have repented in sackcloth and ashes” (Matt. 11:21).

Second, it is used for the inner movements of conversion and repentance from which those outward actions stem, and this again, in two ways. First, according to the whole, for the entire act of conversion. “Thus says the Lord: ‘If that nation repents of its evil, I shall also repent’ ” (Jer. 18:8). Christ says, “I did not come to call the righteous but sinners to repentance” (Matt. 9:13). He gave the Gentiles “repentance unto life” (Acts 11:18). Second, according to a part, to refer to contrition alone, which is the first part of repentance. “Repent and believe the Gospel” (Mark 1:15). “I testified to Jews and to Greeks: repentance toward God and faith in Christ” (Acts 20:21). The meaning and origin of the word leans more to the latter meaning, but the usage of Scripture and the church leans more to the former.

Furthermore, from the following rules it will become clear whether the word “repentance” should be taken according to the whole or a part. When the effects of the remission of sins, of divine grace, of the turning aside or the easing of punishments, of life and eternal salvation are attributed to repentance, and yet faith is not clearly mentioned, then repentance must be understood to mean the entire work of conversion. On the other hand, when faith in Christ is connected in clear words to repentance, then the word “repentance” means only the one part, namely, contrition.

Those are the more important meanings of the word. There is a unique usage in Heb. 12:17, where it is used passively for a change of an earlier deed: “Esau did not find a place of repentance”; that is, he was unable to get his father, Isaac, to pronounce on him the blessing given wrongly to Jacob.





The synonyms of “repentance.”

§ 11. There are various synonyms for “repentance” [poenitentia] when it is used for true conversion to God. Those who repent of their sins salutarily are said “to be converted from their sins to the Lord,” “to return from their own way,” “to seek the Lord,” “to rise up again,” “to turn away from evil and to do good,” etc. We shall set up the following classes of synonymous expressions. Some are general terms which express the entire work of conversion, but some are specific and describe the whole from one part of conversion.

The general expressions are those used when repentance is called: (1) With regard to its starting point [terminus a quo], a “turning (ἀποστροφή) from sins” (1 Kings 8:35; Isa. 59:20), “from evil ways” (2 Chron. 7:14), “from wickedness and iniquity” (Jer. 18:8; Ezek. 18:30); “a departure from iniquity” (2 Tim. 2:19).

(2) With regard to its ending point [terminus ad quem], it is said to be “a turning and returning (ἐπιστροφή) to the Lord” (Deut. 30:2; Jer. 3:7; etc.). “Thus says the Lord: ‘Israel, if you will return, be turned back to Me’ ” (Jer. 15:19).

(3) With regard to both its starting and ending points, it is called “conversion” absolutely.9 “After You converted me, I repented” (Jer. 31:19). “Repent and be converted” (Acts 3:19). In some statements both points are united with clear words. “That you may be converted from darkness to light and from the power of Satan to God” (Acts 26:18).

(4) With regard to its effect, it is called “repentance unto the remission of sins” (Mark 1:4) and “repentance unto life” (Acts 11:18).

(5) Metaphorically, by comparison, it is called “the first resurrection,” that is, with respect to the second resurrection of bodies, which we await on the Last Day. “Blessed and holy is he who shares in the first resurrection (ἐν τῇ ἀναστάσει πρώτῃ)! Over such the second death has no power” (Rev. 20:6).

** Repentance is called “the first resurrection” (John 5[:24]; Rev. 20[:6]). Augustine (De civ. Dei, 20, ch. 6) explains the reason: “Because souls also have their own death in wickedness and sins.” **

“You were raised through faith. When you were dead in your sins, God made you alive together with Him” (Col. 2:12–13). Eph. 5:14: “Awake, O sleeper, and arise from the dead” (“by repentance from dead works,” Heb. 6:1) “and Christ will appear to you.” Here waking, rising, and appearing are joined together. “God may perhaps grant them repentance that they may escape from the snare of the devil” (2 Tim. 2:25–26). Here ἀνανήφειν means “to return to sobriety, to have a composed mind.”

The specific expressions which describe conversion by synecdoche are: (1) Confession. “If we confess our sins, He is faithful and just to forgive our sins” (1 John 1:9). “He who conceals his transgressions will never prosper, but he who confesses and forsakes them will obtain mercy” (Prov. 28:13).

(2) Sadness according to God. “The sadness which is according to God produces repentance that leads to salvation not to be regretted” (2 Cor. 7:10).

(3) Turning away from evil and a good intent. “Depart from evil and do good, and you shall abide forever,” etc. (Ps. 37:27). Justin says that to repent is “to change” [μεταβάλλειν] (Apol. 2, p. 52); “to change” [μεταθέσθαι] (p. 71); “to change one’s mind” [μεταγινώσκειν] (Dial. cum Tryph., p. 177).





Other ways of saying “repentance,” from the ancients.

§ 12. The adjectives and circumlocutions by which the devout ancients describe repentance and stir us up to repent should be placed here. Justin (QQ. et resp. ad orthod., q. 98, p. 351) calls it “the approved remedy for sinners.”

Tertullian (De poenit., p. 553): “Repentance is life.” Page 555: “The price for which the Lord decided to give pardon.”

Lactantius (Instit., 6, ch. 24, p. 377): “The medicine of repentance is the harbor of salvation.” [Lactantius again] (Epit. div. instit., ch. 6, p. 541): “The great aid and comfort of repentance, it is the healing of wounds and the cleansing of sins; it is hope; it is the harbor of salvation.”

Nazianzen (Orat. 15, p. 236): “The great medicine for wickedness.” [Nazianzen again] (Orat. 40 in s. baptisma, p. 641): “The second cleansing.”

Ambrose (De fuga seculi, ch. 6, tom. 4, p. 316): “The good flight.”

Augustine (De vera et fals. poenit., ch. 1): “The way which leads people back to the angels and returns the creature to the Creator.”

** He calls it (De civ. Dei, 17, ch. 20): “The very healthy humility of repenting.” **

Isidore (De summo bono): “Repentance is the medication for a wound, the hope of salvation through which death is destroyed and life discovered, through which hell is closed and heaven opened, through which the devil is put to flight and God is found.”

Chrysostom (Orat. quod unus et idem legislator): “Repentance is the root of piety.”

Tharasius (Letter ad Johann. Prebsbyt., vol. 2, conc.): “Repentance is the great armor, the way of salvation, the dispenser of the hospitality of the kingdom of heaven, the leader of the incorruptible way, the equipment for the martyr’s contests. It points the way to God and causes us to be with Him. It is the crutch of the human race, the resurrection of the fallen and the lapsed,” etc.

Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 30, col. 587): “The tears of sinners are the wine of angels.” [Bernard again] (on Song of Songs, sermon 68): “The tears of the repentant are the delicacies of the angels.”

Briefly, the heart of a sinner, humbled and drenched with daily tears, is a rich burnt offering.





Is repentance the second plank after shipwreck?

§ 13. It is customary for Jerome to call repentance “the second plank after shipwreck” (Letters 8 and 47; on Isaiah 3). Ambrose does the same (Ad virginem lapsam, ch. 8, vol. 1, p. 137): “You who have entered the agony of repentance, stand bravely, miserable as you are. Cling to a plank like a shipwrecked sailor, and hope that you will thereby be freed from the depths of your sins.” Both of them are imitating Tertullian, who writes in this way (De poenit., p. 553): “You, O sinner, similar to me (and, in fact, no less a sinner than I, for I know how I excel in sins), step onto repentance and embrace it in the same way as a shipwrecked sailor embraces faith in a plank. It will lift you up when you sink in the waves of sins and will carry you into the harbor of the clemency of God.”

But this should not be understood as if the covenant which God has entered with us at Baptism were frail and temporary, as if the ship of Baptism were completely breaking up. Rather, it is an unmoving, constant, and eternal covenant (Hosea 2:[19]; Rom. 11:29; 2 Tim. 2:12) to which a way back is always open to us through repentance, because the power of Baptism lasts throughout life, as will be shown in its own place [On Holy Baptism (Commonplace XXIII), §§ 154–64]. Thus through sins against conscience we leap off the ship of Baptism into the depths of the sea of damnation. Therefore if we do not wish to perish in the deep sea of sins, there is a need for a second plank by means of which to return again to the covenant of grace and the ship of Baptism. In fact, the shipwreck after which we need a second plank is most correctly understood as a reference to the shipwreck of faith and of a good conscience which we lose through sins against conscience but which we recover again through serious repentance. “Some people, by rejecting a good conscience, have made shipwreck of their faith” (1 Tim. 1:19).


 

2 Read non habet with Cotta instead of habet.

3 I.e., SA III III.

4 Letter to Johann von Staupitz (May 30, 1518), WA 1:525 (cf. AE 48:65–66).

5 Letter to Johann von Staupitz (May 30, 1518), WA 1:525–26 (cf. AE 48:66–67).

6 That is, an intransitive verb.

7 duo termini conversionis hujus, that is, the starting and ending points of the conversion: from what and to what they are being converted.

8 That is, as an intransitive verb, without a direct object.

9 That is, without additional indication of from what or to what.







CHAPTER II: DOES REPENTANCE EXIST?

§ 14. Before we proceed to explain the nature and parts of repentance, it must first be proven that repentance exists, that is, that a way back to God lies open to those who truly repent and that forgiveness of sins should be announced to them.

** The Photinians claim: “If someone falls into voluntary mortal sins, and sins against conscience, and does not truly grieve over them and repent as soon as he has committed them, he cannot thereafter anymore receive the forgiveness of sins, though he may ask for that with tears. ‘Deliberate sins have no sacrifice’ ” (Heb. 10[:26]). ([See] Matthaeus Radecke, the attorney [syndicus] of Danzig, in the book called Welche sind die Christum verleugnen.) Johannes Sommer writes: “Temporal punishments which are inflicted because of sins are not inflicted except by an angry God and are testimonies of eternal damnation.” **





The Novatians deny this.

Even in earlier times, around AD 220, there were the Novatians [Novatiani], named from Novatus, a sly African man, who claimed that forgiveness must be denied to the penitent.1 Eusebius (bk. 6, ch. 43): “They called themselves the ‘Clean’ [καθαροὺς] because of the pride in their reasoning.”

** [Eusebius again] (Hist. eccles., bk. 6, ch. 7) in reference to the Novatians says, “They fabricate false charges of mercilessness against our kind Lord Jesus Christ.” **

Cyprian (bk. 1, Letter 1 ad Cornelium, p. 2): “A Novatian is a deserter from the church, a foe of mercy, a destroyer of repentance.” [Cyprian again] (Sermon de coen. Dom., p. 455): “If there is true contrition and a pure change of desires, no greatness of the crime, no brevity of time, no lateness of the hour, no enormity of life excludes one from forgiveness. Rather, mother love takes up into her ample bosom those who return to her, and the grace of God always takes back the repentant, whether or not the heretic Novatus likes it.”

** [Cyril of Alexandria] (on John 15, bk. 5): “For the present situation now demands that we show both with the words and with the examples of Scripture that the mercy of God is granted to people as often as they ask for forgiveness. The children of Israel sinned in their worship of the molten calf. Moses prayed to the Lord and obtained forgiveness for this trespass [Exod. 32:1–14]. The people burned with the desire for meat and murmured against the Lord, who was again placated when Moses prayed [Exod. 16:1–11]. Shocked by the report of the spies, the same people complained about the Lord that, though He was going to lead them into that land, they would fall under a hostile sword there. Again with his prayers Moses made the Lord capable of being pacified [Num. 11:1–12:20]—not to mention the stirring up of the Israelites which occurred in the rebellion of Korah [Numbers 16], their murmuring at the waters of contradiction [Exod. 17:1–7], and the sending of the fiery serpents against the people because of their murmurings among themselves and daily murmurings against God [Num. 21:4–9]. In all these instances, God was moved by the prayers of Moses and gave forgiveness to the people not just once or twice,” etc. [Cyprian] (bk. 4, Letter 2): “If with Novatus we reject the repentance of the fallen, it will be ascribed to us on Judgment Day that we did not heal the hurt sheep and that because of the one hurt sheep many healthy ones were lost. Christ looked for those who wandered away. Will He reject those who come to Him?” Basil the Great (Sermon de poenit.): “Let us ask our Savior: ‘Why did You come to us?’ He will respond: ‘I did not come to save the righteous but to bring sinners to repentance’ [Matt. 9:13; Mark 2:17]. Let us ask Him: ‘What are You carrying on Your shoulders?’ He will answer: ‘The lost sheep.’ Let us ask: ‘For whose sake do those who are in heaven rejoice?’ He will answer: ‘The angels rejoice over one who repents [Luke 15:10]. God embraces him with joy. Do you forbid this?’ ” Epiphanius (bk. 2, vol. 1, fol. 216): “Those who call themselves ‘Pure’ [καθαροὺς] make themselves impure by that very supposition; for everyone who declares that he is pure condemns himself completely as being impure.” **

Ambrose (De poenit., 1, ch. 2, p. 153, vol. 1) says that the Novatians “say that, except for the more serious sins, they grant pardon for the lesser ones. The instigator of this error of yours is not a Novatian who thought that penance should not be given to anyone, namely, because of this consideration: that one should not bind what he himself could not loose.”

Epiphanius (Haeres. 59, bk. 2, vol. 1, p. 214, Greek edition):


The “Pure” [καθαροὶ] are so called by a certain Novatus. 2 This Novatus was in Rome at the time of the persecution which preceded the one which Maximinus stirred up. Because of those who had fallen in that persecution, he, along with his people, was puffed up with arrogance and did not wish to admit into communion those who became repentant after the persecution. Therefore he turned to this heresy, saying that there was no salvation, that there was only one repentance, and that no mercy could be shown to one who sinned after Baptism.



Augustine (De haeres. ad Quodvultdeum, heresy 38): “The Cathari [i.e., ‘the Pure’], who call themselves by that name as if naming themselves very proudly and hatefully because of their purity, deny repentance, following the heretic Novatus. Thus they are also called the Novatians.”

Socrates (Hist. eccles., bk. 6, ch. 20) mentions that Leontius, the bishop of Ancyra, said to Bishop Sisinnius of the Novatians, who was asking Leontius to restore the church that he had taken away from them: “You Novatians should not have churches, for you take away repentance and shut out God’s love of mankind.” Socrates also reports (Hist., bk. 1, ch. 7) that when the Novatian Acesius said that those who fell into a mortal sin after Baptism should be urged to repent but that they should not await forgiveness from the priests but from God, Emperor Constantine responded: “Set up a ladder, Acesius, and climb all alone into heaven!”

The origin of the Novatian error was the apostasy of some people in time of persecution. Novatus decried that these should be treated with severity. Here the troublesome statements of the ancients also pertain. Clement (Strom., bk. 2): “To ask often for forgiveness for those things which are often sins appears to be repentance, but it is not.” Tertullian (De poenit., p. 557): “Because the door to dipping” (Baptism) “is locked, God placed in the vestibule a second repentance to open to those who knock, but only once, because that is already the second chance. There is never another chance because it would be almost in vain. After all, is not this once enough?” Here Beatus Rhenanus is correct in annotating [Tertullian]: “No, not just once or seven times, but seventy times seven.”

A little later we shall see that Bellarmine (De poenit., 1, chs. 6, 9) attributes the heresy of the Novatians to us and says that we do not give priests the power to forgive sins. This calumny and the rest of the lies which the same writer attributes to us at great length (De poenit., 1, chs. 2–4, 6) do not appear worthwhile of deep discussion because they are readily refuted on the basis of an inspection of the text, a comparison of dogmas, and the following declaration.

** Some of the ancients in the papacy affirmed that “repentance is useful only once and should not be repeated out of reverence for the sacrament, lest it become cheap and contemptible to people” (Gratian, dist. 2, in the introduction to De poenit.; Lombard, Sent., 4, dist. 14). **





What repentance is.

§ 15. Yet, as is customary for the category of heretics, the Novatians changed the state of the controversy several times. For sometimes they simply denied that there was a place for repentance after Baptism. At times they conceded that the fallen should be urged to repent but that they should not await a hope for forgiveness from the priests but from God. At times they made a distinction between more serious sins, among which the sin of denial in persecution stands out, and less important or daily sins, for they conceded forgiveness of the latter to ministers of the church but left forgiveness of the former to God alone. But these heretics were condemned in the Council of Rome, which Eusebius (6, ch. 33) says was very well-known.

The devout ancients set the following basic tenets against these heretics. (1) Through the prophets and apostles God commands people to repent. Therefore the repentant should hope for pardon for their sins. “For He would not threaten the unrepentant if He were not forgiving the sinner,” as Tertullian correctly concludes (De poenitent., p. 558). Such exhortations to repent occur very frequently. “ ‘Return to Me, rebellious Israel,’ says the Lord” (Jer. 3:12). “Repent” (Matt. 3:2). “God commands all people to return to their senses,” etc. (Acts 17:30).

(2) God testifies that He is pleased with the conversion of people and promises forgiveness of sins to those who truly repent. “ ‘As I live,’ says the Lord, ‘I desire not the death of the sinner,’ ” etc. (Ezek. 33:11). “Return to Me, and I will return to you” (Mal. 3:7). Thus Nazianzen (Orat. 2 in Epiph.) writes: “God takes pleasure in nothing more than a man’s correction and salvation.” Macarius (Homily 4, p. 59): “With great delight and joy God takes back the person who has turned away from sin.”

(3) If the forgiveness of sins promised to the repentant is denied, then the mercy of God is also denied. “Rend your hearts and return to your God, because He is gracious and merciful, slow to anger, rich in mercy, and He repents of evil” (Joel 2:13).

(4) Examples bear witness that those who had sinned terribly at first have been taken back into grace through true and serious repentance. Here the following examples must be assigned: our first parents (Genesis 3), Aaron (Exodus 32), David (2 Kings 11), Manasseh (2 Chronicles 33), the publicans (Luke 15), Matthew (Matthew 9), Zacchaeus (Luke 19), Peter (Matthew 26), the incestuous man (1 Corinthians 5), Paul the persecutor (1 Timothy 1). Bernard (Sermon 3 in solenni Petri et Pauli): “If Peter returned to such superiority of holiness after so serious a fall, who will despair from now on if he merely wants to leave his sins?”

** Sommer counters (p. 70): “Examples of sins that were sometimes forgiven do not establish the rule that God always ought to or wants to forgive sins.” We respond. If there is no partiality with God (Rom. 2:11), then with whatever condition of mercy He embraces one or two sinners, which are mentioned in Scripture, He also pursues each and every one who returns to repentance with the same way. **

(5) Christ commands that forgiveness and repentance be preached in His name (Luke 24:47). He gave the church the loosing and binding keys, that is, the power to forgive sins for those who truly repent and to retain them for the secure and impenitent (Matt. 16:19; John 20:23). But if no repentance were left to the fallen, the function of the ecclesiastical ministry and especially of the loosing key would be taken away. Ambrose (De poen., bk. 1, ch. 2, vol. 1, p. 153): “God makes no distinction. He has promised His mercy to all, and to His priests He has promised the license to forgive without any exception.”

(6) Finally, since “the righteous man falls seven times a day” (Prov. 24:16) and since “in many things we all offend” (James 3:2), if repentance and the hope of pardon were taken away, the hope of salvation would also be taken away. Thus Epiphanius correctly says in regard to the Cathari [i.e., the “Pure”] (Haeres. 59): “We do not remove God’s love for mankind since we know the proclamation of the truth and the Master’s mercy and the condition of our nature, how easily the soul is inflamed, the weakness of the flesh, and the ever-springing weakness of many men,” etc. And later: “If someone has fallen” (after Baptism), “the holy church of God does not destroy him, for it also gives him an [opportunity to] return and, after repentance, a change of mind.” According to Socrates (bk. 6, ch. 19) and Nicephorus (bk. 12, ch. 36), when a council of bishops gave only one opportunity for repentance to those who had fallen, Chrysostom also did not hesitate to say, “Go in, repent a thousand times,” though he might incur the offense of many of his own household because of this.





Hebrews 6[:4–6]: “It is impossible for those who have once been enlightened.”

§ 16. The strongest foundation of the Novatians is this statement: “It is impossible for those who have once been enlightened, who have tasted the heavenly gift and have become partakers of the Holy Spirit, and who have tasted the good Word of God and the powers of the age to come to be renewed again unto repentance” (Heb. 6:4–6).

** The Photinians indeed cannot reproach us with these words (of Hebrews 6 and 10) because Eniedinus denies that this Epistle is canonical since some passages (Heb. 11:21; 9:19, 24) are cited from the Scripture of the Old Testament but are not extant, and since some words are not quoted skillfully (Heb. 1:6; 10:5, 3, 16). **

This passage confused the ancients, and thus various explanations have been sought.

** (1) Some of the ancients explain it as a reference to public repentance so that the meaning is that those who have fallen again must not be admitted to public repentance again. But at the time of the apostle, this was not used. (2) Some take it as a reference to repentance after this life, but that is absurd. **

(3) Some understand the word “impossible” to mean “difficult,” as it seems to be used elsewhere (Matt. 19:23, 26). Thus Hugh (De sacram., bk. 2, part 14, ch. 4), followed by [Alexander] of Hales (Sent., 4, dist. 14).

(4) Some assign this repentance to the work that is done in vain after this life, which the forgiveness of sins does not touch. So the Glossa interlinearis, on these words.

(5) Some—and, in fact, most—of the fathers understand “to be renewed unto repentance” to mean the repetition of Baptism, so that the meaning is that no remedy of baptismal repetition has been prepared for those who fall after Baptism.

** Chrysostom, Theodor., Oecumenius, Theophylact, Anselm, Sedulius, and others in their commentaries on this passage, as well as Augustine (at the end of Expos. inchoat. on Romans), explain it as a reference to the renewal unto repentance which occurs in Baptism and not as a reference to the renewal which takes place in the reconciliation after Baptism. **

See Epiphanius (Contra Catharos), Cyril (on John, ch. 17, bk. 5), Augustine (De vera et falsa poenit., ch. 3), Chrysostom and Oecumenius (commentaries on Hebrews, etc.). The Glossa marg. on this passage reads: “Note that Baptism renews because it removes all the oldness of actual sin, namely, fault and punishment. Repentance does not renew because, though it removes fault, it does not remove all punishment.” (In its own place [On Holy Baptism, Commonplace XXIII, §§ 128–64] there will be a statement as to what must be decided about this subject.)

Thomas ([ST,] part 3, q. 84, art. 10, resp. to no. 1):


Because among the Jews some washings were instituted by which they used to purge themselves of their uncleanness very often, some of the Jews believed that any person could be purified many times by the washing of Baptism. To exclude this, the apostle writes to the Jews: “It is impossible for those who have once been enlightened” (namely, through Baptism, for it is known from Dionysius, Justin, and others that Baptism is called “illumination”) “to be restored again to repentance” (namely, through Baptism, which is the washing of renewal, Titus 3:5), “again crucifying the Son of God.”



(Through Baptism a person dies to Christ, Rom. 6:4; as Christ died once, so also one must receive Baptism just once. Through the repetition of Baptism the Son of God is crucified again, etc.) The opinion of these men is followed by Bellarmine (in De poenit., 1, ch. 13).

** And in [Bellarmine] (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, ch. 17, p. 83) and by Gretserus (Hyperasp.). And yet: (1) What sort of an argument would it have been for the apostle who is urging people away from so savage a sin as is under discussion? It would be as if I were going to talk someone out of homicide, theft, etc., and say to him: “If you have fallen into homicide, theft, etc., you cannot be rebaptized and thus renewed.” Yet he will be able to be renewed through reconciliation. (2) If this were the meaning, how would the word “impossible” fit here? For it is not impossible to be baptized a second time if you say that it is being put in place of what is unlawful. The response in [Heb. 6:]9 explains this impropriety clearly. **

(3) But the opinion of those people who take this passage to refer to the sin against the Holy Spirit is very suitable. Christ Himself says that this sin is not forgiven in this life or in the life to come (Matt. 12:31; Mark 3:29; Luke 12:10). Thus all the descriptions of the subject must be diligently observed. From these descriptions it is obvious that the apostle is speaking about those: (a) Who have been enlightened, who have learned the light and clarity of heavenly truth. (b) Who have tasted the heavenly gift, the goodness of the Word of God, and the power of the age to come, that is, those who have sensed the sweetness of the Gospel with the deep taste of the Spirit and have experienced the foretaste of eternal blessedness. (c) Those who have become partakers of the Holy Spirit, through whom they have been marked and who gives testimony to their spirit [Rom. 8:16]. (d) Such people who nevertheless fall, if they fall away completely from the truth acknowledged and sealed in them, for the context here demonstrates that this kind of apostasy is meant.

** The words “once” [πάλιν] and “again” [ἀνά] must especially be observed in order that we may understand that the apostle is speaking about the total fall of willing apostasy. This total fall is called a “trespass” [παράπτωμα] in Rom. 5[:15, 20]. The apostle is speaking about this sort of fall in general, and he is confident that it could not happen to the Hebrews who had been elected ([Heb. 6:]9). But a fall of any kind, even against conscience, with the exception of the sin against the Holy Spirit, could happen to the elect Hebrews, because this could happen to anyone. Therefore he is not speaking about these. **

(e) “They crucify the Son of God again on their own account and hold Him up for display” [Heb. 6:6]. That is, if they deny the truth not out of a weakness or fear but fall away completely out of deliberate wickedness and against the internal witness of conscience and of the Spirit, they have progressed to that point of impiety in which they persecute Christ and His Gospel with their calumnies and reviling. Now, finally, the predicate follows: “it is impossible for them to be renewed unto repentance,” obviously because the means through which the Holy Spirit works in the hearts of people is something that they very stubbornly reject and thrust away. The judgment is the same about the other passages (Heb. 10:26–[31]; 1 John 5:16), whose explanation was given in On Actual Sins ([Commonplace XIII], vol. 2, disp. 13, § 109).

** Ambrose understands Heb. 10[:26–31] to refer to the repetition of Baptism. But the apostle does not say that a second Baptism but another sacrificial victim does not remain, and therefore there is no remission of guilt for those who sin willingly. Therefore we conclude that here also the apostle is not talking about any enormous fault, since he mentions “the acknowledged truth” and in addition indicates the type of sin: apostasy from doctrine as a result of a determined intent of the will and a blasphemous hostility, by which apostasy the Son of God is abused, the blood of His covenant is considered profane, and the Spirit of His grace is insulted. **





First, “the power to forgive sins must be reserved for God alone.”

§ 17. The remaining arguments of the Novatians are of less importance. (I) “The power to forgive sins must be reserved for God alone.”

We respond. There must be a distinction between primary [authentica] and ministerial forgiveness. The first belongs to God alone, against whom only we sin (Ps. 51:4). Nevertheless God has instituted the “ministry of reconciliation” among people (2 Cor. 5:18) and has given the power to forgive sins to the ecclesiastical ministry (John 20:[23]). Ambrose (De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 2): “No one does a greater injury” (to God) “than those” (Novatians) “who want to rescind His commandments and to refuse the duty He has entrusted to them. For our Lord Jesus Himself said in His Gospel: ‘Receive the Holy Spirit; whose sins you remit are remitted unto them,’ etc. [John 20:23]. Who is it, then, who honors Him more: the one who obeys His commandments or the one who resists them? In both cases the church preserves obedience to both bind and loose sin.”





Second, “God would be mutable.”

(II) “God would be made mutable if He forgave those with whom He has been angry.”

We respond. The will of God is eternal and unmoving: that the impenitent and those who go on sinning securely should perish forever and that, on the other hand, those who repent seriously should be taken back into grace. This will of God is unchanged through our disobedience or through our repentance, but a change occurs only in us. Rather, Scripture ascribes this change and repentance to God through condescension and anthropopathism. “If that nation turns from its evil, I also will repent of the evil that I intended to do to it” (Jer. 18:8). Most sweet is this statement: “What shall I do to you, O Ephraim? Shall I make you like Admah and Zeboiim? My heart is turned within Me; My repentance is stirred up. I will not act according to the wrath of My fury,” etc. (Hosea 11:8–9). Ambrose considers this passage, noting (De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 4): “Even in His indignation God clings to a paternal affection as to how to hand the erring over to be punished. Because we attract His offense with our sins, He is angry so that we are humbled, so that we are worthy more of His mercy than of His punishment.”





Third, “Scripture speaks doubtfully about remission.”

(III) “Some statements of Scripture about the grace of God promised to the repentant seem to be spoken doubtfully (Joel 2:14; Jon. 3:9; Acts 8:22).”

We respond. Those statements are speaking not about the reconciliation which God promised with certainty to all who truly repent but about the temporal punishments for sins which God imposes with good intent, even after remission of sins has been received and eternal punishment has been pardoned. Some are even forms of words not for doubting but for affirming. More will be said about this in its own place [On Justification through Faith (Commonplace XIX), §§ 82–109].





Fourth, “Esau did not find a place of repentance.”

(IV) “ ‘Esau did not find a place of repentance, though he sought it with tears’ (Heb. 12:17).”

We respond. The word “repentance” is used here in a passive sense for the repentance of Isaac. “Esau did not find a place of repentance,” that is, he was unable to move the heart of his father with tearful entreaties to revoke the blessings conferred upon Jacob, but was forced to hear: “I have blessed him, and he shall be blessed” (Gen. 27:33).

** Therefore the meaning is that after Isaac had blessed Jacob and after Esau had returned from hunting, Esau tearfully asked for repentance from his father, that is, for a retraction of the statement with which he had blessed Jacob. But as much as he wished it, he was unable to obtain from his father, Isaac, that he should repent of the blessing. Those err who assign the particle αὐτήν [“it”] to τὴν μετάνοιαν [“repentance”] in the Greek [of Heb. 12:17], because it should refer to “the blessing.” **

Yet even if “a place of repentance” meant Esau’s repentance, it is certain that it was not true and salutary, because he said in his heart at that very moment of time: “The days of mourning for my father are approaching, and I will kill my brother” (Gen. 27:41). It was, so to speak, a repentance of punishment, not of fault; for something lost, not something admitted [amissi, non admissi].

** They also bring up a passage from Ambrose, who says (De poenit. unic., bk. 2, ch. 10, vol. 1, p. 175): “For if they were truly repentant, they would not think afterward that they had to repeat it, because, just as there is one Baptism, so there is one repentance.” Some say that these words “must be understood as a reference to the one formal definition [de una formali ratione] of repentance.”3 They are indeed correct in saying this, but not on the basis of Ambrose’s intent. Therefore the words are understood more correctly as referring to the repentance for the most serious crimes which they used to do with sackcloth and ashes. This can be concluded from Augustine and Origen; the former says that this was granted only once in antiquity ([Letter] ad Macedonium), and the latter, in his commentary on Leviticus. Indeed, Augustine adds expressly: “Although a chance for repentance is not conceded in the church, nevertheless God does not forget His patience toward them.” **


 

1 Beginning with the ancient historian Eusebius of Caesarea, Novatus of Carthage (a schismatic priest of the third century) was confused by many with Novatian of Rome (d. after 251). Gerhard here continues the confusion he inherited by referring to “Novatus” and the “Novatians.” Scholars now identify the followers of Novatian of Rome as Novatianists, but our translation maintain’s Gerhard’s usage. See E. Romero Pose, “Novatus of Carthage,” in Encyclopedia of Ancient Christianity, vol. 2, ed. Angelo Di Berardino (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2014), 938.

2 See above, p. 155 n. 1.

3 The ratio formalis is what makes a thing to be what it is.







CHAPTER III: WHICH GIVES DESCRIPTIONS OF REPENTANCE

Descriptions of repentance.

§ 18. The existence of repentance has been demonstrated. The inquiry remains as to what it is. Lombard lists the different definitions of it from the fathers (Sent., 4, dist. 14, letter C), yet you would more accurately call them partial descriptions. As Ambrose says, “Repentance is bemoaning one’s wicked past and not committing the lamented things again.” Also Gregory: “Repentance is bemoaning sins done earlier and not committing things worth weeping over.” Tertullian (at the beginning of De poenit.): “Repentance is the suffering of the heart or the grief over the offense of an earlier deed.” Augustine (De vera et falsa poenit., ch. 8): “Repentance is the revenge which always punishes in oneself the thing that he is sorry to have committed.” Lactantius (Div. instit., bk. 6, ch. 13): “To repent is nothing else than to confess and affirm that one is not going to sin anymore.” Damascenus (De orth. fid., 2, ch. 30): “Repentance is the returning from the unnatural into the natural state, from the devil to God.”

We shall add a full definition when we first explain its nature and essential parts [§ 33]. Meanwhile, we bid you consider the description of repentance which is drawn from Acts 26:18 and 20. Repentance is a “turning from darkness to light, from the power of Satan to God, that we may receive the forgiveness of sins and a place among those who are sanctified through faith, doing works worthy of those who have come to their senses again.”





CHAPTER IV: WHETHER PENANCE IS A SACRAMENT

Is penance a sacrament?

§ 19. It is not unusual for Lombard and the Scholastics to define “penance” [poenitentia]1 (that is, exterior repentance, for they say in reference to inner repentance that it is a virtue of the mind) as a sacrament. The Council of Trent (session 14, ch. 1, can. 1) claims that this opinion must be embraced under the [threat of the] thunderbolt of an anathema: “If anyone says that in the Catholic Church penance [poenitentia] is not truly and properly a sacrament for the benefit of the faithful as often as they fall into sins after Baptism, and that it has been instituted by Christ that they may be reconciled to God Himself, let him be anathema.” Bellarmine (De poenit., 1, ch. 8) explains the sentence of the council in this way: “True repentance can either consist solely of a conversion of the mind and internal hatred of sin, or it can also reveal itself with external signs, as grief, tears, confession, affliction of the body. Although the turning of the mind toward God has always been necessary for reconciliation and is not an insignificant virtue, nevertheless it cannot be called a sacrament without having external signs connected to it.” From this he finally forms the following statement of the controversy: is repentance manifested by outward signs and accompanied by the word of absolution a sacrament of the new Law properly so called? He writes that this is affirmed by his own party but denied by us.





To what end penance is established as a sacrament.

§ 20. But to what end the Papists argue that penance is a sacrament, properly so called, can be concluded from Ludovicus Granatensis (Memoriale, bk. 2, ch. 1, p. 61):


Although our grief is not as much as it ought to be, nevertheless it is sufficient for salvation when it has been united with the power of a sacrament (which confers grace to achieve this, provided no one place an obstacle against it). This is what theologians generally and commonly say: that sacraments of the new Law make a contrite person out of an attrite one. 2 Just as a recently extinguished candle which is still smoking is again lighted and revived from death with a gentle blowing, so also the soul which is smoking from the power of attrition, even though it is not lighted, is soon completely alight and revived again after being dead by the coming of a breathing, powerful sacrament.



Therefore, on the basis of these words, it is clear that they established penance—that is, the exterior actions connected with the word of absolution—as a sacrament to carry the point that we are freed from our sins and are again reconciled to God by the power and virtue of those actions both properly and as partaken from a sacrament. Therefore there is no reason for Bellarmine (De poenit., bk 1, ch. 8) to accuse Chemnitz of not having shaped the status of the controversy correctly, in this way: “Whether sinners who after Baptism seek reconciliation with God should be led away from faith in Christ’s obedience, suffering, and satisfaction to confidence in one’s own act of contrition, confession, and satisfaction, so that those acts become a sacrament and the efficient cause3 for the remission of sins when the word of absolution comes to them.” Chemnitz was correct in writing this, for if the acts of a repentant person are a sacrament, they will also be a means of grace and of remission of sins.

From this, Bellarmine (De poenit., bk. 2, ch. 12) himself tries to prove that contrition is the cause of the remission of sins. He explains it in this way: “Contrition is to delete, wash away, erase sins, to cleanse oneself, to please God, to make satisfaction to Him, to obtain His mercy, and in this way to merit it.” All this Bellarmine says in the same words. Indeed, he denies (De poenit. bk. 1, ch. 8) that this doctrine draws people away from faith in Christ’s obedience, Passion, and satisfaction to confidence in one’s own action, because the power of the sacrament of penance depends on the merit of Christ and because the actions of the penitent come together to produce the forgiveness of sins according as they partake of sacramental power from the word of absolution. However, this is to make contrary ideas subordinate4 and to beg the question at the same time, for either we receive the free remission of sins by faith, or we earn it with our works. Scripture always sets these against each other, for if our actions come together to effect and earn forgiveness of sins, the forgiveness of sins will no longer be free by faith in Christ. In turn: “If it is from grace, it is no longer from works” (Rom. 11:6), and if we are justified by believing, we are not justified by working (Rom. 4:5); so, then, we obtain forgiveness of sins by faith and not by our works. Therefore in this way Bellarmine is taking those things which Scripture sets against each other as contradistinct and is making them subordinates, and at the same time he is begging the question. For this is the matter in question, and it is clearly denied by us that the word of absolution confers a sacramental power on our actions and works so that from it they are formed to effect5 and earn the remission of sins.





Is it the Novatian heresy to say that repentance is not a sacrament?

§ 21. There is also no reason for Bellarmine to class us with Montanists and Novatians (De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 9) because we say that repentance, properly speaking, is not a sacrament. Earlier [§§ 14–17] we described the heresy of Novatus, who followed the error of Montanus. What connection do we and our churches have with it? By the consolation of the Gospel we lift up even those who have fallen into the most serious sins and announce to them the forgiveness of sins if they repent truly and seriously. The Novatians left no hope of salvation for them, or at least they were teaching that they should hope for the pardon of their sins from God alone (Eusebius, Hist., bk. 6, ch. 3).

The Papist writers themselves admit this. Alphonsus de Castro (Adv. haeres., bk. 12, title Poenitentia): “The Novatian heresy removes every virtue of repentance because it says that those who have once fallen after Baptism never afterward receive the forgiveness of sins even if they repent later.” Vega (De justif., bk. 13, ch. 2): “They considered every lethal sin committed after Baptism unforgivable.” Maldonatus (on John 14): “In John 5[:14] Christ says, ‘Sin no more, lest something worse happen to you.’ From this text Pacian proves against the Novatians that pardon must not be denied to those who repent, for Christ did not say, ‘Do not sin because you will not be healed again,’ but ‘lest something worse happen to you.’ ”

What do we have in common with this Novatian heresy? Yet as Bellarmine says, “You deny that the true and judiciary power to forgive sins has been given to priests.”

We respond. We do not deny that the true ministerial power to forgive sins belongs to ministers of the church, but rather we deny the fictional power which the Roman sacrificers attribute to themselves, that after one has made an enumeration of individual sins and they have made an evaluation of both their quality and quantity, they impose by dictatorial or, as Bellarmine says, judiciary authority some certain satisfactions or even pecuniary fines, and then remit the same according to their own whim. Such a power we certainly do deny to Roman sacrificers because they cannot prove that Christ gave them any such thing. Chrysostom (De poenit., homily 9): “This is a place for medicine, not for judgment. Repentance bestows not punishments but the forgiveness of sins.”





Does the Augsburg Confession claim that penance is a sacrament properly speaking?

§ 22. In addition, Bellarmine accuses us of perjury: that we have departed from the Augsburg Confession, which lists penance among the sacraments (in the Apology, under the title “On the Number and Use of the Sacraments”).6

We respond. The name “sacrament” is attributed to repentance with respect to the purpose which it has in common with the rest which are properly called sacraments, that is, the strengthening of our faith in regard to the forgiveness of sins, for the words read this way: “If we call sacraments those rites which have the commandment of God and to which has been added the promise of grace, it is easy to judge which are properly sacraments, namely, Baptism, the Lord’s Supper, and Absolution.”7 But a little later this follows: “If everything which has God’s command and to which promises have been added should be counted with the sacraments, why do we not add prayer, which can very truly be called a sacrament, for it has God’s command and very many promises,” etc.8 From this passage we draw the following conclusion: Most properly speaking it is not enough for a sacrament to have the command of God and the promise of grace. Yet from this basis it had been asserted that Absolution should be assigned to the sacraments. Therefore the Apology did not want it to be a sacrament most properly speaking.

** It is called a sacrament with regard to the purpose which it has in common with the sacraments but not with regard to its material and form.9 (See the Apology of the Augsburg Confession, p. 202, Leipzig edition of 1606.10) **

Therefore the Apology of the [Augsburg] Confession is aiming at this: that among all the other things that are connected with the true and properly so-called Sacraments—namely, Baptism and the Lord’s Supper—Absolution comes closest to their nature, for through it the benefits of Christ are dispensed to those who repent and truly believe according to God’s command, the promises of the Gospel are applied to them specifically, and the free forgiveness of sins is announced to them. But what it still lacks to fit the formal and specific definition of a sacrament shall be explained at once [§ 23].

Therefore observe that the Apology counts Absolution among the Sacraments far differently from the way the Papists do. They indeed claim that the word of absolution confers sacramental power upon the actions of a repentant person so that they effectively come together to cause and earn the remission of sins and constitute along with Absolution a complete sacrament, something which did not even enter the mind of the authors and confessors of the Augsburg Confession. Bellarmine himself (De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 16) disapproves of the opinion of Scotus and his associates who argue that Absolution alone constitutes the essence of this sacrament and that the action of the repentant person is not a part of the sacrament but a disposition for receiving the sacrament.





The arguments with which penance is excluded from the number of the sacraments: First, it has no external element.

§ 23. Now that we have taken care of these points first, we go on to the arguments by which we prove that penance is not a sacrament in the proper sense of the word.

(I) In every sacrament truly and properly so called, an external, visible element is required besides the word of command and promise, as a sufficient enumeration of all the sacraments shows. Augustine (on John, tract. 80): “Let the word come to the element, and it becomes a sacrament.” Yet in penance there is no external, visible element. Therefore penance is not a sacrament in the proper sense.

Bellarmine counters (De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 11, col. 1205): “In general one does not do badly in investigating the nature and property of sacraments from Baptism and the Eucharist, which by the consent of all are true sacraments.” This confession of his we note carefully, but he adds: “There is present in the sacrament of penance an external sign to represent aptly a spiritual disposition, namely, the confession of the penitent and the absolution which the priest declares aloud.”

We respond. (1) We note the disagreements of the Papists concerning the external element or material that is to be assigned to this sacrament. Thomas ([ST,] p. 3, q. 84, art. 2): “The immediate material of this sacrament is the acts of the penitent; the remote material is sins over which he grieves, which he confesses and for which he makes satisfaction.” Article 3: “Those things which are on the part of the penitent act as the material; those things which are the responsibility of the priest act as the form.” Article 7: “The material of this sacrament existed before its institution by Christ, but because such material is assumed for this sacrament, it lacks this determining institution. The form and power of this sacrament are totally from Christ’s institution, whence the Lord at the beginning of the Gospel said that people not only should be penitent [poeniterent] but also that they should do penance [poenitentiam agerent], signifying the determined modes of acts which are required for this sacrament.” (This comparison is ridiculous because in the Greek it reads μετανοεῖτε [“repent”], where the distinction between being penitent and doing penance ceases [to exist]. Erasmus, Annotat. on Matthew 3, p. 16: “Our common people think that doing penance is the payment of debt by a prescribed punishment, because among Christians who had sinned publicly they were punished openly by being removed from the fellowship. This satisfaction or punishment began to be called ‘penance’ [poenitentia], and because of this development a not insignificant error befell theologians.”)

The Compend. theol. (6, ch. 20) claims: “ ‘Material’ or ‘element’ here must be taken broadly for anything, whether an external substance or human action. Accordingly, in the sacrament of penance the element is the exterior actions of the penitent, the contrition of his heart, the confession of his mouth, the satisfaction of his work; but now, if a priest has spoken the word of absolution, then from that it becomes a sacrament.” The Censura Colon. has the same thing under the article De poenitentia.

The Catech. Rom. (part 2, ch. 5, q. 12): “As we say that wood is the material of fire and is consumed by the power of the fire, so sins which are removed by penance can correctly be called the material of this sacrament.”

Biel (Sentent., 4, dist. 24, q. 1, art. 1), whom Bellarmine follows, argues that only “the exterior act of confession is the material of this sacrament.”

Richard [of Middleton] (Sent., 4, dist. 16, art. 1) wanted to reconcile all of those in this way: “There are three materials here: the very remote, and these are sins; the remote, and this is the sinner who now believes; and the near, and this is the confession itself.” Yet in all this there still remains a discrepancy: (a) Some say the absolution alone belongs to the essence of this sacrament—for example, Scotus, Occam, Almainus, etc. (Sent., 4, dist. 14)—while some argue that this sacrament consists of two intrinsic parts: the priest’s absolution and the actions of the penitent, for example, nearly all more recent theologians.

(b) Some want all the actions of the penitent (contrition, confession, and satisfaction) to be the material or element of the sacrament while some want only confession.

(c) Some assign the priest’s absolution to the external element or symbol, but some assign it to the form of the sacrament. Lombard (Sent., 4, dist. 22, C):


Some say that the sacrament here is only what takes place outwardly, namely, exterior penance, which is the sign of interior repentance, namely, of contrition of the heart and of humility. Yet if this is true, not every sacrament of the Gospel brings about that which it figures, for exterior penance does not cause interior repentance, but rather the interior is the cause of the exterior. But they say that this must be understood in reference to the sacraments which were instituted in the New Testament. But some say that interior repentance and exterior penance are a sacrament, not two sacraments but one, as the species of bread and wine are not two sacraments but one. In this sacrament, the sacrament is only one thing, namely, exterior penance; another thing, namely, inner repentance, is [part of] this sacrament; another thing is not a sacrament, namely, the remission of sins.



(2) If Bellarmine’s opinion should be maintained, Augustine’s rule will have to be formed in this way: “Let the Word come to the word, and it becomes a sacrament.” The confession of sins is a word and the priest’s absolution is a word; how, then, does an element come to the word in penance? Bellarmine vainly counters that Augustine is speaking only about the sacrament of Baptism, though we should take that as the general rule for all the sacraments in the proper sense of the word. That is why he (Contra Faustum, bk. 19, ch. 16) gives the general definition that they are “the visible signs of invisible grace.” But are the penitent’s confession and the priest’s absolution visible signs which meet the eye?

Bellarmine responds: “There are many visible signs in the sacrament of penance, namely, the priest who lays on his hand, the penitent down at the priest’s knees and shedding tears.” But since these are seen so commonly that the sacrament of penance can nonetheless exist even without them, therefore he responds in a different way: “Anything that is perceived by any external sense is called a visible sign, even if it is not the sense of seeing but of hearing.” [He says this] since Augustine says (Confess., bk. 10, ch. 35): “See what tastes, see what smells, see what sounds, see how hard it is.” Yet sight is not the same thing as a sense, nor is one species the equivalent of several species of a genus. The word “see” is sometimes used for knowing, but it must be understood here properly for the sense of the eyes; this is proved clearly by the analogy of all the other sacraments. Augustine (Sermon de bapt. ad Neoph.): “A sacrament is so called because one thing is seen;11 another is understood. What is seen has a physical appearance, and what is understood has spiritual fruit.” So, then, we conclude: the sacramental symbol is always a substance. Yet the signs of repentance and the word of absolution are not substances but actions. Therefore they do not constitute a sacramental symbol.

(3) Every full [integrum] sacrament is administered by a minister, and that full sacrament is received by a receiver. Yet in penance, confession is only an action, not an external element; and that confession is an act of the penitent, not of the minister. Absolution is only between the minister and the penitent. This argument is pressed also by those who follow Scotus and place the entire essence [ratio] of this sacrament in absolution alone.

Bellarmine responds (De poenit., 1, ch. 16): “The penitent is not a minister but one who cooperates with the minister, because his action is not part of the sacrament except insofar as it is subject to sacerdotal power and is directed or ordered by the priest. We have a similar situation in the healing of a physical ailment if by chance the physician should order the patient to walk back and forth after taking his medicine.”

We respond. The one who partakes (as such) in a sacrament properly so called is neither the minister nor one who cooperates with the minister, because there is a perpetual opposition between giving and receiving [inter δόσιν καὶ λῆψιν]. The former befits only the minister; the latter, only the partaker. It is very clear how the actions of the penitent will not be part of the sacrament, though Bellarmine himself assigns them to the external symbol; this is very clear from the fact that Bellarmine himself is still uncertain as to whether sacramental power consists solely of absolution or partly in the priest’s absolution and partly in the penitent’s action. He says (De sacramentis in genere, bk. 2, ch. 11): “We have followed the first opinion, but we think the second is no less probable, though it appears a bit more difficult to defend it.” Those are Bellarmine’s words, who halts between two opinions. The argument from similarity about the healing of a physical ailment is to a great degree a dissimilarity, because sacraments are not beneficial just by working the work [ex opere operato], like natural medications, but they require faith, as we shall demonstrate in its own place [On the Sacraments (Commonplace XXI), §§ 78–86].

(4) Absolution pronounced with a physical voice is not a visible, external element, because the same absolution is pronounced to the repentant in the promise of the Gospel and in the public preaching of the Word. Thus it is not a symbol of nor a part of nor the form of penance; rather, it is a word of consolation and of efficacious witnessing concerning God’s grace and the forgiveness of sins, a word which corresponds to the repentance which has occurred earlier.

(5) The external material or elemental part in any sacrament is the instrument or means through which both the other essential part (namely, the heavenly and invisible part) and the actual effect or grace of the sacrament come to believers, as is clear from the example of Baptism and of the holy Supper. Through the water of Baptism, regeneration comes to us; through the bread and wine, the communion of the body and blood of Christ comes to us.

Therefore, according to the hypothesis of those who establish the penitent’s three acts as the material for this sacrament, the one essential part—namely, the heavenly—will be united with those actions, and man will no longer be the subject to whom grace comes but rather will be the efficient cause of spiritual grace itself, something which Bellarmine does not disbelieve, for he writes (De poenit., 1, toward the end of ch. 16): “The sacramental power resides partly—and, indeed, chiefly—in the Keys, by whose power the priest absolves, and partly in the penitent’s action insofar as God uses that action as an instrument to signify and effect justification.” This opinion he attributes to Thomas and calls it probable.

From the hypothesis of those who say that sins are the material of this sacrament, a greater absurdity follows, namely: the other part (the heavenly) is united sacramentally with sins, and, in fact, sins are the means through which spiritual grace comes to us.





The imposition of hands.

§ 24. From all this it is quite clear that neither the confession nor the other acts of the penitent nor the word of the absolving priest is the external symbol of this sacrament. But why is the imposition of the hand acknowledged as the external element in this sacrament, which is used in private Absolution even in our churches? Bellarmine (De poenit., 1, ch. 11, col. 1204) certainly alludes to this when he writes: “There is no lack of many visible signs in the sacrament of penance, whether you look at the priest who lays on his hand or at the abject penitent weeping at the knees of the priest.”

We respond. (1) Bellarmine himself adds in the same place: “Those things are seen very often, yet the sacrament of penance can exist without them.” Also he proves (De poenit, bk. 1, ch. 15) that this ritual does not belong to the essence of this sacrament; on this point he is following Thomas ([ST,] part 3, q. 84, art. 4): “This sacrament does not require the imposition of a hand, since this is done to indicate a copious effect of grace.” But the external symbol in any sacrament is so necessary that it is not a sacrament without it.

(2) For any sacrament a clear and explicit mention is made of the external symbol in the proper seat of [its] institution [in the Scriptures], as is evident from the institution of all the sacraments. But now, in John 20, which the Papists claim is the proper seat of this sacrament, there is no clear and explicit mention of the imposition of hands. Therefore it cannot be recognized as the external symbol of this sacrament.

(3) This ritual is used in private Absolution not for the purpose of making repentance a sacrament, in the most proper sense of the word, but to signify, first, that the truly repentant have received medication for a spiritual ailment in the way that Christ is said to have used this ceremony in healing physical diseases (Matt. 9:18; Mark 5:23; Acts 9:12; 28:8). Second, it is done to signify that they have become partakers of the heavenly blessing, as the patriarch Jacob (Gen. 48:14) and Christ (Matt. 19:13) use this ritual in conferring a blessing. Finally, it is done to signify that the Holy Spirit is being given to them, just as the particular gifts of the Holy Spirit were conferred on the baptized through the imposition of hands in the early church (Acts 8:17; 19:6). In addition, this ritual is the external testimony that forgiveness of sins is being announced to someone specifically.

** We do not concede that the penitent’s confession and the priest’s imposition of hands and absolution are the external signs of this sacrament, for neither is visible but rather audible; neither is an element but an action. How is it that absolution is the form in this sacrament? What, then, will occupy the place of an element, that is, of the material? Thus Bellarmine commits three absurdities: (1) He transfers something that is in the category of action into the category of substance. (2) He transfers something that is form into the place of the material. (3) And he transfers something audible into the class of visible signs, which is more than poetic license. (See Disputationes Gissens., vol. 3, disp. 5, thesis 18, p. 142.) **





Second, repentance existed also in the Old Testament.

§ 25. (II) No sacrament is common to both Testaments, but a sacrament is peculiar and proper to one or the other. But repentance existed also in the Old Testament. Therefore it is not a sacrament properly so called.

Bellarmine counters: “The sacrament of penance was first instituted by Christ. Therefore it is not strange if it did not exist for many thousands of years. In the Old Testament there was no power to forgive sins; therefore penance was not a sacrament.”

We respond. (1) Again, we note the disagreements among the Papists. According to Lombard (Sent., 4, dist. 22, C): “Some say that the sacraments of Baptism, confirmation, and of Christ’s body were instituted in the New Testament but that the sacrament of penance, as also of marriage, was instituted before the time of grace and even from the beginning of mankind.” But the Council of Trent (session 14, ch. 1) and Bellarmine (De poenit, 1, ch. 19) claim: “Penance is a sacrament of the new Law instituted by Christ after His resurrection.” Yet here they do not mean the penance of just anyone but only of those who fall after Baptism, nor do they mean the interior repentance, which they call a virtue of the mind, but only the exterior penance.

(2) Repentance existed in the Old Testament; this cannot be denied with any appearance of truth, since [in the Old Testament] there are many examples of true contrition, public confession, free reconciliation with God, and fatherly chastisements imposed upon the reconciled. And no one has yet been able to prove that Christ changed this into a sacrament. If repentance in the Old Testament was a salutary means of reconciliation with God, though not a sacrament, surely in the New Testament it can also be a salutary means of reconciliation with God even if it is denied that it is a sacrament. “We believe that we are saved through the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ in the same way (καθ’ ὃν τρόπον) as our fathers were” (Acts 15:11).

(3) That there was no power to remit sins in the Old Testament is an ambiguous statement. For if this is to be understood as a reference to some praetorial or judicial power, we say that such has not been given to ministers of the church in either the Old or the New Testament. But if it is meant to refer to the ministerial power to forgive sins, we assert that this has existed in the church in the time of both Testaments.

(4) What else could it be? Either sins were forgiven to believers in the Old Testament, or they were not forgiven. The latter cannot be claimed, since without the forgiveness of sins there remain no consolation and salvation to man. If the first is true, either God Himself forgave them without means or by means of the ministry of the priest. But now, all of Scripture bears witness that God deals with people in the matter of salvation through means.

(5) What is more clear than what Nathan says to David: “The Lord has transferred your sin” (2 Sam. 12:13)? Bellarmine counters: “Nathan did not say ‘I forgive you,’ but merely signified that it had been divinely revealed to him that David’s sin had been remitted.” This objection is in vain, since he was announcing forgiveness of sins to David not out of a specific revelation of God but because of the general rule that one must declare the forgiveness of sins to those who truly repent and believe in the Messiah, in just the same way as also ministers of the New Testament forgive sins not by an authority and power of their own nor out of a special revelation but in the name and by the command of Christ. Lombard (Sent., 4, dist. 18, D, from Ambrose): “The Word of God forgives sin; the priest is the judge. The priest indeed performs his office but exercises no right of power. He alone forgives sins who alone died for our sins.”

Nor is it the case, as Bellarmine counters, that Nathan once forgave only by an extraordinary foresight [providentia] of God; but special examples do not make a law. How else could it be? Should we think that the word of the Gospel was completely unknown in the Old Testament? Shall we claim that the sacrifices of the ancients were only silent ceremonies? The patriarchs and prophets not only reproved sin from the Law but also announced forgiveness of sins to the repentant from the Gospel. “Aaron confesses over the head of the goat all the iniquities of the people of Israel and all their transgressions, with all their sins, and places them upon the head of the goat and sends it away into the wilderness by the hand of a man who is in readiness. That goat bears all their iniquities upon it to an uninhabitable land” (Lev. 16:21–22). By this ceremony the devout Israelites were informed about the Messiah, the “Lamb of God which takes away the sin of the world” (John 1:29), and were confirmed in regard to the free forgiveness of sins because of His merit. For this reason He is said to be “the Lamb slain from the beginning of the world” (Rev. 13:8), that is, because through the Word the benefits of Christ’s Passion came to believers even in the Old Testament.

(6) The apostles asserted that, about repentance toward God and about receiving forgiveness of sins, they were bearing witness to nothing other than what the prophets once said (Acts 10:43; 26:22).

Bellarmine objects, saying that they were speaking about repentance as it is a virtue and not as it is a sacrament. But this is begging the question. We shall not permit two different kinds of repentance which differ by an entire genus and even, as it is customary to say, by an entire heaven.12 One kind is a sacrament and, with regard to its genus, an action; the other is a virtue and, with regard to its genus, a habit, or at least a quality. In both instances the nature of repentance is the same, just as the benefits that are offered through the Word and that are to be apprehended through faith are the same in both instances. But if repentance is a habit of virtue, it will be either an infused or an acquired habit.13 Yet neither is said correctly. It is not an infused habit, for even though the Holy Spirit moves and bends a person’s heart to repentance, nevertheless this does not proceed from an inhering habit whose effect and “secondary actuality,”14 so to speak, is the acknowledgment and hatred of sin. Rather, this is kindled inwardly from the movement and efficacy of the Holy Spirit. Much less is it an acquired habit. Otherwise it could be acquired by usage and daily custom. But now, Scripture completely removes the true power to act, as well as salutary repentance, from the natural human powers. Accordingly, it must be said that repentance is not so much a habit of virtue as an effective movement of the heart kindled by the Holy Spirit.

Furthermore, disagreements also occur in the opinion of the Scholastics about repentance as it is a virtue. Bonaventure (Sent., 1, dist. 14, art. 1, q. 1) argues: “The virtue of repentance is the grace and mercy of God itself.” According to Thomas (Sent., 4, dist. 14, q. 1) there are some who wanted “repentance to be not a special virtue differing from other habits of virtues but contained under them all.” Scotus (Sent., 4, dist. 14) posits four different acts of the virtue of repentance, such as “to want to punish sin, to be unwilling to sin, to accept punishment for sin, to bear patiently the punishment sustained.” Durandus (Sent., 4, dist. 14, q. 2) contends that “the virtue of repentance is moral commutative justice itself.” Cajetan (Sent., 4, dist. 14, art. 2) asserts: “Repentance is religion itself.” Thomas claims ([ST,] part 3, q. 84, art. 4): “Repentance is a virtue in the will of man as in its own subject.” [Thomas again] argues (q. 85, art. 5): “The habit of repentance is infused by God.” Scotus contradicts him (Sent., 4, dist. 14, q. 3), as does also Durandus (the same dist., q. 2).

In regard to this subject, see Biel (Sent., 4, dist. 14, q. 1, art. 3, dub. 1), where he writes: “Just as the diverse acts of penance can be reduced to different virtues, so also their habits can be contained under various virtues. The act of vindication is reduced to the virtue of distributive justice; the act of detesting is reduced to various virtues; not wanting luxury, to the virtue of temperance; hating pride, to humility; enduring punishment for sins, to patience;” etc. Those are the words of Biel.

(7) If the sacrament of penance did not exist in the Old Testament, why, then, do they try to prove parts of it, especially satisfaction, from the Old Testament?

Bellarmine responds: “We prove only the virtue of repentance but not the sacrament from the Old Testament, or at least, perhaps, only from prophecies and figures.”

But they deny that confession and satisfaction pertain to the virtue of repentance, but rather they assign them to the sacrament, for they say that exterior penance constitutes a sacrament, as we saw earlier from Lombard. Thomas ([ST,] part 3, q. 84, art. 8): “Inner repentance, by which a person grieves over a sin he has committed, ought to last until the end of his life. But the exterior penance, by which he confesses to a priest in order to make satisfaction, should not last to the end of his life.” They want the acts of this external penance to be sacramental; nevertheless they try hard to prove this with the examples of Adam, David, Manasseh, etc.





Third, the sacrament of penance lacks a foundation in John the Baptist’s sermon and in the practice of Christ Himself.

§ 26. (III) The sacrament of penance does not have a foundation in the sermons of John, the precursor of Christ, though he confesses that he was sent to preach repentance (Matt. 3:2; Mark 1:4; Luke 1:17). Christ also taught contrition and gave private Absolution to the paralytic (Matt. 9[:1–8]) and the sinful woman (Luke 7[:36–50]); and yet He did not administer a sacrament. Therefore penance is not to be recognized as a sacrament.

Bellarmine replies that he “willingly concedes that the sacrament of penance has no foundation in the preaching of John the Baptist and of Christ before the resurrection, though He finally did institute it after His resurrection (John 20).”

We respond. A little later we shall take a look at this entire subject [§§ 30–32]. For the moment, we ask him to demonstrate what was missing from the repentance which Christ and the Baptist preached, such that it cannot be acknowledged as a sacrament, and what was added to it after Christ’s resurrection, such that it should from now on be regarded as a sacrament.

Bellarmine replies: “The repentance which Christ and the Baptist preached was not a sacrament because it lacked the most important part of the sacrament, namely, the word of absolution connected to the confession of sins. In Matt. 3[:5–6], we read that some hearers of the Baptist generally confessed their own sins, but we do not read that the Baptist spoke a word of absolution. We do read that Christ forgave the sins of both the paralytic and of the sinful woman, but we certainly do not read that they confessed their sins.” He also adds: “Christ forgave their sins not with a sacramental word but with His own unique power.”

We respond. From the context it is clearly deduced that the Baptist announced the forgiveness of sins to the repentant in Christ’s name and that the paralytic and the sinful woman confessed their sins. As he declares God’s wrath against the hypocritical Pharisees and Sadducees (Matt. 3:7), so also he announced the grace of God to the truly repentant. He baptized and preached the Baptism of repentance for the remission of sin (Mark 1:4). Should we think that this was a silent ceremony? With his finger he pointed to “the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world” (John 1:29, 36). Surely, then, he preached that the forgiveness of sins comes to those who believe through and for the sake of Him.

Bellarmine says that is uncertain or false to think that John’s hearers first made an enumeration of individual sins, for who would believe that the Baptist sat down in the wilderness and listened in secret to the confession of everyone he was about to baptize? That enumeration of individual sins would have been extremely detailed because almost everyone was coming to that confession for the first time and because the text asserts clearly: “Then Jerusalem and all Judea and all the region about the Jordan went out to John, and they were baptized by him in the Jordan, confessing their sins” (Matt. 3:5–6).

Bellarmine asserts that the paralytic asked for nothing except physical healing; and yet by his very act, he asked for both the quieting of his conscience and for health of body, for he allowed himself to be carried to Christ and to be let down from the roof above. Christ says to him: “Take heart” [Matt. 9:2]. Surely, then, he was contrite and anguished in heart, for Christ is the Physician not of those who are well but of those who are sick, that is, of those who acknowledge their ailment (Matt. 9:12). Christ is also said to have considered their faith, which must be understood to refer not only to the porters but also to the paralytic himself, since Christ announces the forgiveness of sins to him [v. 2]. But the forgiveness of sins comes to no one except to him who is a true believer in Christ and is truly repentant. Christ binds up, but only those who have a contrite heart; He preaches the opening of the prison, but only to the chained, that is, to those who acknowledge their spiritual captivity (Isa. 61:1). Christ calls this paralytic His son; but now, we are not the children of God except by faith (John 1:12). In addition, he is said to have magnified the Lord (Luke 5:25), which was the fruit of faith in this paralytic. It is clear that the sinful woman (Luke 7) confessed her sins, if not orally, certainly with tears and outward gestures. Augustine declares (on John, tract. 24) that “miracles have their own tongues”; so also we can say that tears certainly speak before God, who considers inner contrition more than the outward verbal confession.

The contradiction of Bellarmine (De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 15, prop. 2) should also be noted, in that he tries to prove that the imposition of a hand does not belong to the essence of this sacrament. Among the rest of the arguments, he also brings up this: that the Lord remitted the sins of the paralytic (Matthew 9) and of the Magdalene (Luke 7) without this rite. Thus he is presupposing that such forgiveness was sacramental; otherwise the middle term clearly would be different from the conclusion, yet in this place he is arguing for the contrary.15





Fourth, the sacrament of penance has no foundation in the doctrine and examples of the apostles.

§ 27. (IV) The sacrament of penance does not have a foundation in the doctrine and examples of the apostles. Therefore it must not be acknowledged as a sacrament. We prove the antecedent because the apostles taught repentance and the manner of receiving the forgiveness of sins no differently from the way the prophets did in the Old Testament (Acts 26:22; 10:43); nor did they ever demand a specific enumeration of sins nor impose satisfactions. In fact, the apostle instead calls the Galatians back to the free justification of faith, though they had departed from the way of truth after Baptism.

Bellarmine objects: (1) “Acts 26 does not set forth a summary of the doctrine of repentance but only an exhortation to it.”

We respond. Verse 18 shows the contrary: “I send you to open the eyes of the peoples and Gentiles that they may turn from darkness to light and from the power of Satan to God, that they may receive forgiveness of sins and a lot among the saints through faith.” Here the essential parts of repentance and the salutary fruits of it are being described. And v. 20: “I announced to the Gentiles that they should repent and turn to God and do works worthy of repentance.” Here the consequence of repentance is being described, namely, new obedience. Finally, v. 22 is added, where Paul “says nothing beyond what the prophets and Moses said would come to pass.” These are general words, not only about the merit of Christ but also about the application of it through faith, which is the most important part of repentance preached in Moses and the prophets as well as by the apostles in the same way.

(2) “Nowhere is it read that the apostles forgave anyone his sins.”

We respond. But this is to deny that the sun shines at noon! The entire ministry of the apostles was the preaching of repentance and the forgiveness of sins (Luke 24:47). Every time they preached a word of the Gospel of Christ, they truly announced the forgiveness of sins to the repentant, and this announcement was as effective as if they were forgiving someone his sins specifically and in particular. “Repent and be baptized, every one of you, in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of sins” (Acts 2:38). “Repent and be converted, that your sins may be blotted out” (Acts 3:19). “Through Christ we announce to you the forgiveness of sins and that you are justified from all the things from which you could not be justified in the Law of Moses” (Acts 13:38[–39]). “God gave us the ministry of reconciliation. He placed in us the word of reconciliation. For Christ, therefore, we are ambassadors, God, as it were, exhorting through us. For Christ, we beseech you, be reconciled to God” (2 Cor. 5:18–20).

But nowhere is it read either that the apostles demanded a specific enumeration of sins or that they imposed a satisfaction upon the truly repentant; more about this in its own place [§§ 102–31].

(3) “The repentance which precedes Baptism and that which follows it must be distinguished from each other; the latter is a sacrament, but not the former.”

We respond. It is one and the same repentance by which the wicked are converted to God before Baptism and by which the fallen return to grace after it. As the justification and salvation of baptized infants and of the devout who walk in the course of good works is free, so also the forgiveness of sins not only before but also after Baptism is free. How could it ever be proven to anyone that the free forgiveness of sins comes first in and through Baptism to those who turn to God but that those who fall into sin after Baptism must earn the pardoning of their sins with their own satisfactions, since the sins which are forgiven to adults in Baptism are incomparably more and greater than those daily weaknesses and even falls of the reborn? But if the forgiveness of the former is free, certainly, then, it is also free for the latter. This subject will be discussed in greater detail in the question about double justification and our own satisfactions [below, §§ 118–31; On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 82–133]. Moreover, no other doctrine of Law and Gospel is set forth to the reborn who have fallen into sins after Baptism than the one that is set forth to those who turn away from their iniquity to God before Baptism. In both instances the knowledge of sins comes through the Law, and the acquittal of sin and quieting of the conscience come through faith, which is kindled by the word of the Gospel.

To this argument Bellarmine coldly responds that he is not introducing another faith nor another Gospel nor another Christ with his distinction between two repentances since in both justifications sins are forgiven through the merits of Christ as faith and repentance precede. For even though he is unwilling to acknowledge the consequence, nevertheless he embraces the antecedent, from which it immediately follows that if the forgiveness of sins which is obtained through repentance before Baptism is free, but, on the other hand, the forgiveness which is obtained after Baptism demands the confession of individual sins and some tedious works by whose merits sins are pardoned, surely he is introducing another Gospel and another Christ, about which more will be said in its own place [§§ 130–31].

(4) “The apostle called the Galatians back to the way of truth, but nowhere is it read that they did return and by what rite they were reconciled. Accordingly, we can draw no certain conclusion from the Epistle to the Galatians about the manner of repentance prescribed by the apostles for those who fall after Baptism.”

We respond. It suffices for us that the apostle called back to the free justification of faith the Galatians who had fallen into error after Baptism. If justification and salvation had to be earned through a specific enumeration of sins and through one’s own satisfactions, the apostle surely by no means would have fought with such vehemence against the persuasion that justification is by works. But who doubts that the Galatians yielded to the paternal warnings of the apostle, since it is said clearly: “My little children, with whom again I am in travail until Christ be formed in you” (Gal. 4:19)?





Fifth, it has no foundation in the fathers.

§ 28. (V) The sacrament of penance has no foundation in the ancient fathers. Therefore it must not be recognized as a sacrament properly so called.

Dr. Chemnitz proves the antecedent in detail (Examen Concil. Trident.), to which Bellarmine responds quite weakly: “[Even] without a witness, it can be proved that the first beginning of the sacrament of penance was drawn from the spectacles of public repentance which the ancient church preserved with great severity against manifest and savage sins.” The very matter under discussion teaches us that the sacrament of penance was built either out of the testimonies and examples of Scripture or out of those rituals of the primitive church, in which the external signs of contrition, the confession of sins (exomologesis), were required and certain chastisements were imposed, either as an example for others or for the sake of investigation as to whether the repentance was serious. About this subject see B. Rhenanus (Annotat. on Tertullian’s De poenit.), where he proves that the “confession” [exomologesis] was not repentance itself but an outward act or sign of it. But the sacrament of penance was not built out of the examples and testimonies of Scripture, as will appear a bit later [§§ 103–10] and as the Glossa juris canonica demonstrates by denying that auricular confession is part of divine Law. Therefore it remains that it began from the spectacles of public penance in the early church.

Bellarmine objects: “Why is the absolution not a sacrament since it is a divinely instituted external symbol and has a promise of grace and justification?”

We respond. Properly speaking, absolution has no divinely instituted external symbol but announces in particular the forgiveness of sins which the word of the Gospel otherwise asserts for all who truly repent. In addition, Bellarmine earlier asserts that both the word of absolution and the confession of the penitent pertain to the external symbol of this sacrament.





Three arguments that penance is not a sacrament.

§ 29. Those are our arguments to which Bellarmine makes some response. However, other arguments can also be made. First, the sacraments deal with faith, which is confirmed in us through them as instruments. That is why circumcision is called “the seal of the righteousness of faith” (Rom. 4:11). Consequently, without faith sacraments are complete [integra] but are of no benefit. Augustine (vol. 7, Contra Donatistas, bk. 3, ch. 14): “When the integrity of a sacrament is questioned and its sanctity is being treated, it is unimportant what one who receives the sacrament believes or with what sort of faith he has been imbued. Of course, it is very important to the way of salvation, but it is unimportant to the question of the sacrament, for it can happen that a person may have the whole sacrament but a wrong faith.” But repentance is not a means for strengthening faith but is related to faith as a whole to a part; nor are our exterior acts of penance without faith sufficient to reconcile us to God; nor is absolution itself, which they want to be the form of this sacrament, the spiritual means of any grace without faith. Therefore penance is not a sacrament properly speaking.

Second, in any sacrament there is a sacramental analogy between the elemental or earthly part and the other heavenly part so that what happens in the external sign corresponds to that which happens internally. Yet such an analogy in the actions of the penitent or in the word of absolution cannot be shown in respect to the forgiveness of sins. For though the absolver’s word not only announces the forgiveness of sins but also signifies that it has happened, and in this sense could be listed among the signs, yet no such analogy between the word of absolution and the forgiveness of sins, such as exists between the elemental and heavenly things in the rest of the sacraments, can be seen. Therefore the acts of the penitent and the word of absolution do not constitute a sacrament properly so called.

Third, every sacrament is a seal appended to the Word. Whether you consider the confession or the absolution, you have words, and thus a word would be appended to the Word. Therefore repentance is not a sacrament properly so called.





Arguments in favor of establishing the sacrament of penance.

§ 30. But with what arguments do they prove that penance is a sacrament properly so called? They look for the most powerful support of their case in Christ’s words: “Whose sins you shall forgive, they are forgiven them; whose sins you shall retain, they will be retained” (John 20:23). But they will need many cords to stretch out of this passage the sort of sacrament of penance which the Papists have established. Thus let us listen to Bellarmine (De poenit., 1, ch. 10) as he discusses this subject:


From these words the two things which are required and suffice to establish every sacrament properly so called are concluded: the divinely instituted external ritual or symbol and the promise of justifying grace connected to that external ritual or symbol. Since the Lord gave the apostles the power to remit sins, there can be no doubt that He wanted them to exercise that power with some external sign, for people who are corporeal would not understand that their sins were being forgiven them if they were not being forgiven orally or with some external sign they could sense. But a word is a corporeal and sensible sign. And not only the external ritual of the absolver but also that of the penitent is correctly deduced from the same testimony, because sins should not be remitted except for those who testify that they do have sins and that they are displeased by them.



We respond. (1) If in this passage Christ is instituting the sacrament of penance, then by the force of that statement every repentance and every absolution will be a sacrament, because Christ’s words are general. I will clarify this with an example of which Bellarmine himself will be unable to disapprove. God forgave the sins of and pronounced the word of absolution to the paralytic (Matthew 9) and to the sinful woman (Luke 7). Therefore we can entertain no doubts that He showed this power with some external sign (otherwise those corporeal people would not have understood that their sins were being forgiven them); and those very people whose sins Christ forgave testified that they were sinners and that they were displeased by it. Therefore we have the sacrament before the administration of the institution of the sacrament. In the same way, John the Baptist preached a Baptism of repentance unto the forgiveness of sins, and the apostles preached the Gospel before Christ’s resurrection, which Gospel includes the promise of the forgiveness of sins. Therefore they used an external ritual—namely, the word of absolution—and therefore they administered the sacrament of penance.

Of course, Bellarmine (in the following ch. 11) denies that John and the apostles pronounced a word of absolution, but the contrary comes forth from amid this argument. Those whose sins they were remitting were human beings; therefore they were using an external sign. There is no need to resort to the sacrament of Baptism, for the question concerns the forgiveness of sins announced to people who have fallen after Baptism. It will have to be conceded that this forgiveness either was never conferred by John the Baptist and the apostles on anyone, or it was administered by them as a sacrament properly so called.

By force of the argument which Bellarmine presents, it would also have to be asserted that in the Old Testament sins were never forgiven to a believer after circumcision or that the sacrament of penance was never administered to anyone. The prophet Nathan announced the forgiveness of sins to David, and David himself bore witness with external signs, but especially with his confession that he had sins and that they displeased him [2 Sam. 12:13]. Therefore had a particular sacrament been administered there? The judgment is the same concerning the repentance of Hezekiah [2 Chron. 30:18], the Ninevites [Jon. 3:6–10], and others.

(2) What, then, is this conclusion? Christ gave to the apostles the power to forgive sins; therefore He instituted the particular sacrament of penance. Where is mention made of the sacramental material and form? Indeed, by giving the power to remit sins, Christ tacitly mandates repentance, since only the sins of the repentant should be forgiven. Yet from this it does not yet follow that He instituted a sacrament with this command, for in the same way we can infer the following: Christ commands that repentance and forgiveness of sins be preached in His name (Luke 24:47). Therefore the ministry of the Word, in which repentance and forgiveness of sins is preached, is a particular sacrament. We confess that, in general, through the preaching of the Law the wrath of God, the retaining of sins, and eternal condemnation should be announced to the impenitent and unbelievers and that through the preaching of the Gospel the grace of God, the forgiveness of sins, and eternal life should be announced to the penitent and to those who believe in Christ. But also, in particular, we admit that sins must be retained in the case of individuals who are impenitent and hardened despisers, and sins must be forgiven individually to those who are penitent and believe. Yet it does not yet follow from this that it becomes a particular sacrament.

(3) Lombard (Sent., bk. 4, dist. 22, letter C) mentions some people who claim that this sacrament was instituted from the beginning of the world. They will not acknowledge that it was instituted in these words of Christ.

(4) There immediately follows in Christ’s words: “As the Father has sent Me, I also send you” [John 20:21]. From this the sort of power to remit and retain sins which Christ confers upon His disciples is understood. He Himself is the one true God along with the Father and the Holy Spirit and thus can forgive sins primarily [authentice] and by His own power. But He did not concede this power to forgive sins to the apostles; indeed, that power is and remains the property of God. Also He Himself was established as the Mediator who earned the forgiveness of sins by giving up His body and shedding His blood on the altar of the cross, but He does not send the apostles to this part of His office, because He is the “only Mediator” (1 Tim. 2:5). Besides this office of Mediator, the Father sent Christ into this world to be a prophet and teacher (Isa. 61:1; Luke 4:18): “The Spirit of the Lord is upon Me because He has anointed Me to preach the Gospel to the poor, to heal the contrite in heart, to preach remission to the captives,” etc. Christ received the apostles into the fellowship of this office and made them dispensers and stewards of the benefit He had purchased at great price so that as His ministers they might bestow the forgiveness of sins on the repentant in His name and place.

(5) If Christ had here instituted a particular sacrament of repentance in addition to the public ministry of the Word, He would have expressed an external sacramental symbol with clear words. But He expresses this neither here nor elsewhere. Therefore we urge the Papists to express in particular what sort of external sign this is, for we cannot ourselves be content with this indeterminate generality, because an appropriate sacramental sign must be given to every sacrament and, in fact, from its own seat of institution [ex propria institutionis sede]. If they were to express this or that sign, we would demand from them the testimony of Scripture, for without the manifest testimony of Scripture it is very rash to want to invent a sacramental sign and to introduce a new sacrament beyond Scripture, since the institution of sacraments belongs to God alone, as Thomas proves ([ST,] part 3, q. 64, art. 2).

(6) Besides, if the devout and faithful of the Old Testament could have been certain about the forgiveness of sins without any sacramental symbol and particular sacrament of penance, it follows that the logical sequence of their argument is slippery, that, since people are corporeal, they do not understand that their sins are forgiven them except through a sacramental sign. For we have seen earlier what must be stated about the fact that Bellarmine places the Word also among the sacramental signs. In the preaching of the Gospel and in the absolution the very same Word is announced; the only difference is that the general promises of the Gospel are being announced and applied to believers in particular through the word of absolution. But now, a species is contained in its genus and is not of a different nature from it.

(7) Finally, Bellarmine’s argument proceeds from the particular: “People do not understand that their sins are forgiven them except from the sacramental sign. Therefore in penance the sacramental sign and thus the sacrament itself are set forth.” In addition to the word of promise in the Gospel and besides the sacrament of Baptism, Christ instituted the holy Supper, in which to us are given, by means of the blessed bread, the body of the Lord which was given over into death for us, and, by means of the blessed wine, the blood of the Lord shed for us on the altar of the cross for the forgiveness of sins. By this utterly certain and very precious pledge the truly repentant become certain about the forgiveness of their sins promised and offered in the word of the Gospel.

§ 31. Bellarmine objects:


With these words [John 20:23] Christ indeed gave the apostles the power to remit and to retain sins for both the faithful and unfaithful, but not in the same way. He wanted the sins of the unfaithful to be remitted through Baptism and to be retained through exclusion from Baptism, if by chance they were determined to be unworthy of it. But in the case of the faithful, He did not want them to be remitted through Baptism but through a different rite, namely, through the reconciliation of the penitent. Therefore just as the power to remit sins to the unfaithful is not exercised without a sacrament, so also with the power to remit them to the faithful. Thus the reconciliation of the faithful after Baptism is a sacrament.



We respond. (1) It is too harsh to claim that sins are remitted to the unfaithful through Baptism. Bellarmine is taking the word “unfaithful” to mean those who are converted from heathenism to Christ, but people are not to be baptized before they profess faith in Christ and show serious repentance for their transgressions. Therefore they are no longer unfaithful at that time.

(2) If someone were to put forward the example of baptized infants, we still would not concede that their sins are forgiven them as unbelievers in their Baptism, for through Baptism the Holy Spirit gives to infants both faith and the forgiveness of sins, because Holy Scripture everywhere connects forgiveness of sins and faith with a bond of adamant. Bellarmine himself (De baptism., bk. 1, ch. 11, col. 332) attributes the habit of faith to baptized infants. Therefore they should not be considered in the number and register of unbelievers, just as it should not be said that an ignorant person has been equipped with the habit of knowledge.

(3) If you say that the word “unfaithful” means not those who simply lack faith in Christ but those who have not yet been grafted through Baptism into the church and fellowship of Christians, then we make a distinction between the external fellowship of the church, which consists of the external confession of doctrine and the use of the Sacraments, and the inner fellowship of faith and the Holy Spirit. The catechumens who truly believe in Christ, even if they may have been excluded from the former and die before receiving Baptism, cannot and should not be excluded from the latter.

(4) Let that be enough about the manner of speaking. As far as the thing itself is concerned, we ask that the strength of this connection be proved from the Scriptures: as sins are forgiven to the unfaithful—that is, to those who have not yet been grafted into the external assembly of the church—through a sacrament, namely, through the sacrament of Baptism, so sins are forgiven to the faithful—that is, to those who have been baptized and have fallen into sins—also through a sacrament, namely, through the sacrament of penance. Why? The Israelites in the Old Testament were grafted into God’s covenant through circumcision, but if they fell into sins after circumcision, were they taken back into the covenant through a particular sacrament of penance? If someone were to say that the nature of the Old Testament is different from that of the New, he would obviously be begging the question.

(5) When the devout pray in true repentance and faith, according to the command of Christ, “Lord, forgive us our debts” [Matt. 6:12], they can be certain of the forgiveness of their sins on the basis of this general promise: “Amen, amen, I say to you, if you ask anything of the Father in My name, He will give it to you” (John 16:23). “This is the confidence we have in Him, that if we ask anything according to His will, He hears us” (1 John 5:14). And the specific promise: “If we confess our sins, He is faithful and just to forgive our sins and cleanse us from all iniquity” (1 John 1:9). Moreover, the Papists themselves claim that contrition can be so great that sins are remitted without the addition of confession, satisfaction, or absolution. How, then, will a sacrament be simply and absolutely necessary to gain the forgiveness of sins?

(6) But did it escape Bellarmine that Christ, out of His immense and indescribable goodness, instituted the venerable sacrament of the Eucharist, in which He makes us certain of the forgiveness of our sins by His most precious body and blood? But if a sacrament is utterly necessary to confirm the remission of sins to those who have fallen into sins after Baptism and who repent seriously, why would we want to omit the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper or to introduce something else besides it?





Statements of the fathers for establishing the sacrament of penance.

§ 32. As concerns the statements of the fathers which Bellarmine cites for his opinion, nothing is concluded from them but that they are comparing Baptism and repentance with each other. But from this it does not yet follow that penance is also a sacrament properly so called as is Baptism, for there is another explanation for this comparison, namely: as in Baptism the pardoning of all sins is given and sealed, so also, because Baptism cannot be repeated and administered again to those who have fallen into sin, God has instituted the medicine of repentance through which we are again reconciled to God and receive the forgiveness of sins. The statements which are offered from Lombard and the Scholastics have very little strength.

Bellarmine adds that it cannot be that the entire church was making a very serious mistake for so many hundreds of years. To this we respond with the words of Ignatius (Letter 6): “To us, Christ” (and His Word, sounding in the Scriptures) “is the ancient things [ἀρχεῖα].” Tertullian (De veland. virgin., p. 490): “No one can allege anything [praescribere] against the truth—not space of time nor the support of persons nor the privilege of regions.”

It is very clear from the Catalogus testium veritatis, from the Centenarii of Wolf, and from other writings that all times of the church had those who taught that we must seek the free forgiveness of sins in Christ alone and not in our own works and satisfactions. Whether the church can err, and to what extent it can err, will be discussed in its own place [On the Church (Commonplace XXV), §§ 104–25].

What Bellarmine (De poenit., bk. 1, chs. 10–12) argues about whether the sacrament of penance is different from the sacrament of Baptism can be understood correctly from earlier points, but especially from those which are discussed in the commonplace On Baptism [Commonplace XXIII].


 

1 Poenitentia can be translated with two words in English: “repentance” or “penance.” Here, when the Roman Catholic sacrament of penance is being discussed, poenitentia has been translated “penance.” When the biblical concept of repentance as a “turning from darkness to light, from the power of Satan to God” (Acts 26:18) is being discussed, it has been translated as “repentance.”

2 On the difference between “contrition” and “attrition” in Roman Catholic theology, see below, On Repentance (Commonplace XVIII), § 96.

3 See above, p. 36 n. 2.

4 On “subordinates,” see above, p. 32 n. 8.

5 Read efficiendam with Cotta instead of officiendam.

6 I.e., Ap XIII.

7 Ap XIII 3–4 (cf. Concordia, 184).

8 Ap XIII 16 (cf. Concordia, 185).

9 On “material,” see above, p. 14 n. 1. On “form,” see above, p. 48 n. 1.

10 The page to which Gerhard refers includes the text of Ap XIII 12–17 (cf. Concordia, 185–86).

11 Read videtur with Cotta instead of dicitur.

12 toto genere, imo, quod dici solet, toto coelo discrepantes, that is, categorically and completely different.

13 In scholastic thought, a habit [habitus] (or disposition) 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. Here, an “infused habit” is a gift given by God. An “acquired habit,” 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.

14 actus secundus, the actual operation of a thing. For example: “Priscian, when exercising his grammatical knowledge, is a grammarian in secondary actuality.” “Primary actuality,” on the other hand, refers to a power or potential that is not currently actualized.

15 The “middle term” in a syllogism appears in both the major and minor premises. For example, in the syllogism “All X is Y, but all Y is Z; therefore all X is Z,” the middle term is Y. Bellarmine’s major premise was that the Lord remitted the sins of the paralytic (Matthew 9) and of the Magdalene (Luke 7) without the imposition of hands. Bellarmine’s minor premise was a false presupposition: that this remission was sacramental. And his conclusion was that the imposition of hands does not belong to the essence of the sacrament of penance. If Bellarmine had not been presupposing that the remission in Matthew 9 and Luke 7 was sacramental, then his middle term (remitting the sins of the paralytic and of the Magdalene) would have nothing to do with the conclusion, yet in this place Bellarmine was arguing for the contrary, that they did prove his conclusion.







CHAPTER V: ON THE PARTS OF REPENTANCE

The definitions of inner repentance.

§ 33. This concludes our discussion on the genus of repentance, namely, whether external penance—which, according to the definition of Bellarmine (De poenit., 1, ch. 8), consists not solely in a change of mind and a hatred for sin but also shows itself in exterior signs such as grief, tears, confession, affliction of the body—is a sacrament most properly so called when the word of absolution is present with it. The Papists define interior repentance as “the power by which we sincerely turn ourselves to God, hate the sins we commit, and, at the same time, it is clear to us that we emend the wicked way and corrupt behavior of our life not without the hope of obtaining pardon from God’s mercy” (Catech. Rom., part 2, ch. 5, De sacram. poenit., q. 4).

We respond. (1) True repentance is not so much a habitual virtue infused or acquired as an effectual movement of the heart kindled by the Holy Spirit and an inner illumination and renewal of the mind and will, as was shown earlier [§§ 10–12, 18].

(2) A little later [§§ 37–39] it will be proved that true conversion is not an act of free choice but is the work of the Holy Spirit. How, then, could it be the sort of virtue which they themselves understand it to be?

(3) This definition is insufficient because it does not mention faith, which is an essential part of repentance, as we shall teach in its own place [§§ 42–44]. They do not understand “hope of pardon” to mean the living and saving faith by which someone claims that his sins have been forgiven for Christ’s sake, the faith which Bellarmine calls (De poenit., 1, ch. 2, col. 1159) “empty persuasion” and (ch. 6, col. 1181) “a fiction of Luther and pure foolishness.” Rather, they take it to mean moral and human confidence, because as Bellarmine says, “Whether this or that man comes to the sacrament of penance as he should cannot be concluded from God’s Word but only from human conjectures and signs.”

(4) They do not set the foundation for the hope regarding the forgiveness of sins in Christ’s merit apprehended through faith but rather in the merit of our own contrition, full confession, and proper satisfaction, as will be understood from what follows [§§ 62–145].





The divisions of repentance.

§ 34. Besides this distinction of repentance into interior and exterior, many others also occur. (1) Tertullian (at the very beginning of his book De poenit.) claims one repentance in good people but another of the evil. He writes: (The heathen) “also show forth repentance in their own good deeds. They repent of faith, love, simplicity, patience, mercy, just as something has fallen into ingratitude. They curse themselves for their well-doing, and in their heart they fix this kind of repentance which is imposed against the best works. They take care not to remember to do anything good again. They are brooding too lightly against the repentance of the evil.” This division has been taken from objects and looks at repentance not as it ought to be but as it is, for in the same place Tertullian shows that repentance ought to be used only in regard to what is evil (p. 252): “Repentance should be applied only to sins, and, furthermore, sin does not deserve to be called such unless it is an evil deed. One does not sin by doing well, but if one does not sin, why attack the repentance of those who sin?”

(2) The repentance of the heathen who are finally wearied of sinning and abandon their exterior vices or who cease sinning because of the judgment of their reason, and this, either because of fear of punishment or love of virtue, is one thing. But the repentance of Christians (by which name, taken generally, I include even the people of the Old Testament) is another thing, and this repentance is either true and salutary or false and destructive. True and salutary repentance consists in serious contrition and in true faith in Christ, which new obedience follows immediately. False and destructive repentance is again twofold: one is hypocritical and consists solely in an external appearance and pretense. Elsewhere it is called “pharisaical” because, in regard to the Pharisees, Christ declares that they fast (or mourn) “that they might be seen by people” (Matt. 6:16). The repentance of Ahab must be assigned to this type, about whom it is said (1 Kings 21:27) that, when he heard the threat of punishments, “he rent his clothes, put on sackcloth, fasted, slept in sackcloth, and went about miserably,” that is, with slow steps or bare feet or with head veiled, for the word אַט means all of these. But there is another false repentance which is halved and mutilated. Ambrose (on Luke 22, bk. 10, p. 158) calls it “hollow,” which indeed seriously deplores sins but without faith and the hope of grace. Such was the repentance of Saul and of Judas Iscariot, and for this reason some call it “Iscariotic repentance.” The apostle calls it “death producing” (2 Cor. 7:10). Most often it is called μεταμέλεια, just as, on the contrary, true and salutary repentance is called μετάνοια, but this [lexical] distinction, as was shown earlier [§ 7], does not always hold.

Some people make a distinction between true, salutary repentance and false, destructive repentance in such a way as to say that the former is “evangelical,” but the latter is “legal.” But here we must of necessity add: contrition is of the Law even in true and salutary repentance. Therefore salutary repentance is said to be evangelical not with respect to all its parts but with regard to its chief part, that is, faith, which is of the Gospel.

Nor is it beside the point to assign the distinction between filial and servile fear to this place. For when someone feels serious grief for having offended God, the highest Good, reveres Him as the perfectly kind Father, and then again raises himself to Christ by faith, this is the filial fear which belongs properly to salutary repentance. On the other hand, when someone grieves not so much out of hatred for and detestation of sin as from fear of punishment, fears God as a severe and inexorable judge, and his fear is not mixed with faith, this is the servile fear which pertains to the false and destructive part. This is why some people, by synecdoche, call true and salutary repentance “repentance for the fault” [poenitentia culpae], but the false and destructive, “repentance for the punishment” [poenitentia poenae]. They also call the former “repentance for something done” [poenitentia admissi], but the latter, “repentance for something lost” [poenitentia amissi]. Furthermore, the distinctions listed have been taken partly from causes, partly from subjects, and partly from the very parts of repentance.

(3) If “repentance” is taken to mean not only internal conversion but also the external signs and profession of the inner conversion to God, it can be divided into ordinary or common daily repentance and extraordinary or special repentance of a certain time. Ordinary repentance is that repentance to which each and every adult, even those who have been reborn through Word and Baptism, must pay attention throughout the course of life because of the remnants of original sin and their daily weaknesses. In this regard: “The righteous person falls and rises again seven times a day” (Prov. 24:16). Again, the entire life of a devout person is nothing else but constant repentance and consists not only of internal conversion—that is, serious contrition and faith—but also external signs which immediately follow inner conversion, provided it is true and serious, among which signs the humble confession of sins is prominent.

With regard to its objects, the confession occurs either before God or before one’s neighbor. Many statements of Scripture speak about confession in the presence of God, especially 1 John 1:9: “If we confess our sins, He is faithful and just to forgive our sins and cleanse us from all iniquity.” This confession of sins before God happens either privately, when anyone confesses his sins and asks for forgiveness of them when he is away from others—as, for example, the publican (Luke 18:13)—or it happens publicly and jointly, when the entire assembly of the church, led by the pastor, confesses its sins to God and asks for forgiveness, as, for example, the Israelites (Lev. 16:21). James 5:16 speaks about the confession of sins in the presence of one’s neighbor: “Confess your sins to one another.” For since it is easy to offend one’s neighbor by words and deeds, therefore it is fitting that out of true and sincere love we confess our errors and beg mercy for them.

Extraordinary repentance, or repentance of a specific and certain time, is that which is taken up at certain times before the minister of the church in more serious and atrocious sins, or in present or imminent disasters, or for the sake of giving greater strength to the conscience. This is either public or private. It is public when an entire assembly feels the present or imminent scourge of God as He avenges and at the summons of the magistrate and pastors of the church professes its solemn repentance, confesses its sins to God as it weeps, and fasts and humbly asks that those sins be forgiven and their punishment be turned away. The Israelites had this kind of repentance (1 Sam. 7:6; Neh. 9:1; Esther 4:3; Joel 2:[12–]14), as did also the Ninevites (Jon. 3:5). In the case of the Israelites, the following were connected to this kind of repentance: the rending of clothes, tears, prostration on the ground, the sprinkling of ashes, and the use of sackcloth (that is, of cheap clothing), the pouring of water, etc. It is private when any private citizen takes up an extraordinary and more solemn repentance, something which generally happens in three special cases. First, in quite serious and atrocious sins. Here pertains the part of ecclesiastical discipline used in the early church, by which special public indications of repentance were required of those who, after they had been received into the register of the church, had contaminated themselves with atrocious sins and had offended others with their behavior. This was done so that from these signs it might be evident to the church that those who had sinned were truly and seriously repentant. For this reason they were said to have “made satisfaction to the church” by this practice. Some trace of this repentance is still left in our churches when fornicators are compelled to make a public plea for pardon. But it should be wished that the muscles of church discipline were flexed more tightly in the worn-out old age of the world and that this salutary severity were applied also in other public and notorious sins. Second, if at some time God places, so to speak, our sins into our sight with very serious calamities, especially domestic ones, then the truly devout often practice that extraordinary repentance with tears, grief, and fasting. We have an example in the case of David (2 Sam. 12:13) and of Hezekiah (Isa. 38:1ff.). Finally, auricular confession is used in our churches. By this confession, at specific times, we confess our sins before the minister of the church, and, for the sake of further strengthening our conscience, we ask him for absolution; more about this in its own place [§§ 98–101].

Furthermore, this division of repentance into ordinary and extraordinary, into public and private, into that which happens before God and that which happens before people is taken partly from its adjuncts1 and partly from its objects.

(4) Gaudensis (Comm. hist. pass.), from Gorranus’s commentary on Matthew, draws the following division of repentance: One repentance is true, and of this it is said (Matt. 3[:2]): “Do penance, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand.” The second is late repentance and belongs to the damned, and of this it is said (Wisdom 5[:3]): “They will groan in anguish of spirit and do penance.” The third is forced and belongs to criminals, about which it is said (Ecclus. 5[:14]): “Confusion and repentance come upon the thief.” The fourth is pretended and belongs to hypocrites such as Esau, about whom it is said that “he did not find a place of repentance” (Heb. 12[:17]). The fifth is hopeless, as that of Judas, about whom we read in the Passion account [Matt. 27:3–5]. What decision should be reached about this division is clear from our preceding statements.

(5) Jacobus de Voragine proposes the following division. “There is purging repentance, such as belonged to Mary Magdalene; there is equipping repentance, such as belonged to John the Baptist; and there is conserving repentance, which preserves the righteous from mishap.” But this division proceeds from the false hypothesis that the saints do not need to repent, though according to Ps. 32:[5–]6 everyone should pray to obtain the forgiveness of sins.

(6) Bellarmine (De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 21) divides repentance into private and public, and public again into solemn and non-solemn, descriptions of which can be seen in that chapter. But he does us an injustice when he writes that we acknowledge scarcely any repentance other than public.

Those are the more important divisions of repentance. Here it is our aim to discuss true and salutary repentance.


 

1 See above, p. 8 n. 6.







CHAPTER VI: CONCERNING THE EFFICIENT CAUSE AND INSTRUMENTAL CAUSE OF REPENTANCE

The efficient cause of repentance.

§ 35. The principal efficient cause of true and salutary repentance is God alone or, what is the same, the Holy Spirit, since the Holy Spirit is the Spirit of the Father and of the Son and does not act in the work of conversion with a separate power but with the same power that is of the Father and of the Son. Thus it amounts to the same thing whether you say that God is the cause of repentance or that this work must be ascribed to the Holy Spirit. That is why the work of conversion is particularly attributed to the Holy Spirit in some statements of Scripture, because the ministry of the Word through which God works repentance in the hearts of people is called “the ministry of the Spirit” (2 Cor. 3:8). And as the work of creation is attributed to the Father and redemption is attributed to the Son, so sanctification is attributed to the Holy Spirit, though the Son and the Holy Spirit have not been excluded from creation, nor the Father and the Holy Spirit from redemption, nor the Father and the Son from sanctification.

Therefore we are displeased with Bucanus’s statement (Loci theol., locus 30, p. 291): “The principal cause [κύριον αἴτιον] of repentance is God; the contributing cause [συναίτιον], the Holy Spirit.”1 But the works of the Holy Trinity toward things outside [ad extra] are undivided. As there is one divinity of three persons, so also there is one power and working [ἐνέργεια].

Notwithstanding, from the following passages of Scripture it is proven that the true God alone is the principal efficient cause of repentance. (1) Passages in which the work of conversion is attributed in clear language to God. “Hear me, O Lord, that this people may learn that You are Jehovah and that You have turned [converteris] back their heart” (1 Kings 18:37). “Convert me, O Lord, and I shall be converted, for after You converted me, I repented” (Jer. 31:18–19). “Convert us, and we shall be converted and saved” (Lam. 5:21). “I will give you a new heart. I will take away the stony heart out of your flesh and will give you a heart of flesh” (Ezek. 36:26). “The Son of Man came to seek and to save that which was lost” (Luke 19:10). (Just as a sheep which once has been carried off into the byways of errors cannot of itself and of its own powers return to its path and rejoin its flock, so also we cannot of ourselves return to the way of salvation. Thus Christ commends Himself to us by the very sweet picture of Himself being the shepherd who seeks out the scattered and wandering and, in fact, lost sheep.) “God has exalted Him” (Jesus) “with His right hand to be Prince and Savior, to give repentance to Israel and forgiveness of sins” (Acts 5:31). The church praises the beneficence of God because “He gave repentance unto salvation even to the Gentiles” (Acts 11:18). “When we were dead in sins, God made us alive together with Christ” (Eph. 2:5). The apostle commands the minister to be patient with those who resist, “if perhaps God may give them repentance, that they may recover themselves (ἀνανήφωσιν) from the snares of the devil” (2 Tim. 2:25–26).

** “Behold, I will give of the synagogue of Satan, who say they are Jews and are not, but do lie. Behold, I will make them to come and bow down before Your feet and know that I have loved You” (Rev. 3:9). **

(2) Passages in which the work of conversion is attributed in particular to the Holy Spirit. “My Spirit will not dispute with men forever, for they are flesh” (Gen. 6:3). The Holy Spirit certainly intended to work repentance in the hearts of people through the Word, but since they all followed the pleasures of the flesh, they stubbornly despised the admonitions and reproofs of the Holy Spirit. “I will give you a new Spirit” (I will renew you unto repentance through the Holy Spirit) (Ezek. 36:26). “The Holy Spirit will convict the world of sin, righteousness, and judgment” (John 16:8).

(3) Passages in which the power to convert oneself is removed from the powers of man. “Every imagination of the thoughts of the heart is only evil every day” (Gen. 6:5; 8:21). “Your eyes have seen the great signs and wonders, but to this day the Lord has not given you a heart to understand, eyes to see, and ears to hear” (Deut. 29:3–4). People are said “to sit in darkness and in the region of the shadow of death” (Luke 1:79), to be “darkness” (John 1:5; Eph. 5:8), to be “dead in sins” (Eph. 2:1). How, then, can they convert themselves to light and spiritual life by their own powers? Christ says, “No one comes to Me unless the Father draws Him” (John 6:44, 65). “We are not sufficient to think anything from ourselves, as coming from ourselves,” etc. (2 Cor. 3:5).

(4) Passages in which the work of conversion is attributed to the ministers of the church, for God does this through their ministry. John the Baptist “will turn the hearts of the Israelites to the Lord” (Luke 1:16). The Lord says to Paul: “I will send you to the Gentiles to open their eyes that they may be turned from darkness to light and from the power of Satan to God” (Acts 26:17[–18]). “We are ambassadors in the name of Christ, for God is exhorting through us” (2 Cor. 5:20).

§ 36. The following statements of the ancients should be placed here. Ambrose (on Luke 22): “Those at whom Jesus looks deplore their sin. Peter denied and did not weep because the Lord had not looked at him. He denied a second time and did not weep because the Lord still had not looked at him. He denied for the third time, and Jesus looked at him, and he wept very bitterly.”

Augustine (or Fulgentius, as some want) (De fide ad Petrum, ch. 31): “Hold firmly and do not doubt that no man here can repent unless God has enlightened and converted him by His free pitying, for the apostle says, ‘If God may perhaps give them repentance, that they may recover themselves from the snares of the devil’ [2 Tim. 2:26].” [Augustine again] (Enchir., ch. 82): “The mercy of God is necessary not only when repentance happens but also in order that it may happen; otherwise the apostle would not say, ‘If God may perhaps give them repentance’ [2 Tim. 2:26]. Also, in order that Peter might weep bitterly, he sent the Gospel ahead and says, ‘The Lord looked at him’ [Luke 22:61].”

** [Augustine again] (on Psalm 84): “Did not He who has called you back again Himself bring it about that you were converted?” Cassiodorus (on Ps. 32:8): “You see that sinners do not have understanding except when the Lord, appeased, forgives the converted.” **

Gregory (on Ezekiel, homily 8): “Who infused this” (repentance) “within Mary Magdalene inwardly except He who kindly received her outwardly? Who urged her to tears through the Spirit of compunction except He who externally accepted her to pardon in the presence of those who were reclining together?”

Ephraem (De compunct. cordis, 1, toward the middle of ch. 6): “We neglect praying to Him, and we delay calling upon Him, but He Himself loves us and has mercy on us. He Himself illumines the eyes of our mind, and He Himself offers us the grace of His compunction.”

Anselm (Enarr. evang., f. 291): “Of our own selves we have the resources to fall into sin, but of our own selves we do not have the resources to rise back up to forgiveness.”

Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 3): “He who has given the will to repent must also add the power to restrain oneself, etc. Without Him I can do nothing—nothing, I say—because [I can] neither repent nor restrain.” Bernard repeats this (De 7 panib., sermon 2, col. 180): “It was the third mercy of God that He visited and cleansed my heart, that what had been sickeningly sweet before might become bitter.”

Gerson (De remed. contra pusill.) “No one should presume that he wants or is able to rise up from his sins of himself or to beware of sins, for this comes only from divine grace. Therefore let everyone beware of a sign of such great arrogance.”

Bede (commentary on Ezra, bk. 3, ch. 23): “Through the Holy Spirit the devotion to repent is infused in us and the gift of pardon is granted to those who repent.”

Granatensis himself acknowledges this and thus writes (Memorale vitae Christian., bk. 2, ch. 2, p. 66): “A person who is born bent or humpbacked from the womb of his mother can discover no medicine nor natural power by which he can be restored to natural erectness. So also, since our will is born with this spiritual hump or curve, there is no one who can rectify it and lift it up to God in such a way that it loves God above all things, except God Himself, who created it. Therefore just as a person cannot acquire this love which transcends all things without God, so also he cannot grieve over all things without the special gift and help of God, for the one thing depends upon the other.”

[Granatensis again] (Conc. 1. Pasch., from the Meditat. of Augustine):


I recognized You too late, O true Light. I recognized You too late, for a great dark cloud came before the eyes of my vanity which caused me not to see the light of truth. I recognized You too late, O ancient Truth, because I was blind, loved my blindness, and was walking to darkness through darkness. But You, my Illuminator, sought me, though I was not seeking You; You called me, though I was not calling You. You cried out with a loud voice and said, “Let there be light in the inner parts of this heart!” and there was light, and the great dark cloud which had covered my eyes left. I saw Your light and recognized the darkness in which I had been, etc.



(With this comparison between creation and conversion he clearly teaches that true and salutary repentance is the work of God alone.)





Is man’s will a contributing cause of repentance?

§ 37. The Papists claim that a person’s will is a contributing cause [συναίτιον] of repentance. Bellarmine (De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 6, col. 1178) accuses Dr. Chemnitz of lying because he had written: “The Papists lead a man who falls into sin after Baptism to human works—that is, to his own works—so that when the word of absolution is present they are and become a sacrament, that is, the efficient cause which confers the grace of reconciliation with God.” [Bellarmine] says (in col. 1182) that [Chemnitz] falsely attributed this writing to Thomas Aquinas: “For the remission of sins, our action is required, and it is meritorious because it falls under free choice.”

To this we respond as follows. (1) Bellarmine writes (De poenit., bk. 2, ch. 2, prop. 2): “Contrition is a free act,” that is, the sort of action which is within our power. He tries to prove this from the fact that there are divine commands concerning contrition. He says, “Why would things that are not within our power be commanded of us?” He writes (ch. 3): “At this time we are quite in agreement with the Lutherans that repentance and, through it, conversion are gifts of God which we cannot obtain without divine inspiration, by the powers of nature alone.” [Again he says] (De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 6, mend. 3): “Contrition and the confession that follows are not only our work but also God’s, who inspires them in us.” Although Bellarmine disapproves of the obviously Pelagian opinion which attributes contrition—and therefore the entire work of conversion—solely to the powers of free choice, nevertheless he embraces the Pelagian idea which distributes conversion between the grace of God and man’s will. That is, he claims that man’s will from its natural powers cooperates immediately at the very first beginning of conversion, something we discussed in greater detail in our treatise On Free Choice [Commonplace XIV, §§ 50–101]. Let Bellarmine recognize his own words (De grat. et libero arbitrio, bk. 6, ch. 10, col. 901): “The Lord commands believing itself, something which is the work of God, so that we ourselves do this. In doing this He commands us to cooperate with God in this work.” Chapter 11 (col. 909): “The free choice in the act of believing and loving has been weakened but nevertheless not extinguished. Through it an act of piety can be performed if aided by grace.”

(2) Some Scholastics clearly argue that “from his purely natural state man can love God above all things,” as we showed from Scotus, Occam, Petrus de Alliaco, and Biel in their very own words in our commonplace On Free Choice [Commonplace XIV] (§ 51). But now, as we showed from Granatensis in the previous section, loving God above all things from one’s purely natural state and grieving over sins from one’s purely natural state are equals. Bellarmine responds coldly that Vega is showing what Scotus otherwise thought, and that the better part of his school teaches the contrary. But what will be done about the rest of the Scholastics, and especially about Biel, who deduces this conclusion quite fittingly from the principles of Scholastic theology and responds to contrary arguments?

(3) The words of Thomas are clear ([ST,] 1.2., q. 114, art. 6): “Our work is meritorious from two causes: first, by virtue of divine impulse, and thus a person merits deservedly [de condigno]; second, according to the fact that it proceeds from free choice, and thus he has congruous merit [meritum congrui].” Article 3: “Meritorious work is considered in two ways: first, as it proceeds from free choice; second, as it proceeds from the grace of the Holy Spirit. In the first way there is no condignity, but there is congruity, for it seems congruous that God repays a person who works according to his own virtue according to the virtue of His excellence. In the second way the value of the merit depends on the power of the Spirit as He moves us to eternal life.” Article 4: “An act has the character of merit, first, from its divine ordinance; second, on the part of free choice.” How, then, was Chemnitz lying when he wrote that Thomas claims it is a meritorious act because it falls under free choice?

(4) When Chemnitz writes that the Papists draw people to their own works, he is contrasting this to Christ’s merit and works, but he does not deny that the Papists require the aiding grace of the Holy Spirit for works that are deservedly meritorious; and for works that are congruously meritorious some of them require prevenient grace. So under what guise of lying does Bellarmine brand him with this charge? Does he not himself claim that the actions of a penitent, when connected with the words of absolution, are a sacrament, that is, the efficient and conferring cause of the remission of sins? On the contrary, since he calls faith, by which we claim that Christ’s righteousness is imputed to us and our sins are forgiven from grace for Christ’s sake, “an empty persuasion, a fiction of Luther, and pure foolishness,” surely this is leading people away from Christ to their own works and merits. For even though he says that God’s special aid is required for contrition, confession, and satisfaction, nevertheless the same actions are and remain our works. In fact, their allied and cooperating cause is a person’s free choice, something which Bellarmine certainly does not deny.

(5) What shall we say about the dispositions to justification, the preparations for grace, and congruous merit—all of which they pretend proceed not from the grace of justification but which precede it, as will be discussed in greater detail in its own place [On Justification through Faith (Commonplace XIX), §§ 155, 167–75; On Good Works (Commonplace XX), § 108].





Arguments to establish cooperation in conversion.

§ 38. Elsewhere we have explained the arguments by which the work of conversion is attributed either totally or partly to the natural powers of free choice. (1) “People are commanded to turn to God. Therefore they are able to turn by their own powers.” We respond. We dealt with this argument in detail in the treatise On Free Choice [Commonplace XIV] (§ 72).

(2) “If the work of conversion is not divided between the grace of God and man’s will, an absolute decree is introduced, and God is established as a respecter of persons.” Response: We have also treated this argument in detail in the treatise On Election and Reprobation [Commonplace X] (§ 139). Therefore we do not wish to repeat what we have already said.





[The instrumental cause is the Word of God.]

§ 39. The instrumental cause2 of repentance is the Word of God, because the Holy Spirit works the salutary conversion of a sinner to God not immediately but mediately: through the word of Law, so that in this way He may reveal sin, announce God’s wrath, and strike terror into consciences; but through the Gospel He lifts up terrified minds by showing them Christ the Mediator and by kindling faith in Him. The two parts of repentance—contrition and faith—arise in this way. Therefore the proper and particular instrument of contrition is the preaching of the Law, to which pertain public and private calamities, which are, so to speak, “sermons in action” [reales conciones] about the hatefulness of sins and God’s wrath against them; so also meditation on Christ’s sufferings and death, which has the function of a very clear mirror from which we can recognize the gravity of God’s wrath against sins. The proper instrument to kindle faith is the Gospel, which is the preaching of the free promise of the forgiveness of sins for the sake of Christ, who is the Mediator, who died on the altar of the cross for our sins. This faith is followed by an intent for a better life and by a new obedience which produces fruits worthy of repentance [Acts 26:20], about which more will be said in the specific explanation of all this [§§ 118–36].


 

1 On “principal cause,” see above, p. 36 n. 3. On “contributory cause,” see above, p. 38 n. 5.

2 See above, p. 8 n. 4.







CHAPTER VII: ON THE PARTS OF REPENTANCE IN GENERAL

§ 40. From this it is easily seen that there are two proper and essential parts of repentance, namely, contrition and faith. This is confirmed in general with these arguments.

(1) Repentance is a conversion, and for this reason it is called ּתְׁשּובָה [“return”] in Hebrew. But now, every conversion takes place between two limits, one of which is called the “starting point” [terminus a quo], and the other, the “ending point” [terminus ad quem]. Therefore repentance also has these two limits. The starting point is sins and a badly conducted life; from the consideration of them come grief and contrition. The ending point is God; confidence in His mercy promised for Christ the Mediator’s sake lifts a man’s heart. It is obvious from this that there are two parts of repentance, namely, contrition and faith. “We preach to you to be converted from these vain things to the living God, who made heaven and earth” (Acts 14:15). “I have kept back nothing that was profitable to you, but have preached it to you and taught you publicly, and from house to house, testifying both to Jews and Gentiles repentance toward God and faith in our Lord Jesus Christ” (Acts 20:20–21). “I send you to open the eyes of the Gentiles, that they may be converted from darkness to light and from the power of Satan to God, that they may receive forgiveness of sins and a lot among those who have been sanctified through the faith that is in Me” (Acts 26:[17–]18). The apostle says, “I preached to the Gentiles that they should repent and turn to God and do works worthy of repentance” ([Acts 26:]20). Assign here all the statements of Scripture in which those who are truly and seriously repentant are said to turn away from their sins to God; and see also the descriptions of the fathers which were cited earlier in § 8.

** It is shown that there are two parts of repentance also by the justice and mercy of God. Contrition is born from a consideration of the former; confidence comes from meditation on the latter. Dan. 9:5, 9, 18: “We have sinned, we have committed iniquity, we were wicked.” (This is the first part of repentance.) “But Yours, O Lord, is mercy and forgiveness. It is not in our righteousnesses that we throw ourselves down,” etc. (This is the second part of repentance.) In Luke 24:47 Christ gives the command “to preach repentance” (that is, the knowledge of sin from the Law) “and the forgiveness of sins” (that is, faith from the Gospel). “I testified to them repentance and faith in Jesus Christ” (Acts 20:21). **

(2) However many chief kinds of heavenly doctrine there are, by whose ministry the Holy Spirit preaches true and salutary repentance and works the same in the hearts of men, there are that many parts of repentance. But now, there are two chief kinds of heavenly doctrine through which the Holy Spirit preaches and works repentance, namely, the Law and the Gospel, as is very evident and as can easily be proven from a sufficient listing of the other points of doctrine. Therefore there are two essential parts of repentance. The logical sequence of the major premise is obvious because each of these doctrines has its own unique and proper effect in converting a person. Although these two effects are different from each other, nevertheless they come together jointly to establish one common effect of repentance. The Law produces grief as it reveals the hatefulness of sin and God’s wrath against sin and accuses a person because of his transgression. The Gospel proclaims that Christ, who died on the altar of the cross for our sins, is the Mediator for a terrified and contrite person.

Here should be placed the following statements of Scripture. “The Lord kills and makes alive; He brings down to hell and brings back again” (1 Sam. 2:6). “The Lord chastising has chastised me, but He has not delivered me over to death” (Ps. 118:18). “My soul has fainted from distress; strengthen me.” (Ps. 119:28). “He does His strange work [opus alienum] that He may do His own [proprium]” (Isa. 28:21). “He dwells in the holy place and with a contrite and humble spirit, to revive the spirit of the humble and to revive the heart of the contrite” (Isa. 57:15). The Lord lashes and cures. “In their tribulation, says the Lord, they will seek Me early in the morning, saying, Come, let us return to the Lord because He has struck us and will cure us” (Hosea 6:1[–2]). “Come to Me, all you who labor and are heavy laden, and I will refresh you” (Matt. 11:28). In these statements, “killing,” “striking,” “chastising,” etc., mean contrition; and “making alive,” “curing,” and “refreshing” express faith, which finds life, healing, and rest in Christ.

(3) However many essential parts there are in the actual practice of the truly repentant, that many essential parts of true and salutary repentance must be established. The logic of the consequence depends on the perpetual and exact relation of theory and practice. Yet two essential parts are witnessed in the practice of the truly repentant. Therefore the same number of parts, neither more nor less, must be established for true and salutary repentance. The minor premise is proved from a number of examples. The first parents who slipped so badly at the beginning were terrified by the threat of the Law and its declaration of punishments but were soon lifted up by the promise of the Gospel about the woman’s Seed (Gen. 3:15). At the first, David stood before the harsh tribunal of God, but then he heard the Gospel message (2 Sam. 12:13): “The Lord has put away your sin.” The sum of Christ’s preaching is contained in these words (Mark 1:15): “Repent and believe the Gospel.” With his finger John points to “the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world” (John 1:29). The sinful woman shows quite obvious signs of inner contrition and straightway hears from Christ (Luke 7:48, 50): “Your sins have been forgiven you. Your faith has saved you. Depart in peace.” The judgment must be the same regarding those who have true and salutary repentance.

(4) According to Christ’s teaching, repentance is salutary medicine for the soul placed against our spiritual maladies (Matt. 9:12–13): “Those who are well have no need for a physician, but those who are sick. I came not to call the righteous but sinners to repentance.” Therefore just as recognition and healing of a disease are required in the care of the body, so also in the care of the soul the serious recognition and hatred of sin as a spiritual malady and its healing through faith in Christ are required. Ambrose (on Romans 3): “Through the Law comes the knowledge of sin; the annulling of it comes through faith.” That is why Christ Jesus, that faithful Samaritan, is said to use wine and oil in the healing of our wounds (Luke 10:34). The wine is sharp, but the oil is gentle. Ambrose (De poenit., 1, ch. 10): “Pour on wine and oil, not wine without oil, but that which fosters and that which bites back.”







Contrition is a part of repentance.

§ 41. There is no lack of arguments by which to prove the two essential parts of repentance specifically. Regarding contrition, the Papists concede that it is a part of repentance, though they take that word to mean a free act voluntarily assumed and the external signs of contrition, as will become clear a little later [§§ 62–96]. But we understand the word “contrition” to mean the true recognition of sin, the serious grief, and the inner anguish of conscience over it which are very often connected with external signs, all of which constitute the first part of repentance. We show this as follows.

Whatever (1) God Himself requires of the truly repentant (2) and is seen constantly in examples of the truly repentant (3) and without which the forgiveness of sins has no place—this belongs without doubt to the essential parts of true and salutary repentance. Yet (1) contrition—that is, the true recognition of sin and serious remorse over it—is required by God Himself of the truly penitent. “Bring back, you transgressors, upon the heart” (Isa. 46:8). “I shall look upon him who is poor and contrite of spirit and who trembles at My words” (Isa. 66:2). “Yet acknowledge your iniquity, that you have transgressed against Jehovah, your God” (Jer. 3:13). “Circumcise yourselves to Jehovah, and take away the foreskins of your heart” (Jer. 4:4). “Gird yourselves with sackcloth, lament and wail” (v. 8). “Return to Me with all your heart, with fasting, with weeping, and with mourning; and rend your hearts and not your garments” (Joel 2:12[–13]).

(2) The same thing is constantly seen in examples of the truly repentant. Our first parents became afraid and fled from the sight of God (Gen. 3:8). David’s sin of adultery and murder is set before his eyes that he may burst forth with full grief at this word before he hears of the forgiveness of his sins (2 Sam. 12:13). Thus, after David had ordered the people to be counted, “his heart struck him” so that he said to Jehovah: “I have sinned greatly in what I have done. So now, O Jehovah, take away the iniquity of Your servant, because I have done very foolishly” (2 Sam. 24:10). “When Manasseh was in distress, he prayed [to] the face of Jehovah his God and humbled himself greatly before the face of the God of his fathers” (2 Chron. 33:12). Hezekiah said, “Like a lion He has broken [contrivit] all my bones” (Isa. 38:13).

(3) Without true contrition, forgiveness of sins does not find a place. “Those who are well have no need of a physician, but those who are sick” (Matt. 9:12). “Come to Me, all who labor and are heavy laden, and I will refresh you” (Matt. 11:28). Therefore contrition is required without exception as an essential part of true repentance. So even though in some statements and examples of Scripture there is no clear mention of contrition, nevertheless it ought always to be understood in the description of true and salutary repentance, as is clear from the reasons cited. “Unless you believe that I am He” (and sincerely repent), “you will die in your sins” (John 8:24).







Faith is a part of repentance.

§ 42. With the following arguments we demonstrate that true faith in Christ is no less required for salutary repentance and that it constitutes the second part of it.

(1) Repentance is a “work unto life” (Acts 11:18) through which one obtains forgiveness of sins (Jer. 36:3; Acts 3:19), the grace of God, righteousness, the gift of the Holy Spirit, the turning away or mitigation of punishments, and eternal life, as will be shown more fully in its own place [§ 140]. But these find no place without faith, without which “it is impossible to please God” (Heb. 11:6). Indeed, these benefits are obtained only by means of faith in Christ. Therefore faith cannot be excluded from the parts of true repentance. Instead, all the things said about repentance are said with respect to faith in that manner of predication by which the property of a part is attributed to the whole because of that part.

(2) Anything through which true and salutary repentance is distinguished from false and destructive repentance must not be excluded from the essential parts of true and salutary repentance. But now, it is through faith that true and salutary repentance is distinguished from that which is false and destructive. Therefore faith must not be excluded from the essential parts of true and salutary repentance. The minor premise is established from the definition of both [sorts] of repentance given earlier [§ 34]. Judas repented of his betrayal [Matt. 27:3–4] no less than did Peter of his denial [Matt. 26:75], but the repentance of Judas was not salutary because it was not united with true saving faith in Christ, by which Peter again lifted himself up in the torments of his conscience.

(3) Anything required as an essential part in the description of true and salutary repentance does not come as something to be excluded from the number of its parts. But faith is required as an essential part in the description of true and salutary repentance. “But you, seeing it, did not even afterward repent, that you might believe Him” (Matt. 21:32). “Repent and believe the Gospel” (Mark 1:15). “I testified to Jews and Greeks repentance toward God and faith in our Lord Jesus Christ” (Acts 20:21).

** “John preached, saying, ‘Repent’ ” (Matt. 3:[1–]2). “John baptized with the Baptism of repentance, telling people to believe in the One who was going to come” (Acts 19:4). **

Therefore faith must not be excluded from the number of the parts of repentance. The further specification, that it is required as a “part,” is added because of the new obedience, which is likewise required in the description of true repentance, but as a fruit, not as a part. “Bear fruits worthy of repentance” (Matt. 3:8). “I preached to the Gentiles to repent and turn to God, doing works worthy of repentance” (Acts 26:20).

(4) If faith is removed from the number of essential parts of repentance, there is no ending point [terminus ad quem] in conversion, no distinction remains between salutary and destructive repentance, firm comfort is taken away from terror-stricken consciences, and all repentance would then be the work of the Law, and thus it would not be “repentance unto life” and “unto salvation” (Acts 11:18; 2 Cor. 7:10). Since all this is absurd, it certainly cannot be denied that faith is a part of repentance.





Statements of the ancients.

§ 43. The words of the devout ancients should be placed here. (1) Statements in which they tie repentance and faith together, where the word “repentance” means contrition by synecdoche.

(2) Statements in which they add the hope of pardon to repentance, where the hope of pardon indicates nothing other than confidence in God’s mercy promised for Christ’s sake.

(3) Statements in which they say that repentance is bemoaning sins and no longer committing sins to be bemoaned, where the first belongs to contrition and the second requires faith, without which the God-pleasing newness of life is impossible.

Justin (QQ. et resp. ad orthod., q. 37, p. 322): “Through repentance and faith in Christ, forgiveness for the sins which one has committed is received.”

Irenaeus (bk. 3, ch. 11, p. 182): “It is the recognition of salvation and of the Son of God, who is truly said to be and truly is salvation, Savior, and health. John made this recognition of salvation repentance for those who repented and believed in the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world [John 1:29].”

Clement of Alexandria (Stromat., bk. 2, p. 174): “True repentance requires that we cease sinning and believe.” In the same place he calls repentance “the work and office of faith.”

Tertullian (De poenit., bk. 1, p. 556): “This washing” (by which he means Baptism) “is the seal of faith; and this faith begins with and is commended by the faith of repentance.” Contra Marcion. (bk. 4), concerning the sinful woman: “Although the stimulus for her repentance had come from faith, through her repentance she heard from Him through whom she was justified by faith: ‘Your faith has saved you’ [Luke 7:50], that is, from Him who had declared through Habakkuk [2:4]: ‘The just by his faith lives.’ ”

Lactantius (Instit., 5, ch. 15, p. 433), in the Haereseolog.: “The awareness of sin and the fear of punishment cause a person to be more religious, and the faith which repentance establishes is always stronger.”

Ambrose (De poenit., 1, ch. 1, part 1, p. 152): “No one can repent well except the person who has hoped for forgiveness.” Chapter 10 (p. 159): “If you wish to call back some fallen person, do you urge him to believe or not to believe? Surely you urge him to believe; but according to the statement of the Lord, whoever believes has eternal life [John 3:36].” De poenit. (bk. 2, ch. 8, p. 172): “What we read about Lazarus we should believe in the case of every converted sinner, who, though he may stink, is nevertheless cleansed by the precious ointment of faith, for faith has so much grace that, where the dead man was stinking the day before, the entire home there was filled with a fragrant odor.” Letter 3 (bk. 1, vol. 3, p. 64):


Whoever wants to wash away his sin must remove the strange fire from himself [cf. Lev. 10:1]. He should offer himself to that fire alone which burns away the fault and not the person. Who is that fire? Listen to him as he says, “Jesus baptizes with the Holy Spirit and with fire,” etc. [Matt. 3:11]. He is the fire who washed away the sin of the thief. Judas could not come for a remedy because he wrapped a strange fire in his breast, a fire which incited him toward the noose, for he was unworthy of the remedy because he did not lament in his innermost mind when he turned, nor did he repent zealously. For our Lord Jesus is of such pity that He would forgive him if he had desired Christ’s mercy.



Letter 76 (bk. 9, p. 186): “Wherever punishment is prescribed, repentance of sins should be present. Wherever forgiveness is given, there is grace. Repentance comes first, and grace follows. Therefore there is no repentance without grace, no grace without repentance; for repentance should first condemn sin that grace may wipe it away.” On Luke 24 (bk. 10, vol. 5, p. 167): “God does not demand mere tears, but faith. Tears are good if you acknowledge Christ.” Sermon 45 de latrone (which some attribute to Bishop Maximus): “It is faith which covers sins, which overcomes crimes, which makes innocent people out of thieves; for though the blame for those who sin may be great, the grace of faith nevertheless is greater.”

Chrysostom (Ad pop. Antioch., homily 80): “Do not trust in your own repentance, for your repentance, however great, cannot destroy sin. If it were only repentance, you would be right to be afraid. But after faith and God’s mercy are mixed with your repentance, be confident because only God’s grace overcomes your wickedness.”

** [Chrysostom again] (on Hebrews 6, homily 9): “What else is our teaching but repenting of our dead works and receiving, through the Spirit, faith in the resurrection of the dead and eternal judgment?” Jerome (explanation of Psalm 7, a penitential psalm): “Unless a person departs from himself unto Him who is above him, he does not draw near.” **

Augustine (De vera et falsa poenit., ch. 2): “If faith is the foundation of repentance beside which there is nothing that is good, the repentance which is clearly founded on faith is what must be sought, for a good tree cannot produce evil fruits [cf. Matt. 7:17–18]. Thus repentance which does not proceed from faith is useless; for one must believe that the Savior grants the remedy of repentance through faith.”

** [Jerome] (Advers. Pelag.): “We are, then, righteous when we admit that we are sinners, and our righteousness depends not on our own merit but on God’s mercy.” **

[Augustine] (on Psalm 30 [Vg], conc. 1, after the middle): “ ‘In Your righteousness rescue me’ [Ps. 31:1 (Ps. 30:2 Vg)], in order that You may forgive my sins and build up Your righteousness within me. ‘You will be for me my house of refuge. I flee to You,’ etc. [Ps. 31:2 (Ps. 30:3 Vg)]. If You are angry with me, I find You my avenger; if You are pleased, I find You my helper. Therefore nothing remains for me except to flee to You, not from You.” In the preceding chapters, he declares this righteousness to us in this way: that God gives it to us through faith in Christ. On Psalm 146 [Vg]: “We are corrupt and twisted in heart. We can approve almost nothing which God approves. His Commandments do not please us; we complain about Him. Thus there is no other remedy than that those corrupt hearts be broken to pieces [conterantur], and your pounding of sins means nothing else than that you have sinned, not [merely] your mouth. ‘God binds up your contritions’ [Ps. 147:3 (146:3 Vg)]. When people behave in such a way, they must turn their eyes to the Word of God and to the promises bound and sealed by the sacraments, and then our cleanliness will be made perfect.” (See Augustine on Psalms 50, 70, 74, 101, 110, 149, where he always connects with each other contrition and confidence in God’s mercy, which comes to us only in and through Christ.)

Cyril (on Leviticus, bk. 8, col. 712): “Conversion and the faith by which sins are forgiven are required for repentance.”

Fulgentius (Letter 7 ad Venantiam, de recta poenit., in Haeresiol., p. 125):


Beneficial conversion consists in two ways: if repentance does not abandon one who hopes for it and if hope does not abandon the penitent—and through this if anyone wholeheartedly renounces his sin and with his heart places his hope of forgiveness in God. In fact, the devil sometime takes away hope from the penitent person or repentance from a person who hopes. He checks the one as he burdens him and casts down; the other, as he lifts him up, etc. Judas indeed repented worthily but thus denied himself the fruit of repentance because he did not hope that the sin of his betrayal would be washed away by the very blood which he had betrayed, etc. Scripture has forewarned and showed both that we should not remain in our sin and that we should entertain no doubts about the forgiveness of any sin.



Bernard (De annunt. b. Mariae, sermon 1, col. 105): “If you believe that your sins cannot be abolished except by Him against whom alone you have sinned and to whom no sin attaches, you do well. But add this: that you also believe that sins are placed upon you by your own fault. For this is the testimony which the Holy Spirit gives in our heart when He says, ‘Your sins have been forgiven you.’ For the apostle thinks that thus is a person justified freely through the same.” [Bernard again] (Sermon 3 de annunt. col. 112):


O Lord, faith alone obtains a place of compassion with You, and You place the oil of mercy nowhere except in the vessel of trust. But a faithless trust is certainly capable only of a curse, namely, when we sin in hope, though we must not call that trust anything but a sort of destructive insensitivity and pretense. For what is trust to a person who notices no peril? Or what remedy for fear is there where fear is not felt or where there is no material for fear? Trust is solace, and that person needs no solace who rejoices when he commits an evil act and exults even more in the most wicked things. Therefore let us ask that the brethren tell us what great iniquities and sins we have, and let us desire that our sins be revealed to us. Let us examine our ways and consider all our pursuits and perils with watchful intent. Let someone say in his terror: “I shall go to the gates of hell” [Isa. 38:1], so that we no longer breathe except only in God’s mercy. This is the true trust of a person to whom mercy is not denied, as the prophet witnesses that it is the good-pleasure of the Lord upon those who fear Him and upon those who hope for His mercy. Surely no little cause for fear is at hand for us or is upon us. But the cause of our trust is in Him, etc.



Tauler (Conciones, f. 280): “This is the real sugar of true penance and repentance through which the sinner is reconciled with God: if he bids farewell to all creatures and all created things and relies on God’s goodness alone with his whole heart.”

Petrus Cluniacensis (bk. 1, Letter 2): “If, according to Scripture, the righteous by faith lives [Hab. 2:4], the sinner will return to life through faith.”

** Anton. Marinarius (Orat. habita ad patres Trid., which Flacius cites in his book De dissen. pontif., p. 181): “Through Christ He” (God) “forgives sins freely for all those who from the heart return to their senses and who reach out to Him with living faith, and He adopts them into the place and right of His children.” The Postill. Amberg. for the Fourth Sunday of Advent (p. 16): “There are four parts of true repentance: first, the acknowledgment of sin; second, serious grief over it and confession before God; third, hope of and confidence in divine mercy through Christ; fourth, the emendation of life.” **

I also place here the testimony of Jacobus Veldius (whom Aegidius Topiarius calls “a man absolutely finished in every detail in the subject of theology”). In the epilogue to his sermon on the Epistle for Ash Wednesday, he sets up two parts of repentance, namely: “contrition and confession of the inner Adam, who weeps over and bemoans his sins; second, firm faith in God and sure confidence in the grace of God.”





Do the Evangelicals disagree in listing the parts of repentance?

§ 44. Bellarmine (De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 18) attacks the position of our churches in such a way that he first attributes to us inconsistency, because some claim two parts of repentance—namely, contrition and faith—but some claim three and add new obedience to the first two; and that some claim two others, namely, mortification and vivification.

We respond. (1) This is more rightly said about the Papist writers themselves, because in assigning parts to repentance they follow different opinions. Durandus (Sent., 4, dist. 16, q. 1) says that confession alone is the material part of this sacrament, but that contrition is the disposition of repentance and satisfaction is its fruit. Scotus (Sent., 4, dist. 14, q. 4) and his followers establish the entire sacramentality in absolution alone, and they call not only contrition but also the rest of the acts of the penitent not a part of but a disposition for the sacrament. Most establish three material parts: contrition, confession, and satisfaction.

(2) The position of our churches is set forth clearly in the Augsburg Confession (art. 12): “Repentance properly consists of two parts: the first is contrition or terrors smiting the conscience by acknowledged sin; the other is faith, which is conceived from the Gospel or absolution and which believes that for Christ’s sake sins are forgiven, which comforts the conscience and frees it from terrors. Good works should then follow, for they are the fruits of repentance.”1 The same thing is repeated in the Smalcald Articles (part 3, art. 3);2 in the Formula of Concord (art. 5);3 in the Apology (ch. 12).4 From Dr. Luther’s commentaries (commentaries on Psalm 51, Genesis 42 and 50, Joel 2, etc.), it is clear that this position is consistent with his own.

(3) The Apology of the Confession (art. 12) says: “If anyone wants to add a third part, namely, the fruits worthy of repentance—that is, the change of one’s whole life and behavior for the better—we shall not contest this.”5 This is opposed to the outcries of our opponents, who kept making the false charge that we were tearing new obedience out of true and whole conversion and that, with great contention against the Catholic Church, we preach this one confidence removed from all piety, as the Council of Trent says. Accordingly, when new obedience is added to the parts of repentance, the word “repentance” is used in its broader sense for the whole of conversion along with its properties and effects. But, properly speaking, there are only two essential parts of repentance, namely, contrition and faith, which will be treated a little later in greater detail (§ 54).

(4) Dr. Philipp takes “mortification” and “vivification” to mean nothing else than contrition and faith, as Bellarmine himself admits. Calvin’s opinion will be examined a bit later [§ 56].





Do terrors belong to the parts of repentance?

§ 45. After setting those things in front, Bellarmine (in ch. 19) forms five propositions in which he includes his opinion about the true and essential parts of repentance as follows. The first of these is: “The terror struck in the mind by the Law is not rightly placed among the parts of repentance.” Indeed, he concedes that as many terrors as possible are required for conversion, yet he denies expressly that they are a part of repentance.

We respond. Earlier [§ 41] we demonstrated that contrition or, what is the same, terrors produced by the Law are a part of repentance in the proper sense of the word, and even experience teaches this. For if terror produced by the Law is not part of repentance, what is the use of sermons on the Law in a person’s conversion?

** The following also claim that contrition is not part of repentance. Calvin (Instit., bk. 3, ch. 3, § 7) says, “Conversion begins from the horror and hatred of sin, and thus it is stated by the apostle that sorrow according to God [2 Cor. 7:10] is the cause of repentance.” Beza (Absters. calumniarum Heshusii, vol. 1, p. 328). Bucanus (locus 30, p. 291), where he says, “The antecedent, interior, immediate, and following cause of repentance is the fear of God from thinking on the judgment of God that is coming and before which we must stand.” But Sibrandus says (Declarat., p. 50): “Our repentance is not the antecedent but the consequence of justification; thus we are righteous before repenting.” Beza uses this argument: “If contrition of the heart or terrors of conscience were properly a part of repentance, it would be salvation-producing by its own nature.” We respond. First, this is a refutation of the consequent [elenchus consequentis],6 for contrition does not have to be salutary immediately and by its own nature since it is established as a part; thus we add faith, so that the sinner emerges out of the whirlpool of despair, and contrition becomes sorrow that is according to God (2 Cor. 7:10). **





First, that Scripture distinguishes terror from repentance.

Let us see the arguments with which Bellarmine expunges it from the number of parts. He gives four reasons: (I) “Scripture distinguishes terror from repentance: ‘Sorrow that is according to God works repentance, steadfast unto salvation’ (2 Cor. 7[:10]).”

We respond. (1) We understand the terrors produced in a sinner’s conscience by the Law as the grief over sins committed. But now, Bellarmine is denying that the word “sorrow” in these words of the apostle means grief over sins committed. Thus, on the basis of his hypothesis, this statement is foreign to the present question.

(2) But it neither should nor can be denied that, in this statement, “sorrow according to God” means grief over sins committed, because the context shows that it cannot be understood in any other way. For the apostle is setting up two sorrows: one, according to God, that is, one which is born of the Spirit of God moving hearts toward spiritual things so that we grieve over our loss of them and over our sins; the other is a sorrow of this world, which is born of the spirit of the world and is proper to the children of the world, because of which they grieve immoderately over the loss of temporal power, or are grieved and rage out of their impatience with reproach, or feel the constant biting of conscience without any comfort of the Word. Ambrose comments on this passage: “It is obvious that he who is sad because he has sinned is sad according to God, for he is grieving because He has done what God hates, and this pertains to the firmness of salvation. But as sorrow according to God works life (for he repents and hopes for God’s mercy), so also sorrow according to the world works death.”

Bellarmine retorts: “Should this grief over sins committed be contrition or repentance itself, how, then, could it be distinguished from repentance?”

We respond. This salutary sorrow according to God is understood as united with the life-giving comfort of the Spirit, for those who sorrow according to God in a salutary way experience life-giving comfort from God, because God, who is “the God of all comfort” (2 Cor. 1:3), dwells “with a humble and contrite spirit to revive the spirit of the humble and to revive the heart of the contrite” (Isa. 57:15). Thus the apostle declares in regard to this “sorrow according to God”: “It works repentance, steadfast unto salvation,” namely, by reason of the life-giving comfort of which we become partakers in no other way but by faith in Christ the Mediator, and also which alone causes salutary repentance. Hence Ambrose correctly adds: “Consequently, sorrow according to God works life because it repents and hopes for God’s mercy.”

Bellarmine does not yet allow himself to be satisfied, but presses this which the apostle says in the same Epistle ([2 Cor.] 2:4): “I wrote to you with much affliction and anguish not to sadden you but so that you would know what love I have for you.” And: “I rejoice, not because you were saddened, but because you were saddened unto repentance” ([2 Cor.] 7:9). But [Bellarmine thinks] that surely the apostle would not say these things if he understood grief to mean the sadness that anguishes a person because he has offended God. For he would not say, “I wrote to you not that you would grieve over sin,” since he desired this thing very intensely. Nor would he say, “I do not rejoice because you were saddened,” since sinners becoming sorry that they have sinned is something that must be rejoiced over.

We respond. The reality of the situation shows that the grief of the world described above must be understood to mean both things. Therefore the apostle is excluding only the former but not that salutary sorrow according to God, for he clearly adds in the latter passage: “I rejoice, not because you were saddened, but because you were saddened unto repentance,” that is, because you were rebuked by this salutary sorrow according to God, which works salutary and unregretted [ἀμεταμέλητον] repentance. Ambrose comments on the aforementioned passage: “Thus he says that he rejoiced because they were saddened with shame and not with wrath; because a person who has felt judgment and suffers shame promises to correct himself, but someone who is angry demonstrates that he will become worse.” On the basis of all this it is clear that sorrow according to God, or this salutary grief over sins committed, is different from repentance but is not totally separate from it.

(3) Someone may say: “Because the efficient cause is extrinsic, it is not part of the essence of the thing. But the apostle has already established sorrow according to God as the efficient cause of repentance. Therefore it is not a part of the same essence.”

We respond. In no way does the apostle claim that godly grief works repentance simply and absolutely. Rather, he adds that it works “repentance, unregretted unto salvation.” Therefore he is drawing a distinction between true, salutary repentance and fruitless, destructive grief. He says that the former is “performed” (ἀπεργάζεσθαι) or established by sorrow according to God, which always has the life-giving comfort of the Spirit connected with it; but the latter springs from the sorrow of the world, to which, consequently, he attributes the working of death antithetically.





Second, [that] theologians do not mention terrors in their definition of repentance.

§ 46. (II) Bellarmine’s second argument, in which he tries to prove that the terror produced by the Law is not rightly included among the parts of repentance, is as follows: “Both the ancient and more recent theologians do not mention these terrors in their definitions of repentance, as these stand in Lombard (Sent., 4, dist. 14) and Gratian (De poenit., dist. 3).”

We respond. (1) We cannot make a conclusive argument negatively from human authority. Thomas ([ST,] part 1, q. 1, art. 8) writes: “Sacred doctrine, strictly speaking, employs the authority of the canonical Scripture as a necessary demonstration. I use the authority of other teachers of the church to argue probably, but not as if arguing from proper [authorities].”

(2) In its own place [§ 41] we have shown that clear mention of terrors is made in the statements of Scripture concerning repentance and the examples of the truly penitent. An utterly perfect mirror of true, salutary repentance is presented in David’s psalms. How will anyone be able to deny that they mention the terrors and torments of conscience?

(3) Nor have the ancients omitted them completely in their definitions. Tertullian writes (at the beginning of De poenit.): “Repentance is the suffering of the mind or grief over the wrong of an earlier act.” Lombard says that repentance is “weeping over past evils and not committing again what one would have to bemoan.” From Ambrose it is “to deplore sins before committing them and not to commit them.” From Gregory it is “punishment ever painful [poenitentem] over that which one is sorry to have done”; and from Augustine it is this beating of the breast, this weeping, this torment, which does not exclude but presupposes terrors inflicted from the Law. Gratian quotes the description of Ambrose: “Repentance is the grief of the heart and the bitterness of the soul because of the evils which anyone has committed or to which he has consented.”





Third, [that] being terrified is a natural affection.

§ 47. (III) Bellarmine’s third argument is as follows: “Being terrified is not an act of virtue but a natural affection which we see even in children and animals. But now, only those changes which proceed from the virtue of repentance can be parts of it.”

We respond. (1) Contrition is not simply called terror, but terror which arises from the acknowledgment of sins and from the consideration of divine wrath, the kind of terror which obviously does not occur in animals and children.

(2) Such terror is not the effect of an acquired or infused habit rising from man’s free choice but is an effectual movement kindled by the Holy Spirit, for it is He who reproves sin and beats upon our stony hearts with a hammer, so to speak. “Convert me, O Lord, and I shall be converted to You” (Jer. 31:18). “I will take the heart of stone out of your flesh and give you a heart of flesh” (Ezek. 36:26).

(3) On account of the fall, our nature has become so corrupt that it takes pleasure in sin and deludes itself in sins. By nature our heart is rock-hard and does not know how to repent. How, then, will the terror and torment springing from the knowledge of sin be a natural affection? It is God who “sets our secret sins in the light of His face” (Ps. 90:8); it is He who “convicts us” on account of our sins and “sets before our eyes” whatever we have done (Ps. 50:21); it is He who beats upon the stone of our heart with the hammer of the Law and kindles our icy hearts with the “fire” of the Word (Jer. 23:29).





Fourth, [that] terrors are found in those who do not repent, and some people repent without terrors.

§ 48. (IV) Bellarmine finally concludes in this way: “Terrors are found in those who do not repent, as in demons, who believe and shudder (James 2[:19]); and, conversely, some people repent without terrors, as in the case of the sinful woman (Luke 7[:36–50]). How credible it is, indeed, to have repented with no fear of punishment but solely because of the love of God!”

We respond. (1) Again he is resorting to the fault of equivocation. Although demons may be afflicted with the terrors of punishment, nevertheless true grief from sins committed, sincere hatred of the same, and humiliation before God’s judgment do not occur in them. Here we use “terrors” to mean these things, which will become clear from the following.

(2) Terrors of conscience can indeed be separated from faith, as is clear in the case of those who are filled with despair, and of demons. Nevertheless true, salutary repentance is not free of terrors of conscience. But it is unphilosophical to conclude that a part does not belong to the whole because it can be separated from a part with which it constitutes the whole. For must we endure this conclusion: “The soul can be separated from the body; therefore it is not an essential part of man”? In the same way, this does not work: “Terrors exist in those in whom faith does not follow; therefore terrors with faith do not constitute repentance.”

(3) There must be a distinction between filial fear and servile fear. Filial fear and trembling are proper to true, salutary repentance. They are, in fact, connected with true faith in Christ. Servile fear springs from the fear of punishment and is proper to demons.

(4) Those who are truly repentant grieve not so much from a fear of punishment as from their love for God and their hatred of sin. Nevertheless they are not free from all terrors of conscience. Rather, fear and confidence are joined in them, and consequently they pray that the judgment of God might not come upon them (Ps. 143:2). Meanwhile, they gain confidence in God’s mercy, so they are described in this way: “They fear the Lord and hope in His mercy” (Ps. 147:[11]).

(5) The very tears of the sinful woman of Luke 7[:38] bear considerable and even greater witness that she felt genuine, serious pangs of conscience. These tears are the ambassadors of grief and testify more than sufficiently to the blood of a wounded soul. Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 10):


Her weeping is the ointment which her soul, ensnared by many sins, makes ready: she begins to contemplate her ways; she gathers, heaps up, and grinds up the many different types of her sins in the mortar of her conscience and at the same time cooks them all together in the kettle of her seething breast with a fire of repentance and grief, so that she can say with the prophet: “My heart burns within me, and a fire is kindled in my meditation” [Ps. 39:3], etc.









Some claim that faith is not part of repentance.

§ 49. Let us proceed to Bellarmine’s second proposition which he shapes from the parts of repentance: “Faith is not a part of penance, though it is required necessarily to effect it.” On this point the Council of Trent (sess. 14, canon 4), Calvin (Instit., bk. 3, ch. 3, § 5), Martyr [Vermigli] (Loc., class. 3, ch. 8, p. 603), and Bucanus (Loci, p. 288) agree with Bellarmine.

** The Catech. Rom. (f. 245) states: “In no way can faith rightly be called a part of penance.” **

We respond. (1) We demonstrated earlier [§ 42] that faith cannot be crossed off from the number of essential parts of repentance.

(2) When Bellarmine concedes that faith is required for repentance,7 he does not mean the confidence which rests upon Christ’s merit and hopes for the free remission of sins for Christ’s sake. Instead, he means historical faith, which claims that whatever is set before us in the Word that God has revealed is true, for he writes in this way (De justific., bk. 1, ch. 9): “When we confess in the Creed that we believe in the forgiveness of sins, the meaning of the words is this: ‘I believe that the gift of forgiveness is flourishing in the church, but I do not believe that my sins have been forgiven.’ ” Let us see the arguments with which he fights.





First, [that] faith is distinguished from repentance.

§ 50. (I) “Faith is distinguished from repentance (Mark 1:15; Acts 20:21). Therefore it is not a part of repentance.”

We respond. (1) Bellarmine contends that faith is prior to repentance and prepares for it. But in these passages faith is set after repentance; how, then, does he claim that faith is a preparation [dispositio] prior to repentance here?

(2) Thus we say that in these passages the word “repentance” is used purely for contrition, the first part of repentance, and in this sense and respect it is correctly distinguished from faith antithetically, as the second part of it.

(3) But when repentance is used in the very broad sense, then faith must be said to be included as a part by necessity, since the forgiveness of sins, peace of conscience, righteousness, and eternal life are not received except by means of faith in Christ (Acts 10:43; Rom. 5:1). How, then, can true saving faith in Christ be excluded from the essential parts of repentance when, with respect to faith alone, repentance is said to be a work unto life and salvation? When faith is absent the contrite heart is destitute of consolation and peace. Contrition and confession acknowledge and flee an angry God; satisfaction produces a false confidence in our own works. Faith, therefore, is necessary to those who are truly and salutarily repentant: the faith which embraces the promises of the Gospel and the benefits of Christ, which teaches one how to flee from the angry to the placated God, which invites one from the throne of justice to the throne of mercy promised for the sake of Christ and in Christ. It is faith which sees through the dark storm of death and hell and which recognizes God as both He who abandons and who receives, as both persecutor and helper, as both condemner and savior.





Second, [that] faith precedes and produces repentance.

§ 51. (II) “Faith precedes and produces repentance, as the example of the Ninevites teaches. They are said first to have believed, and then to have repented (Jon. 3[:5–6]). The logic is clear: for no one can repent seriously without believing that what God threatens against sinners and what He promises for the penitent is true.”

** Beza uses the same argument: “Faith precedes repentance in order as cause precedes effect.” We respond. It is cause and part in different respects. It is cause in the reborn and justified, who are driven by true faith to put off and mortify the old man daily and to go from faith to faith in daily increases. But it is the part that follows grief in those whom God first calls away from their wickedness and in whom this order is preserved that they may be terrified by the thunder of the Law before the word of the Gospel lifts them up. **

To this argument of Bellarmine we respond. (1) He is confusing historical faith with saving faith. Historical faith precedes contrition, but saving faith follows contrition, for God does not forgive unless we acknowledge our sins; He does not cover our sins unless we first uncover them; He does not console unless we weep. “He does not pour out His mercy except into a contrite and broken vessel,” as Bernard says (Annunt., sermon 3, col. 133). Christ speaks the Gospel, but “to the poor”; He consoles, but only “those who weep” (Isa. 61:1; Matt. 11:5; Luke 4:18).

(2) Bellarmine, who knows no faith other than historical faith, calls this saving faith “Luther’s fiction.” But the contrary will be demonstrated in its own place [On Justification through Faith (Commonplace XIX), §§ 73, 110, 134].

(3) The example of the Ninevites and the explanation adduced from this prove only that historical faith precedes repentance, something we are quite willing to concede. In fact, we even add that saving and justifying faith sometimes comes before repentance, especially if repentance is used to mean the daily mortification of the flesh in the reborn by which they acknowledge and deplore the stains of sin and the daily infirmities still clinging to the flesh, ask that these be forgiven them by faith in Christ, and mortify the actions of the flesh by His Spirit. One may call this “the repentance of the reborn and upright,” which is the fruit of faith, for those who are of Christ have crucified the flesh with its lusts (Gal. 5:24). But the situation is different in the case of those who are not yet reborn and those who have fallen into mortal sins, those who have never yet had that saving faith in Christ or who have lost it through sins against conscience; more will be said about this especially in its own place [On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 134–44; see also On Justification through Faith (Commonplace XIX), §§ 184–94].





Third, [that] believing is an act of faith, not of repentance.

§ 52. (III) “The parts that flow from the virtue of repentance must be considered the parts of repentance. But believing is not an act of repentance, which is a moral virtue, but rather it is an act of faith, a theological virtue.”

We respond. The argument proceeds from a false hypothesis, under which inner repentance is claimed as a moral virtue rising from man’s free choice, and outward repentance or acts of the penitent are claimed to be material parts of a sacrament. We discussed this earlier [§§ 19–32, 37–38].





Fourth, [that] the fathers do not mention faith.

(IV) [Bellarmine again:] “The ancient fathers nowhere mention faith in their description of repentance.”

We respond. The contrary was demonstrated in its own place [§ 42]. In fact, they sometimes mention only confession, such as Chrysostom (De poenit., homily 9): “Say, ‘I have sinned,’ and you have absolved the sin.” Ambrose (on Psalm 118, sermon 3): “Whoever confesses his sins is justified.” Ambrose (on Luke, ch. 7, ch. 66): “He is reconciled easily when he prays earnestly.” Yet no one has said that only confession and prayer constitute repentance.

But here it must also be observed that when the devout ancients want to kindle their listeners to become repentant, they especially urge the first part of repentance—namely, contrition and a hatred for sin—because our corrupt nature is generally enticed into sins and puts on an empty persuasion of faith which is separate from contrition and correction. But whenever the matter involves hearts that are truly contrite and afflicted, the fathers draw them to the promises of the Gospel, which must be grasped by faith.





Fifth, [that] the Ninevites doubted.

(V) “The Ninevites repented, and yet they had doubts about the forgiveness of sins, for they said, ‘Who knows if God may turn and repent?’ (Jon. 3[:9]).”

We respond. They have no doubts about their reconciliation with God but about the averting of the temporal punishments announced through Jonah, for it continues: “Who knows if God may yet turn and repent and turn away from His fierce anger, and we shall not perish?” Moreover, the form of speaking used by the Hebrews—“Who knows?”—is not so much a form of doubting as it is of exhorting and encouraging, something we can also observe in the German idiom; more about this in its own place [§ 125].







Whether good works are a part of repentance.

§ 53. Bellarmine’s third proposition about the parts of repentance is this: “Not all the good works done after justification should be counted among the parts of repentance.”

We respond. We ourselves deny that the new obedience is an essential part of repentance properly and accurately speaking. Meanwhile, we cannot approve Bellarmine’s proposition, for he changes what he wrote by claiming that some good works—namely, those which reveal inner repentance or by which one believes he makes satisfaction for his sins—must be counted as parts of repentance. For here the question does not concern the outward signs of contrition, which we say are present very often but not always—thus we cannot assign them to the essential parts of repentance. Nor does the question have to do with the works of satisfaction. (A little later [§§ 118–29] what must be said about these will be stated.) Rather, the concern is with the good works which follow repentance in those who have truly turned to God, by which works they walk and show themselves as pleasing to God and helpful to their neighbor.

We say that these should not be counted as essential parts of repentance from the following foundational truths. (1) The fruit is never part of the thing or, as the philosophers say, something consecutive is not a constitutive part of the thing.8

** Scaliger (Exerc. 140, p. 471): “The flower or fruit of a plant is not a part but a work of it.” **

Good works are the fruit of repentance. “Bear fruit worthy of repentance” (Matt. 3:8). “I have testified to Jews and to Gentiles to repent and turn to God and do works worthy of repentance” (Acts 26:20). “Repent and do the former works” (Rev. 2:5). Therefore good works are not essential parts of repentance.

(2) If one claims that the new obedience is an essential part of conversion, then there is no firm promise of reconciliation with God and of the remission of sins, since judgment would then be passed on our reconciliation with God and remission of sins on the basis of the quality and quantity of the new obedience. The consequent conflicts with the apostle’s statement (Rom. 4:16): “Therefore it is from faith, freely, that the promise may be firm.” Therefore the antecedent must not be asserted.

(3) As good works stand in relation to our justification before God, so the new obedience stands in relation to true and salutary repentance. But now, good works are neither causes nor parts of justification; they do not go ahead of the person who is to be justified but follow the person who has been justified. Therefore the new obedience also is not a part of repentance but is the necessary consequence of it, since it does not make a person repentant but rather follows the person who is now truly contrite and upright by faith in Christ, as fruit follows the tree. Also note that when the new obedience is established as the necessary consequence of true repentance this expression means not only outward good works but also—and, in fact, especially—an inner good intent, since there are times when outward good works cannot follow, namely, at the threshold of death, in extreme need, etc. Here Augustine’s statement applies: “God crowns the will within if it does not find an opportunity for well-doing.” The statement of Remigius also applies, which Guillermus cites ([Sermon]in festo nativ.): “If you do not have the riches of Zacchaeus, if you lack the two mites of the widow, if you are unable to offer a cup of cold water, offer God your goodwill.”





In what sense some people claim good works are parts of repentance.

§ 54. There is no reason for Bellarmine to bring against us the authority of Philipp [Melanchthon] and others who list new obedience among the parts of repentance, for many have explained their meaning very clearly, namely: (1) They consider an unbreakable connection between the righteousness of a good conscience and true repentance along with the justification of faith. However, it does not yet follow from this that good works constitute a part of repentance, properly and accurately speaking. For anything that is perpetually conjoined to something does not at once become an essential and constitutive part of it, just as the sun and its life-giving heat are conjoined, and faith and love are conjoined, with a constant connection. But far be it from us to wish to establish love as a constitutive part of faith, the way heat is a constitutive part of the sun. There are certainly some inseparable accidents, “consequences of the nature” [παρεπόμενα τῇ φύσει], which follow the nature of a thing very closely and nonetheless enter neither the constitution nor the essential definition of it.

(2) They use “repentance” to mean not only its form and what constitutes it but also what follows it.9 Thus in the Scriptures it is usually described from its works just as the goodness of a tree is recognized and described by its fruit. Yet the fruits of a tree are not its essence, nor do good works apply to the essential parts of repentance.

(3) They want this to be opposed to the Antinomians, who deny the necessity of good works, and to the Anabaptists, who contend that faith can exist with sins against conscience.

(4) They intended to resist the accusation of the Council of Trent that in our churches we preach a confidence removed from all piety.





Good works are the consequence of repentance.

§ 55. Although the new obedience may be distinguished from repentance very correctly, nevertheless it may by no means be separated from it, since the new obedience is the necessary and perpetual consequence of true repentance. Many passages of Scripture describe it as coming from it like fruit. “Decline from evil and do good” (Ps. 37:27). “Wash yourselves; be clean; take away the evil of your doings from the sight of My eyes; cease to do evil. Learn to do well, seek judgment, guide the oppressed, judge for the fatherless and widow. If your sins be as scarlet, they shall be as white as snow” (Isa. 1:16–18). “If that nation against which I have spoken turns from its evil, I will repent of the evil that I thought to do to it” (Jer. 18:8). “If a wicked man turns away from all his sins which he has done and keeps all My Commandments and does judgment and justice, living he shall live; he shall not die. I will not remember all his iniquities that he has done” (Ezek. 18:21–22). “God saw the works of the Ninevites, that they were turned from their evil way, and God repented of the evil which He had spoken” (Jon. 3:10).

The statements of the fathers have the same intent. Irenaeus (bk. 3, ch. 5): “How will sinners repent? Will they persevere in the very same things? Or, on the contrary, will they experience a great change and move away from their earlier behavior?” Tertullian (at the very beginning of De poenit.): “Where there is no emendation [of life], repentance is necessarily vain, for it is devoid of the fruit for which God planted it, that is, man’s wholeness [salus].” [Tertullian again] (De pudic.): “What grows out of repentance other than the effect of emendation?”

** Hilary (on Psalm 136): “From then on, no one ought to commit the sin he has confessed, since the confession of sin is the profession of the cessation [of sinning].” Lactantius (Divin. instit., bk. 6, ch. 13): “God especially desires people to be cleansed of their sins, and therefore He commands them to repent. But to repent is nothing else than to profess to affirm that one will sin no more. Therefore He pardons those who slip into sin ignorantly, unwisely, and incautiously.” **

Augustine (De fide et operibus, ch. 20): “We receive remission not to have license to sin but that we may not be harmed by having [already] sinned, so that remission is made for what has been done and is not permission for doing.” [Augustine again] (Sermon 7 de temp.): “Many people zealously say that they are sinners, and yet it delights them to sin. Profession is not emendation. The soul is accused, not cleansed; an offense is declared, not removed; etc. When you repent in such a way that what was once sweet in your life now leaves a bitter taste in your soul and what used to delight you in your body now torments you in your mind, then you are beginning to groan well before God.”

Chrysostom (on John, homily 33): “This, then, is repentance: if we no longer sin or do the same things; for whoever returns to his sins is like a dog that goes back to his own vomit” (which is taken from Prov. 26:11 and 2 Pet. 2:22).

Bernard (Medit. devotiss., ch. 4, col. 1194): “He is a scoffer and not truly repentant who is still doing what he repents of.” [Bernard again] (De modo bene vivendi, sermon 27, from Isidore): “Repentance is empty if fault follows and corrupts it.”

Hugh of St. Victor: “When in contrition God absolves a person from his sins, He binds him with chains of eternal detestation so that from then on he always detests sin.” See [Ius canonicum,] De poenit., dist. 3., c. Poenitentis, c. Irrisor.





Whether mortification and vivification are parts of repentance.

§ 56. Bellarmine’s fourth proposition regarding the parts of repentance is this: “Mortification and vivification are not rightly posited as parts of repentance in the same sense as Calvin and Beza understand them.”

We respond. If mortification is understood to mean contrition or sorrow stemming from an admission of sins and from the perception of God’s wrath, and if vivification is understood to mean the consolation and peace of conscience which comes from faith, then this listing of parts coincides with ours. But if mortification is taken to mean a cessation from wickedness and evil, and vivification is taken to mean the pursuit of a new life, then we say that these are assigned to the fruits of repentance. For the new obedience consists of these parts, with the result that the repentant truly “ceases from evil and does good” (Ps. 34:[14]) and “ceases to do wrongly and learns to do well” (Isa. 1:[16–]17). This division is used in the latter sense by Calvin (Instit., bk. 3, ch. 1, § 8), Bucanus (locus 30, De poenit., p. 293), and Polanus (Partit. theol., bk. 1, p. 183). Therefore here we part ways with them, because the daily mortification of the old man and the renewal of the new are fruits of faith, as we explained earlier (§ 51).

** Piscator himself writes (Volum. disp. 1, locus 14, thesis 48): “But it does not seem very logical to assign the mortification of the flesh and the vivification of the spirit, or (as the Scripture says elsewhere) the mortification of the old man and the vivification of the new man, or, finally, the flight from evil and the pursuit of good to the parts of repentance. For these are not parts of repentance but of the new obedience. Thus they are the effects of repentance and follow both repentance and justification.” Keckermann admits this (Syst. theol., bk. 3, toward the end of ch. 8 and the beginning of ch. 9). (See vol. 3, Disp. Gissens. 5, thesis 13). **





Whether contrition, confession, and satisfaction are parts of repentance.

§ 57. Finally, let Bellarmine’s fifth proposition come forth. Here he clearly and affirmatively sets forth his opinion concerning the parts of repentance: “There are three parts of repentance: contrition, confession, and satisfaction.” He tries to prove this with divine Writ, the testimonies of the fathers, and the congruity of reason.

We respond. (1) We concede that contrition is a part of repentance, but what Bellarmine means by the word “contrition” and what our churches mean by it will be explained a little later [§§ 62–96].

(2) Bellarmine uses “contrition” to mean not the inner grief over sins committed but rather the exterior signs of contrition, for he explains his intent in this way (about the middle of ch. 17): “We contend that contrition is part of the sacrament not as it dwells in the heart but as it is revealed through signs.” But now, he concedes (ch. 11, resp. ad 3) that these signs can sometimes be absent from this sacrament, for he writes: “There are many visible signs in the sacrament of penance, as when you see the priest laying on his hands or the penitent humbling himself at the knees of the priest and pouring forth tears. But since these are seen so often in such a way that the sacrament of penance can still exist even without them, I respond briefly that both confession and absolution are visible signs instituted by God.” In making these points, Bellarmine contradicts both the decrees of the Council of Trent and himself. For if confession without other signs of contrition is enough on the penitent’s part for the integrity of the sacrament, why, then, is contrition—that is, the outward signs of contrition—required in addition to confession for the essential parts of repentance?

(3) Bellarmine tries to prove these parts of repentance from that fact that in statements of Scripture and in the examples of those who repent truly, these three [parts] are mentioned. Yet he has written in his first proposition of this chapter: “It is one thing for something to be required for conversion; it is another for it to be a part or act of penance.” Therefore it is not enough to show that signs of contrition and confession exist in true repentance unless it is also demonstrated that they were present as essential and necessary parts.

(4) For this reason Durandus (Sent., 4, dist. 16, q. 1) admits that these three—contrition, confession, and satisfaction—are necessarily present in repentance. Yet he still argues that confession alone is the material part of this sacrament, that contrition is the preparation and satisfaction is the fruit of repentance. To do this, he uses two specific arguments: that “contrition is revealed by no other sign than the actual confession of sins,” and “the sacrament of penance does not necessarily demand satisfaction in reality but merely in intention.”

Bellarmine responds to this coldly (De poenit., 1, ch. 17): “It is required that a person confess his sins with grief and loathing,” since this grief can be shown through the very words of confession while not showing itself through other outward signs. He also says: “The sacrament of penance can exist without satisfaction, but it is then crippled and imperfect. Thus satisfaction is not an essential but an integral part of this sacrament.” Yet the question here concerns especially the essential parts. Every external symbol of a sacrament is an essential part of it. But on the basis of Bellarmine’s hypothesis, these three actions of the penitent (contrition, confession, and satisfaction) are the external symbol of this sacrament on the part of the penitent while the word of absolution is the symbol on the part of the priest. Therefore these three actions will have to be the essential parts of the sacrament.

(5) Bellarmine tries to prove those three parts on the basis of the Old Testament, even though he denies that the sacrament of penance was instituted in the Old Testament. How can he reconcile these things? He says: “It must be noted that the three parts of penance are not merely required in that order for the sacrament but also are and have been necessary outside the sacrament in a way peculiar to them, for two reasons. First, the confession of all sins which is made to the priest is not required outside of the sacrament, nor is the satisfaction enjoined by the priest so required. Instead, a general confession made to God and satisfaction voluntarily assumed through laborious works are enough,” etc. Bellarmine once again contradicts himself with these statements. For if in the Old Testament neither the confession of all sins made to the priest nor the satisfaction enjoined by the priest were required, the consequence is that the passages and examples of Scripture which he draws from the Old Testament to establish confession and satisfaction are not to the point. For it is not any confession but the full enumeration of all sins made to the priest, nor is it any satisfaction but the satisfaction enjoined by the priest, which are numbered among the parts of this sacrament. But in a legitimate proof “the major term, minor term, and the middle term must be drawn from the same genus,” as the Philosopher demonstrates (Analyt., 1, ch. 7).





The arguments which Bellarmine has produced in favor of this enumeration of parts.

§ 58. Let us see the arguments with which Bellarmine defends his opinion. In the first place he cites “the passages and examples of Scripture.”

We respond. The passages concerning confession are clearly speaking about a general confession made in the presence of God but not about a specific enumeration of individual sins made before a priest, as is clear to anyone at first glance and as will be shown later in greater detail [§ 104]. The passages which are cited to establish satisfaction will have their own place below [§ 130]. Bellarmine cites four examples of Scripture which we shall set forth in his very words:


When David (2 Sam. 24[:1]) had commanded that the people be counted, and since he had sinned because of an elevation of his spirit, Scripture says in describing his repentance: “David’s heart smote him.” Behold the contrition! “And he said to the Lord: ‘I have sinned greatly.’ ” Note the confession! “But now, Lord, I pray You, take away the iniquity of Your servant, for I have done very foolishly” [v. 10]. And a bit farther along: “I have sinned, and I have done wickedly; but these sheep, what have they done? Let Your hand be against me, I pray!” [v. 17]. And a little later: “He offered a sacrifice, and thus the Lord was appeased” [v. 25]. Satisfaction appears here through prayer and subjection to punishment and, finally, through the offering of an oblation. The repentance of the Ninevites is described in Jon. 3[:7–8]: “Let every man turn from his evil way.” Behold contrition! “And let them cry mightily to the Lord.” Behold the confession! “Let neither men nor beasts taste anything. Let them not feed nor drink water, and let men and beasts be covered with sackcloth.” Behold the satisfaction! In Luke 18[:9–14] the penitent publican is described. He, as a sign of contrition, did not dare to lift his eyes to heaven and was confessing his sin and saying, “God, be merciful to me, a sinner” [v. 13]. And finally he struck his breast, which pertains to satisfaction. Similar to this is the example of the prodigal son, who first comes to his senses, loathes his condition, and then confesses, saying, “Father, I have sinned before heaven and in your sight” [Luke 15:21]. Finally, he subjects himself to punishment to be inflicted by his father. “I am unworthy to be called your son. Treat me as one of your servants” [v. 19].



We respond. (1) The first two examples were taken from the Old Testament, in which the sacrament of penance had not yet been instituted. In the latter examples, there is no word of absolution. Therefore there was no sacramental penance.

(2) In both instances, confession was made to God, not to the priest; the works of satisfaction were assumed voluntarily but were not enjoined by a priest. Therefore these examples are unrelated to this question.

(3) The striking of the heart in David was inner contrition, but the question here has to do with outward signs of contrition. Confession was the effect of contrition, as was also his subjection to the punishment of the Lord, which is an indication of true and serious humbling. His prayer and sacrifice were not works of satisfaction but exercises of true and saving faith.

(4) The same judgment must stand concerning the rest of his examples. The fasting of the Ninevites, the breast-beating of the publican, subjection to a punishment to be inflicted by his father in the case of the prodigal son: these were signs of genuine contrition but not works of satisfaction undertaken to atone for sins, since they bear witness with both words and gestures that they despair of all their own works, merits, and satisfactions and that they have placed all their refuge in the free mercy of the heavenly Father.

§ 59. The statements of the ancients will be treated later on [§ 92; cf. §§ 71–72]. The arguments which Bellarmine provides are these:


(1) Repentance is the loathing and punishment of sin when it is an offense against the majesty of God and when it is undertaken so as to take away sin and restore friendship with God. The first thing required for this is that the person who has sinned is grieved to have sinned and to have violated that friendship. Then it is required that he subject himself to the will of God, whom he has offended. Because God acts through His ministers, the sinner might subject himself voluntarily to the person who holds God’s place, but this cannot be done unless he disclose his faults to him through confession and accept the penalties which he has prescribed. The three parts of repentance spring from this.

(2) In the reconciliation of children with parents, of servants with masters, of wives with husbands, we see that these three things are present naturally: that those who are about to be reconciled show signs of grief, that they confess their sin, and that they subject themselves to chastisement. But now, God is our Father, Lord, and Husband. Therefore these three things are also necessary in reconciliation with God.

(3) As there are three instruments of sinning—heart, tongue, and hand—and as we sin in heart, word, and deed, so also it is right that there should be three instruments, so to speak, of repentance and that we fight against sin with contrition of the heart, confession of the mouth, and the satisfaction of works. In this way, according to the apostle (Rom. 6[:19]), just as we showed that our members were in service to uncleanness from iniquity unto iniquity, so now let us show that our members serve righteousness unto sanctification.



We respond. (1) Articles of faith must be proven from the manifest statements of Scripture, not from human reasoning.

(2) We admit that repentance requires the loathing of sin, as it offends the majesty of God, but we deny with all our might that the merit of contrition and our satisfactions wipe away sin and reestablish friendship with God. Christ is the “Lamb of God who has taken away the sins of the world” (John 1:29) and “has reconciled us to God” (2 Cor. 5:19). Through faith He makes us partakers of the benefits obtained with such great effort and at so great a price, as the prophetic and apostolic writings testify with one consent: “To Christ all the prophets give testimony that by His name all receive forgiveness of sins, who believe in Him” (Acts 10:43). If we can take away sin and be reconciled to God by our own works and satisfactions, Christ died in vain (Gal. 2:21). In its own place [§ 121] we shall discuss the vain attempt to evade the issue by saying that this power descends into our own works and satisfactions from the merit of Christ.

(3) Therefore the way that human beings are reconciled with God is different from how they are reconciled with each other. Sins with respect to God, whom we offend with them, since they turn against the infinite Good, are infinite evil and deserve infinite punishments. Dr. Luther writes (Latin ed., vol. 4, fol. 532): “Sin truly is as great as the One who is offended by sin; and heaven and earth cannot contain Him.”10 Granatensis (Dom. 11. post Pentec.): “Since man loses God through lethal sin, and since God is the incomprehensible Good, the consequence is that no one can recognize the gravity of the situation by which the incomprehensible Good is lost, for it is necessary that the evil which deprives one of the incomprehensible Good be incomprehensible. Therefore only God, who comprehends Himself fully, comprehends the evil of sin.” Those are his words, and they are utterly correct. Therefore since sin is an offense against an infinite God, to remove sin and to extinguish God’s wrath requires an infinite price which the God-man, Christ alone, offers in our place. True faith anxiously seeks and hungrily embraces His benefits in genuine torments of conscience. In this way people who are truly penitent and believe in Christ receive forgiveness of sins and are reconciled to God. But to wipe away the mutual offenses of people and to reconcile them to each other does not require the satisfaction of an infinite price, because the person offended is not infinite.

(4) Moreover, at times a bare confession of fault and a request for pardon are enough for the reconciliation of human beings with each other, so that satisfaction is not always required; this opposes Bellarmine’s hypotheses, who requires satisfaction among the integral parts of repentance.

(5) He claims that sins are wiped away by contrition of the heart, confession of the mouth, and the satisfaction of works; this is claimed not only outside of but even contrary to the Scriptures, as will become clear from a specific examination [§§ 62–131]. The statement of the apostle (Rom. 6[:19]) mentions no satisfaction but very beautifully describes the new obedience, the salutary fruit of repentance.





What is found lacking in this partition.

§ 60. Therefore in this enumeration of the parts of repentance we find that the following are lacking: (1) That they accommodate the ancient rituals of ecclesiastical penance (especially the solemn one which was before the church), [namely,] contrition, confession, and satisfaction, to the general doctrine of repentance which takes place before God and that they establish its parts.

(2) They remove faith from the parts of repentance when, with respect to faith alone, repentance is the means through which are obtained God’s grace, the forgiveness of sins, the turning away of punishments, and life. Just as tragedies consist of three parts—protasis, epitasis, and catastrophe—so also the three actions of [their doctrine of] repentance are established from these. But in this entire tale Christ is like a silent character. No mention is made of faith in Christ, through whom alone we receive forgiveness of sins.

(3) They state that the three acts of the penitent—contrition, confession, and satisfaction—cooperate to remit sins insofar as they share in the sacramental power from the word of absolution, from which they are given form. Therefore by this reasoning they claim, without Scripture, that what Scripture attributes to faith in Christ (which contrition precedes and which good works follow in God’s order) belongs to the external acts and works of the penitent.

(4) They claim that on the basis of divine institution the three parts are required for the material parts of this sacrament, even though there is no clear testimony in the Scriptures regarding the full enumeration of sins before a priest and the punishments the priest is to impose upon penitents.

(5) The three acts would be possible in those who are not yet doing true, salutary repentance, which is pleasing to God and angels, as is clear from the example of the hypocrites and the despairing.

** “In Exod. 9:27[–28], Pharaoh acknowledges his sin; declares the righteousness of God; confesses his and his people’s sin; acknowledges that he deserves his punishment; assigns the punishment to God, its Author; seeks mitigation of it from the true God; solicits intercession; and promises to send away the Israelites. Therefore in this repentance of Pharaoh the following are discerned: (1) contrition of the heart, (2) confession of the mouth, (3) the promise of satisfaction. But the outcome shows that this was all pretense” (Runge, on Exodus, p. 329). **

(6) They introduce parts of repentance the likes of which are not mentioned even in the definitions of the fathers which Gratian and Lombard repeat.

§ 61. Bellarmine (De poenit., 1, ch. 20) objects: (I) “The three parts were also used in the Old Testament and are gathered from the very nature of repentance. Therefore they are not taken from the rituals of public penance.”

We respond. The value that ought to be assigned to this objection is clear from the paragraphs above [§§ 58–60].

(II) “The consolation which the Gospel provides follows repentance or even accompanies it, but it is not for this reason a part of repentance.”

We respond. Faith follows repentance when this is understood as contrition, but it is included essentially in repentance when this is understood generally as all of conversion, as we have shown above in § 42.

(III) “The sacramental power which has been communicated by the acts of the penitent arises from the fact that all the power of this sacrament depends on the merit of Christ’s suffering and satisfaction.”

We respond. Scripture places Christ’s merits in opposition to ours and Christ’s satisfactions in opposition to ours. Therefore these must not be made subordinates. It is the constant consensus of Scripture that man is justified and receives the forgiveness of sins by faith in Christ without works, but never is this attributed to man’s own preparation, actions, and works. [Bellarmine] asserts that the word of absolution gives form to the acts of the penitent and grants them sacramental power, but he does this without the authority of Scripture, since the promise of the Gospel is related to faith and not to our works. Therefore faith and not works obtains the status of the instrumental cause through which Christ’s benefits are applied to us.

(IV) “There are statements and examples of Scripture concerning all these parts.”

We respond. The external signs of contrition are usually present; at times they are even required by God (as in Joel 2:12). Nevertheless they are not necessary in every true contrition. For just as the best prayers at times lack voice, so also serious contrition sometimes lacks external actions visible before people. Bellarmine himself acknowledges this when he writes (in the preceding ch. 19): “Outside of this sacrament, if someone is legitimately kept away from being able to confess or make satisfaction by a lack of time or other reason, inner contrition alone suffices for salvation.” Confession and satisfaction will be debated below [§§ 97–136].

(V) “Hypocrites merely feign the parts [of repentance] and therefore do not share in the fruit of this sacrament. But the sacrament does not fail because of this.” He clarifies this with the examples of Baptism and the Eucharist. Also: “Judas had none of these parts of repentance: not contrition, which, of course, cannot exist without hope of pardon; not confession, the sort which is demanded, that is, of individual sins made before a priest to obtain pardon; not satisfaction, especially that enjoined by a priest, for he had not been ordered to hang himself. Finally, his suicide is not a good work such as works of satisfaction ought to be.”

We respond. Hypocrites receive the complete sacrament of Baptism and of the Eucharist but do not receive the fruit of the sacrament. This happens because they do not have true, saving faith, the forerunner of which is contrition and the handmaids of which are good works. In the same way, hypocrites pretend repentance but do not receive forgiveness of sins because they lack serious contrition and true faith. Bellarmine declares that the only reason why hypocrites do not receive remission of sins is the absence of inner contrition. But it is necessary for faith to be added to contrition, for by faith alone the evangelical promise of the forgiveness of sins is attained. And even if someone is truly and seriously contrite over his sins, makes confession of them, and takes up the satisfaction imposed, he still does not receive forgiveness of sins without lifting himself up by faith in Christ and including himself within the promises of the Gospel.

We are not very concerned about the repentance of Judas, yet it is still certain that his contrition was true and serious. Scripture expresses it with the word μεταμέλεια. The hope of forgiveness and pardon pertains to faith, not to contrition, since contrition arises from the Law, and the hope of forgiveness arises from the Gospel. Contrition mortifies and presses down; the hope of pardon vivifies and lifts up. Contrition is serious grief and sadness; the hope of pardon is comfort and joy. How, then, could the hope of pardon be assigned to contrition? It is also clear that Judas specifically confessed his enormous crime to the priests when he said, “I have sinned in betraying innocent blood” [Matt. 27:4]. Although no punishment was imposed upon him by the priests, nevertheless he accepted it voluntarily. But now, Bellarmine himself argues that the word “satisfaction” must mean not only punishments imposed by priests but also those taken up voluntarily. Also, even though committing suicide is not truly and really a good work, nonetheless it could have been a good work on the basis of Judas’s intent, who perhaps planned not only to cut short his life but also to make satisfaction for his sin. But now, the Papists claim that things which are done with good intent, even though they may not be prescribed expressly in the divine Law, are also good works.

(VI) “In the definitions of the ancients, either repentance is described as a virtue but not as a sacrament, or an implicit mention of these parts is made.”

We respond. Where is repentance described as a sacrament? We shall not allow two species of repentance, differing completely in their genus, to be foisted upon us when Scripture proposes to us the description of just one repentance. In the definitions of the ancients, the word “vengeance” does not mean satisfaction, as Bellarmine asserts beyond their intent, but rather inner contrition and serious grief over the sins committed.
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CHAPTER VIII: CONCERNING THE PARTS OF REPENTANCE ASSIGNED BY THE PAPISTS, SPECIFICALLY







SECTION I: CONTRITION

§ 62. This concludes our discussion about the three parts of repentance in general, which Gerson includes in this couplet:


I have sinned gravely. I shall put it aside. Then I shall confess

And make satisfaction when the church commands it.



There is also this verse about these parts:


Be contrite, confess your sins, make satisfaction.



It remains for us to discuss the individual parts specifically: first, contrition. Here the word “contrition” is understood in the sense in which it is present in express words in the Scriptures. “A contrite and humbled heart You will not despise” (Ps. 51:[17]). “God heals the contrite of heart” (Ps. 147:3). “Like a lion He broke [contrivit] all my bones” (Isa. 38:13). “Thus says the high and lofty One, I dwell with a contrite and humble spirit, to revive the spirit of the humble and to revive the heart of the contrite” (Isa. 57:15). “To bind up the contrite of heart” (Isa. 61:1). “I shall have respect for him who is poor and contrite of spirit and who trembles at My words,” etc. (Isa. 66:2).

The root ׁשָבַר properly means “he broke,” just as firewood is broken (Exod. 9:25) or bones (Exod. 12:46) or earthen vessels (Lev. 6:28) or statues (2 Kings 11:18), etc. The Septuagint translators very often rendered it with συντρίβειν [“rub together, grind, crush”]. The word ּדָכָא [means] “he was crushed by oppression or depression.” The phrase נִדְּכָאִיםבֵל [was rendered] συντετριμμένοι τὴν καρδίαν [“having been crushed in heart”] (Isa. 57:15). The word ׁשָפַל [means] “he was humble,” “he was humiliated”; ׁשְפַל־רּוחַ [Prov. 16:19] [means] ὀλιγόψυχος [Prov. 14:29], “humble in spirit,” etc.

From all this it is clear that the word “contrition” is used metaphorically to mean the breaking and rending of the heart, true and serious pain by which the might and power of the heart are broken similar to how diseases break the body’s strength. Some say that the metaphor is taken from the earthen vessel which is reduced to tiny shards (Ps. 31:[12]; Isa. 30:14; Jer. 19:11). Others say that it comes from the bones which burst into many pieces because of a sudden fall, as they are crushed by the teeth of beasts into tiny splinters (Ps. 38:[3]; Isa. 38:13; Hosea 6:5).





What contrition includes.

§ 63. Contrition designates nothing other than the true and serious grief which arises from the acknowledgment of sin and from the perception of God’s wrath against it, and which is connected with terrors of conscience and a hatred of sin. Isidore (De summo bono, bk. 2, ch. 12) describes it in this way: “the remorse of the soul and the tears which come from remembering one’s sins and from a fear of judgment.”

Therefore it includes: (1) The true acknowledgment of sin, since grief over sins can have no place when the wickedness and filthiness of sin are not yet recognized. The statements of Scripture which demand an admission of sin of the penitent and which attribute the same to those who truly repent belong here. “I acknowledge my transgressions, and my sin is before me” (Ps. 51:3). “But yet acknowledge your iniquity, that you have transgressed against Jehovah, your God” (Jer. 3:13). “We acknowledge our wickedness, O Jehovah, and the iniquity of our fathers, for we have sinned against You” (Jer. 14:20). “I have sinned; I have sinned, and I acknowledge my iniquity” (Prayer of Manasseh, v. [12]).

(2) The perception [sensus] of divine wrath against sin, for when one truly acknowledges his sin, the property of sin in the fourth mode1 is acknowledged, namely, that it offends God, who is the greatest and the infinite good. Therefore the perception of divine wrath closely follows the serious acknowledgment of guilt. Here we place the examples of those who were truly contrite. “O Lord, rebuke me not in Your anger, neither chasten me in Your wrath” (Ps. 6:1; 38:1). “Day and night Your hand was heavy upon me; my greenness was turned into the drought of summer” (Ps. 32:4). “Your arrows have gone down into me, and Your hand has come down upon me. There is no soundness in my flesh because of Your wrath; there is no peace in my bones because of my sin” (Ps. 38:2–3). “Your wrath has come upon me; Your terrors have troubled me” (Ps. 88:[16]). “I mingled tears with my drink from the face of Your indignation and anger” (Ps. 102:9–10). “Lament and wail, for the anger of the Lord’s fury has not turned back from us” (Jer. 4:8). “We have transgressed and rebelled; behold, You have brought Your fury against us” (Lam. 3:42–43). “I will bear the wrath of the Lord, because I have sinned against Him” (Mic. 7:9). “Who will stand before His anger? Who will stand in the anger of His fury?” (Nah. 1:6). “Your wrath which you threaten against sinners is unbearable. I have no peace because I have aroused Your wrath” (Prayer of Manasseh, vv. 5, [10]).

(3) The torments and terrors of conscience, which they call its δηγμοί or “pangs.” For where there is a true sense of God’s wrath, there follow the inner torments and anguish of the heart which sometimes cause even the strength of the body to collapse. These pains and terrors of conscience are the executors of divine judgment against sin. “The distresses of my heart are enlarged. Bring my soul out of distresses” (Ps. 25:17). “I have become like a broken vessel” (Ps. 31:12). “The Lord is near to the contrite of heart and saves the humble in spirit” (Ps. 34:[18]). “There is no peace in my bones because of my sin. For my iniquities have gone over my head; like a heavy burden they were too heavy for me. I am feeble and crushed [contritus]; I roar because of the tumult of my heart. My strength fails me” (Ps. 38:[3–4, 8, 10]). “Let the bones which You have broken [contrivisti] rejoice” (Ps. 51:[8]). “My heart is smitten like grass and withered” (Ps. 102:[4]). “I am poor and needy, and my heart is wounded within me” (Ps. 109:22).

Here we assign the passages which speak of the poverty of spirit (Isa. 61:1; Matt. 5:3; Matt. 11:5; Luke 4:18), spiritual imprisonment and captivity (Isa. 61:[1]), sadness and torment of heart (Jer. 23:9; Lam. 1:20; 2 Cor. 7:10).

(4) True humbling before God. For anyone who seriously acknowledges the atrocity of his sin and the gravity of God’s wrath truly humbles himself before God’s dreadful judgment. “The Lord will save the humble in spirit” (Ps. 34:18). “I am greatly humbled” (Ps. 38:[6]). “My soul is humbled in the dust” (Ps. 44:25). “For thus says the Exalted One: ‘I dwell with the contrite and humble spirit, to revive the spirit of the humble’ ” (Isa. 57:15).

(5) The candid confession of sin. For the anguish of the heart bursts forth into a confession of the mouth. Here pertain the passages that require a confession of sins from the truly repentant and the examples of those who confessed their sins in true repentance. “They shall confess their sin, which they have committed” (Num. 5:7). “The sons of Israel confessed their sins to the Lord” (Neh. 9:2). “While I kept silent, my bones grew old through my groaning all day long. Thus I made my sin known to You and did not hide my iniquity. I said, ‘I will confess my transgressions against myself,’ and You forgave the iniquity of my sin” (Ps. 32:3, 5). “He who conceals his wicked deeds shall never prosper, but he who confesses and forsakes them shall obtain mercy” (Prov. 28:13). Examples of confession are described in Matt. 3:6; Mark 1:5; and Acts 9:18. “If we confess our sins, He is faithful and just to forgive our sins” (1 John 1:9).

(6) A serious hatred and loathing, or δυσαρέστησις, of sin. For whoever is seriously grieved over the sins he has committed will also hate them. Whoever has felt the seriousness of divine wrath pressing on him because of his sins will not consent to the sins which coax him away. “Their uncircumcised heart is humbled, and with a calm mind they shall bear their penalty” (Lev. 26:41). In Hebrew it is עֲֹונָםוּצְרִי, “they will have pleasure in their offenses,” that is, in the punishment for their offenses. Just as they held the Law of God in contempt, and against it eagerly committed their sins, so conversely they will promptly and patiently accept punishment for their sins and will hate them, as Luther comments correctly in the margin of the German [biblical] text [of Leviticus 26].2 Ps. 51:[3]: “My sin is always before me” (it is against me, and I shall consider it as my most wicked foe). From all these it is clear why in the Scriptures serious contrition is called “pricking [compunctio],” “rending of the heart,” “breaking into pieces,” “tribulation of the spirit,” “striking the thigh,” “confusion,” “trembling,” “the piercing of the arrows of the Lord,” “the striking of the heart,” etc.

Some people divide up contrition according to the faculties of the soul, so that in the memory it is the recollection of sin; in the mind it is consideration of the offense against God; in the will it is the hatred of sins committed; in the heart it is fear of the coming judgment; in the conscience terrified by the thunderbolt of the Law it is pricking, pangs, and grief.

§ 64. But here the following must be observed. (1) Although true and genuine contrition is required in true and salutary repentance, there are degrees of contrition since terrors and torments are not the same in everyone but are greater in some and less in others.

(2) The promise of the forgiveness of sins does not depend on the dignity and quantity of our contrition but only on Christ’s merit, who was “bruised” [contritus] most perfectly for our sins (Isa. 53:10). Thus the contrite and humble heart should not look to the quantity and dignity of its own contrition and should not seek the healing of its sins there, but rather should gaze upon Christ hanging on the altar of the cross and draw the medicine for its wounds from His wounds.

(3) The acknowledgment of sin never rises to such a perfection that it includes the knowledge of all sins in particular. “For who understands sins? Cleanse me from my secret ones” (Ps. 19:12). “You set our secret sins in the light of Your countenance” (Ps. 90:8). Yet a general acknowledgment of sins and confession certainly are required for true repentance. For before an illness is recognized, the medicine is despised; and while the ugliness of sin is not yet complete, the grace of God cannot become sweet. Jerome (on Isaiah 15): “The beginning of salvation is to understand and to weep over one’s sins.”

(4) Although an oral confession is sometimes omitted in the case of very serious illness, nevertheless there can be true and serious inner contrition [in this case], for in the presence of God not only the words of the mouth but also the laments and desires of the heart speak. “Man sees what is before his eyes, but Jehovah sees what is in the heart” (1 Sam. 16:7). “Lord, all my desire is before You, and my sighing is not hidden from You” (Ps. 38:9).





External signs of contrition.

§ 65. But, indeed, even though serious contrition can exist without exterior words and gestures, and even though God looks for inner contrition of the heart rather than for outward words and gestures—and thus in true repentance the prophets and apostles require the “rending” not so much of “clothes as of hearts” (Joel 2:13)—nevertheless where there is serious contrition of the heart, very often it shows itself visibly by external signs and indications, since an afflicted heart and a sad face are often connected.

Moreover, various signs of contrition occur in the Scriptures. The more important and more usual are the following. (1) Fasting. For when in grief the heart withers like grass, “then he forgets to eat his bread” (Ps. 102:[4]). Flacius (Clav., part 2, treatise De jejunio, p. 401): “When people fall into great sorrows and griefs, they lead a life which is bitter to them. They begin to neglect all those things which make life sweeter. From this comes fasting, which is called ‘affliction of the soul’ by the Hebrews.” Thus the Israelites (1 Sam. 7:6; 2 Chron. 20:3; Neh. 9:1; Esther 4:3; Joel 1:14; 2 Macc. 13:12), the Ninevites (Jon. 3:5–6), David (2 Sam. 12:16), and Jehoshaphat (2 Chron. 20:3; Neh. 1:4; Dan. 9:3) fasted in true repentance.

(2) The rending of clothes, which is a sign of a torn and contrite heart, was used especially by the people of Israel in grief and sorrow (as is clear from 1 Sam. 4:12; 2 Sam. 1:2, 11; 3:31; 13:31; etc.), though it also appears among other peoples, for the poet writes:


The Latin goes about with clothing rent

confounded by the fate of his wife and the destruction of the city.



Thus the Israelites tore their clothing in true repentance (1 Macc. 3:47; 2 Macc. 10:[25]).

(3) Tears. These are the blood of a wounded soul and the ambassadors of grief, for a fountain of tears bursts forth from the squeezing of the heart. Thus the Israelites are commanded to weep (Joel 2:12); they do weep (Baruch 1:5, 2 Macc. 13:12). David weeps (Ps. 6:[6]; 69:[10]); Peter weeps (Matt. 26:75); the sinful woman also (Luke 7:38).

(4) Lying on the ground, which they call khame unian. Thus David lay upon the ground in true repentance (2 Sam. 12:16); the Israelites, for three days (2 Macc. 13:12).

(5) The sprinkling of ashes upon the head, which the Israelites also used in their grief (as is clear in 2 Sam. 13:19; Job 2:8). Thus in true repentance the Israelites sprinkled ashes on themselves (Neh. 9:1; 1 Macc. 3:47), as did the king of the Ninevites (Jon. 3:6; Job 42:6). This pertains to Christ’s statement (Matt. 11:21; Luke 10:13): “Woe to you, Chorazin! Woe to you, Bethsaida! For if the mighty works done in you had been done in Tyre and Sidon, they would have repented long ago in sackcloth and ashes.”

** The custom of sprinkling ashes on the head was also used in grief among other nations. For thus does the Greek poet introduce a war leader sprinkling his head with ashes in grief because of the death of his friend: “In both hands he grabbed up the filthy dust and poured it over his head.”3 **

(6) Sackcloth, that is, the use of the cheapest, filthiest, most uncomfortable clothing, which the Israelites clearly also used in grief. Thus in true repentance the Israelites (Esther 4:3), the Ninevites (Jon. 3:[5]), Hezekiah (Isa. 37:1), and Daniel (Dan. 9:3) put on sackcloth. From this the expression stands: “to repent in sackcloth and ashes” (Matt. 11:21; Luke 10:13).

(7) The beating of the breast, which indicates that corrupt thoughts and sins of every type arise from the heart (Matt. 15:19). Thus in true repentance the publican “beat his breast, saying, ‘God, be merciful to me, a sinner’ ” (Luke 18:13). The Israelites did the same when they saw the crucifixion of Christ (Luke 23:48). This breast-beating was used at other times as a sign of grief, as is clear from Nah. 2:7: “The maidservants were taking her away, as they moaned like doves and beat their breasts.”

** The placing of the hands upon the head also pertains here. “She laid her hand upon her head and went on crying” (2 Sam. 13:19). “From there you shall go, and your hands will be upon your head” (Jer. 2:37). People who went about crying with their hands on their heads, especially women, used to bear witness of their grief in this way. **

(8) The pouring out of water. It is said of the Israelites that in true repentance “they drew water and poured it out before Jehovah and fasted on that day, saying, ‘We have sinned against Jehovah’ ” (1 Sam. 7:6). By this pouring out of water they undoubtedly wanted to indicate the extreme humbling of their heart, since they thought they “were poured out like water” (Ps. 22:[14]) and since they were “like water spilled on the ground, which cannot be gathered up again” (2 Sam. 14:14). Some people look for a metaphor in these words so that the meaning is that they profusely poured forth their tears before God as if squeezed and drawn from the heart.

(9) Smiting of the thigh. “After You showed me this, I smote my thigh” (Jer. 31:19). In a marginal gloss [Gloss. marginal.] here, Luther adds: “Smiting the thigh is a sign of grief, just as women are accustomed to do in childbirth.”4

§ 66. Therefore since inner contrition sometimes reveals itself with these external signs and rituals, repentance is described by the common synecdoche of Scripture with these signs and rituals, just as the signified is described by the signs or a tree by its bark and leaves. This is not because these exterior rituals and acts constitute and complete true repentance without inner contrition, but because inner contrition very often reveals itself through them. Thus the repentance of the Ninevites is described in this way: they put on sackcloth, fasted, etc. [Jon. 3:5]. On the other hand, hypocrites, aping the truly devout, can feign these external rituals, works, and acts, as the example of Ahab testifies: “He rent his clothes, put on sackcloth, fasted, slept in sackcloth, and went about dejectedly” (1 Kings 21:27), even though he had no inner and serious conversion to God. For this reason, at times God disapproves of these external rituals and works of repentance, especially if an inner change and renewal of the mind does not accompany them. Thus in Isa. 58:5 the fasts of the Jews are rebuked because they were afflicting the body alone, going about with bowed head, putting on sackcloth, and showing themselves as gloomy and sad, even though God required true repentance and grief of heart instead, and though He was merely testing to what extent this grief of body and soul was the effect and consequence of true contrition. In Joel 2:13 they are ordered to “rend their hearts and not their garments.” That is, they are commanded not to feign such grief with the outward ripping of their clothes but to grieve truly and seriously over the sins they had committed. The lack of acquaintance with this synecdoche, by which repentance is described with signs and fruits, provided an opportunity for the error of placing repentance merely in external and physical annoyances and of transferring the merit of the forgiveness of sins and of satisfaction to these acts, despite the fact that the promise of the forgiveness of sins is free, and it happens solely and uniquely because of Christ’s merit and must be apprehended in no way but by faith.





The efficient cause of contrition.

§ 67. The principal efficient cause of contrition is the Holy Spirit, as is shown by the general premises drawn from § 35 above, which attribute the entire work of conversion to the Holy Spirit. Contrition requires the acknowledgment of sins and the hatred and loathing of them. But now, our entire nature is carried with full force toward sin and takes very great pleasure in it. Our mind is darkened and blinded by sin. Therefore a loftier light is required for acknowledging the atrocity of sin and the seriousness of divine wrath. From this it is quite clear that true and salutary contrition is not a work of our natural powers but of the Holy Spirit, who effectually moves our heart.

In contrition, a serious grief over sins committed is present. But now, our nature, wretchedly corrupt and depraved, flees from that grief, follows its own bent and inclination, and revels in its sins. “I will rebuke you and set what you have done in order before your eyes” (Ps. 50:21). “God has set our secret [sin] in the light of His countenance” (and reveals it through the light of the Word) (Ps. 90:8). “Like a lion He has broken [contrivit] all my bones” (Isa. 38:13).





The difference between salutary and destructive contrition.

§ 68. Yet there must be a distinction between the true and salutary contrition of the genuinely devout and the false, destructive contrition of hypocrites, the wicked, and the despairing. (1) In the serious terrors of conscience, the devout regard God Himself as the principal object of their sin, and they grieve only because of offending Him (as the supreme good). But the hypocrites fear the judgments of their own and others’ minds and are disturbed by their consideration of punishment rather than of fault.

(2) The devout acknowledge not only their very serious actual sins but also the source of all actual sins, namely, the original fall; they acknowledge not only their outward sins but also the inner corruption of their nature; and they grieve over all these seriously. “Behold, I was conceived in iniquity, and in sin was my mother warmed concerning me” (Ps. 51:5). Tertullian (De poenit., p. 553): “Sins not only of deed but also of will must be avoided and cleansed by repentance; for if human meanness judges by deeds alone, because the will is incapable of hiding [the sins], then we must not neglect its crimes under God. God is sufficient in all things; nothing is far from His sight. For this reason wrong is certainly being done,” etc. But hypocrites, whenever it may be that they acknowledge them, acknowledge only their external failings.

(3) The devout admit that they have earned punishments not only for this life but also for the life to come. Thus they are seriously grieved, but in turn they lift themselves up by faith in Christ. The hypocrites very often fear only the punishments of this life. If they rise up to a consideration of eternal punishments, they are carried off into the pit of despair.

(4) The devout acknowledge and confess that God and His judgments are just while it is characteristic of hypocrites to excuse their sins and to rail at God’s righteousness.

Therefore there is a distinction between the contrition of the devout and of hypocrites on the basis of these points, and almost the same distinction exists in the repentance of the devout and that of hypocrites. The devout grieve earnestly and cease their sinning; the wicked feign penitence but continue on, secure in their sins. The devout grieve earnestly but by faith overcome those griefs; the despairing also grieve seriously, but because they lack true faith in Christ, they are overcome by terrors. Thus we wish the true and salutary contrition of the devout to be understood in the same way in which we said that contrition is a work of the Holy Spirit. The contrition of hypocrites, of the wicked, and of the despairing very often begins from the old man and from the natural powers of free choice.





What should be thought about the distinction between legal and evangelical contrition.

§ 69. These points have given some people occasion to draw a distinction between legal and evangelical contrition. They attribute the latter to the truly devout, who grieve over their sins and in turn are lifted up by their faith. But they attribute the former to the despairing, who indeed deplore their sin but without any hope of pardon (Bucanus, locus 30, p. 287). But we cannot subscribe to this opinion in every respect, because this very contrition of the devout, which they call “evangelical,” springs not from the Gospel but from the Law, according as it is contrition. Nevertheless we concede that it can be called “evangelical” in the sense and respect that it is connected with faith kindled from the word of the Gospel, through which it becomes salutary; yet we judge that this misuse of words should be avoided.





The instrumental cause of contrition.

§ 70. Thus the instrument through which the Holy Spirit works contrition in human hearts is the preaching of the Law, which reveals sins and God’s wrath against them so that a person acknowledges his sins and grieves earnestly over them. “I shall have respect for a contrite spirit and one who trembles at My words” (Isa. 66:2). “Is not My word like fire and like a hammer that shatters [conterens] the rock?” (Jer. 23:29). “Through the Law comes the acknowledgment of sin” (Rom. 3:20). “The Law works wrath” (Rom. 4:15). “I did not know sin except by the Law” (Rom. 7:7). “Apart from the Law sin is dead” (Rom. 7:8). In the promulgation of the Ten Commandments, the Israelites were so frightened at the sound of the horn and at hearing the divine voice that they not only fell back but even confessed that they would die if they heard such a voice again [Exod. 20:18–19]. By this spectacle God wanted to signify that He was stirring up contrition in man by the instrument of the Law. From these testimonies this theological rule is constructed: “Anything that reproves sin, declares wrath and punishment, and strikes the conscience with terrors has the nature of the Law, whenever and wherever this may occur.”

§ 71. In this way, support for the preaching of the Law is provided by: the [faculty of] discrimination between the honorable and the foul that still remains in the mind, the natural knowledge of the Law [synteresis],5 the internal testimony of the conscience, the memory of divine judgment, as well as examples of divine wrath which we see in others and the punishment for our own sins which we experience in ourselves, which are like sermons of the Law in action [reales conciones legis]. In this sense, public and private calamities can be called “instrumental contributing causes” [συαίτια ὀργανικά] of contrition. “God performs His alien work” (chastising and punishing) “in order to perform His proper work” (showing mercy) (Isa. 28:21).


Often you may see God performing an alien work

in order to perform His own work suitably.



“I will chastise you in judgment, that you may not seem to yourself innocent” (Jer. 30:11). “As I have watched over them to pluck up and break down, to overthrow, destroy, and afflict, so will I be concerned over them to build and to plant, says Jehovah” (Jer. 31:28). “I will return to My place until they are consumed and seek My face. In their affliction they will seek Me, saying, ‘Come, let us return to the Lord, for He has torn and He will heal us, He has smitten and He will bind us up’ ” (Hosea 5:15–6:1). “I smote you with dryness, etc., yet you did not return to Me; I sent pestilence against you, yet you did not return to Me; I overthrew some of you, as God overthrew Sodom and Gomorrah, yet you did not return to Me” (Amos 4:9–11). Christ says of the people who perished at Siloam: “Unless you repent, you will all likewise perish” (Luke 13:5). “When we are judged, we are being chastened by the Lord that we may not be condemned with this world” (1 Cor. 11:32).

Basil (in Sermon Quod Deus non sit auctor mali, vol. 1, p. 355): “The flesh is stricken that the soul may be healed.”

Chrysostom (Letter 5, col. 975): “The punishment which God inflicts does not condemn but is profitable, because it is the greatest of all goods. For it provides a solid foundation for maintaining confidence in Christ and for recovering oneself from sins committed against Him in order to lead us back to the path of virtue.”

Augustine (De natura et gratia, ch. 24): “There are ills which prove beneficial by the miraculous mercy of the Lord. Did he endure anything good who said, ‘You turned Your face away from me, and I am confounded’ [Ps. 29:8 Vg (Ps. 30:7)]? Surely not, and yet this confounding was a medicine against pride. For he had said, ‘I shall not be moved in my abundance forever’ [v. 6 (Ps. 29:7 Vg)], and he was attributing to himself what he was receiving from the Lord. Therefore the Lord had to show him from whom he was receiving his wealth, that he as a humble man might receive what he as a proud man had lost.”

Fulgentius (Letter 7): “The kindness of God draws us to repentance; therefore He afflicts us with tribulations, chastises us with infirmities, instructs us with distresses so that we who have sinned in healthiness of body may learn to abstain from sin in infirmity.”

Luther (Latin ed., vol. 4, fol. 584, on Micah 7): “It is no hindrance that these calamities are punishments for your sins. It only remains for you to acknowledge your sins and not to continue obstinately in them. A father chastises his son because of his son’s sins, but the punishment is a sign of the father’s heart, just as Paul says, ‘We are chastened by the Lord so that we would not be condemned along with the world’ [1 Cor. 11:32],” etc.6

§ 72. Meditation on Christ’s suffering and death offers the same use. In fact, this is the clearest mirror of God’s wrath against our sins. “We esteemed Him stricken with blows, smitten by God, and humbled. But He was wounded for our transgressions; He was bruised for our iniquities” (Isa. 53:4[–5]). As Christ was led to His punishment carrying His cross, He warned the women to weep for themselves (Luke 23:28), that is, to acknowledge their own sins and to see God’s wrath against those sins in this sad spectacle. God had displayed His wrath in various examples: the flooding of the earth, the destruction of Sodom, etc.; finally, to manifest more fully His anger against sins, He wanted His own Son to die for our sins—His Son, who complained: “My God, My God, why have You forsaken Me?” [Matt. 27:46]. Like the grape subjected to the winepress is squeezed and offers its sweet juice, so Christ, subjected to the winepress of divine wrath, offered His bloody sweat to God as an odor of sweetness for our sins [Eph. 5:2]. The fervor appears in His sweat; the price, in His blood; the sufficiency, in its outpouring.

Here we place the sweet meditations of the fathers on the suffering of the Lord. Bernard (Sermon 3 in die nat., col. 57): “Know, O man, how grave are the wounds for which Christ the Lord had to be wounded. If these were not wounds to the death and to eternal death, the Son of God would not have died as a remedy for them.”

Anselm (Lib. meditat., letter N): “A wicked man sins, and the Just One is punished; the guilty man sins, but the Innocent One is scourged; the impious man offends, but the Pious One is condemned. What the servant commits, the Master pays for. What man commits, God endures.”

Ephraem states it most beautifully (De comp. cordis, bk. 1, ch. 2): “We read that the Lord Himself, the Word of the Father, hung on the cross and died because of our sins. Do we hold Him in contempt, laugh at Him with arrogant boldness? The sun could not endure the insult to our Lord but turned the brightness of its light to darkness [Matt. 27:45]. But are we unwilling to turn from the darkness of our wickedness? The veil of the temple, which had committed no wrong, was torn apart by itself [Matt. 27:51]; are we unwilling to have our hearts pricked because of our sins?” etc.

Therefore we conclude that true contrition is stirred up in the hearts of people by the preaching of the Law as it hurls lightning against sin, by the infliction of adversities, and by meditation on the Passion of the Lord and on other examples of divine wrath.





The purpose for which contrition is required.

§ 73. Furthermore, contrition is required in true conversion to God not as merit for reconciliation nor as a means of receiving grace but as part of the order which God observes in people who are going to be converted and as part of the obedience which He demands of those people, since He is unwilling to work in stubborn and secure hearts. For how could contrition be a means for earning and apprehending grace? (1) It comes from the Law, but from the Law comes the knowledge of sin, not its acquittal (Rom. 3:20). Justification does not come from the works of the Law (Gal. 2:16), and “the Law works wrath” (Rom. 4:15).

(2) It is imperfect, for of whatsoever quality it may be or howsoever great it may be, it does not equal the wickedness of sins and the magnitude of divine wrath either in intensity or in value [sive intensive sive appretiative], as they say. Thus if we had to think about the remission of sins on the basis of the quality or quantity of our contrition, penitents would have to battle with constant doubts truly and earnestly.

(3) It lacks the ability to grasp Christ the Mediator, who made satisfaction for our sins; and thus it cannot give the conscience peace and quiet.

(4) There is no relation between our contrition and God’s free promise concerning the forgiveness of sins, but there does exist a perpetual relation between the word of the Gospel and faith. Therefore when repentance receives the attribution of being a means of reconciliation and of life, it must be stated that this happens by synecdoche with respect to the most important and noble part, namely, faith in Christ, which alone apprehends Christ’s merit offered in the word of the Gospel and which finds the grace of God, righteousness, and eternal life in Christ. The forerunner of this faith is contrition, but its handmaiden is good works, so that faith alone remains the queen in our reconciliation with God.

§ 74. Up to this point we have been explaining our position—that is, the position of Holy Scripture itself—concerning contrition. It remains for us to examine the opinion of the Papists, which Bellarmine (De poenit., bk. 2, ch. 1) includes in the following questions: “(1) Is contrition a good and free act, and does it pertain to the Law or to the Gospel? (2) Is it an act of free choice alone? (3) Does it include a hatred and loathing of past sin? (4) Does it include the intent to live well? (5) Is it necessary for justification? (6) Does it demand great sorrow? (7) Does it have the power to reconcile the sinner to God? (8) Does it come before the absolution of the priest? (9) Can it erase all sins? (10) Is attrition a gift of God?”





Is contrition a terror conceived from the threats of the Law?

§ 75. The first question is explained by Bellarmine (ch. 2) with four propositions: “(I) Contrition is not terror conceived from the threats of the Law, because through contrition the heart of the sinner is softened, humbled, and made subject to the Law of God; because terrors can exist even in a hard and haughty heart; because the things which do not befit the terrified are attributed to the contrite; and, finally, because in the description of the contrite not only fears and terrors but also groans, tears, sighs, etc., are mentioned.”

We respond. By no means do we say that contrition is merely terror, but under this title we also include the acknowledgment and loathing of sin, humbling of the heart, and terrors of conscience. Therefore from things connected and subordinate one must not make things that are opposite. Surely through contrition the heart is rent, humbled, and softened so that it is reduced to weeping, sighs, and tears. Yet from this it does not follow that terrors and anxieties are not connected to it.

Bellarmine cites statements of Scripture. Ps. 34:18: “The Lord is near to those who are troubled in heart, and the humble in spirit shall be saved.” Ps. 51:17: “A contrite and humbled heart You will not despise.” These are not opposed to our position, for these and similar passages contain a description of the persons to whom God offers His grace, namely, to those who are of a contrite heart; but they do not set forth the reason for which sins are forgiven. God observes this order, first, to lead people down to hell, and then to bring them back again; first, to mortify them, then to give them life again. It provides no help to Bellarmine’s case that humbling is added to contrition, for that also springs from the acknowledgment of sins and from a perception of divine wrath against sins. Nor can it be denied that this is of the Law. In what direction is Bellarmine heading by denying that terrors which have arisen from the threats of the Law are connected to contrition? This is clear from Compend. theolog. (bk. 6, ch. 24), where he claims that “not only does contrition not terrify by the curses of the Law, but rather it frees him from his sins and brings blessings; for through his voluntary assumption not only the fault but also the punishment is forgiven, and glory is bestowed.” This will be discussed in greater detail a little later [§ 78].





Is contrition suffering?

§ 76. (II) “Contrition is not passive suffering but rather action, and this is free, not forced.” As cited above, this is expressed quite clearly (Compend. theolog.): “Contrition is grief assumed voluntarily.”

** The Papists claim this in order to preserve their hypotheses, for they say that “contrition is meritorious.” Thomas writes ([ST,] supplem., q. 1, art. 2): “But everything that must be merited must be an act of virtue.” Since virtue is a habit of choice [habitus electivus], they conclude that “contrition is a free act which is voluntarily assumed and chosen by man.” Five things come together in contrition, according to Dr. Eckhard (De poen., ch. 4, p. 88). For (1) in the memory there is a recollection of sin; (2) in the mind, a consideration of the offense; (3) in the will, a loathing of the sins one has acknowledged, of which the beating of the breast, the tears coming from the eyes, and the confession of the mouth bear witness; (4) in the heart, fear of vengeance and the coming judgment; (5) in the conscience, wounded by the branding of the Law, follow horror, grief, pangs, and stinging. The first two steps indeed are internal acts; but the essence of contrition does not consist in those but rather in the latter three. The former do not so much constitute as effect the contrition; they are of the external impulsive cause, not of the essence [habent se προκαταρκτικῶς non οὐσιωδῶς]; they are the efficient but not the formal cause,7 which, to be sure, is nothing other than the suffering of the heart. This is proved: (1) From etymology. Thomas says ([ST,] supplem, ch. 2, art. 1): “Properly speaking, contrition is the crushing of anything whole and hard,” since a thing is said to be ground down [conteri] when a solid is made smaller and reduced to very small pieces. But every crushing with respect to the subject which is being diminished is suffering. Now, just as proper contrition is situated in the genus, so metaphorical contrition is situated in the species, which is of the human heart, which has stiffened by means of sins and hardened like adamant: crushing, puncturing, softening. (2) From its synonyms. Contrition is described only with passive descriptors, as all its synonyms teach. It is called a smiting of the heart (2 Sam. 24:10), a “troubling of the soul” (Ps. 6:3), the “sinking in of the Lord’s arrows” (Ps. 38:[2]), a “tribulation of the spirit and a breaking of the heart” (Ps. 51:[17]), a “trembling aroused by the voice of the Lord” (Isa. 66:2), “striking of the thigh and confusion” (Jer. 31:19), a “rending of the heart” (Joel 2:13), a “cutting (compunction)” (Acts 2:37). (3) From the definition of suffering [passio]. It is commonly defined as the receiving of an action or an accident according to which whatever is subject to it is said to suffer. But this definition describes contrition understood formally, for it is the receiving of the thunderbolts of the Law, and in accordance with this a person is said to suffer and to be crushed. (4) From the cause of contrition, which is not man himself but the Holy Spirit. “After You converted [me]” (Jer. 31:18). Since this does not proceed from man efficiently [efficienter]8 but is accomplished in man by God alone, this is suffering with respect to man. (5) From the very confession of our adversaries. For they define repentance as the vengeance of the grieving person: so Lombard (Sent., 4, dist. 14A) and Bonaventure ([Sent.,] 4, dist. 16, part 1, art. 1, q. 1, f. 226). By its essence, contrition is grief; they even define it as grief: so Durandus ([Sent.,] 4, dist. 17, q. 2), Costerus (Enchir., ch. 11, p. 370), Tolet. (De inst. sacerd., bk. 3, ch. 4, p. 417). **

We respond. Hypocritical contrition consisting of outward gestures and action can arise from the powers of free choice, but earnest and salutary contrition is not the work of human powers, for “whoever commits sin is a slave to sin” (John 8:34). No one can leave slavery but rather is held in this miserable slavery unless he is freed by the Son [John 8:36]. Outside of the grace of the Holy Spirit, our hearts are considered “hard and stony” (Ezek. 36:26) and do not know how to repent. Thus God must “take away the stony heart and give a heart of flesh” (Ezek. 11:19) so that He Himself converts man and “shapes a new vessel from the broken one by virtue of creating,” as Prosper says.

There must also be a distinction between the contrition of those not yet reborn along with those who have fallen into sins against conscience and the daily mortification of the flesh, which is demanded of the reborn. When we say that contrition is passive and attribute it completely to the Holy Spirit, we are considering the conversion of those not yet reborn and those who have fallen into mortal sins. Yet we do not deny that the reborn are the co-workers of God both in all good works and in the daily mortification of the flesh (which some people call contrition). But they act not by their own powers but by the new powers endowed by the Holy Spirit.

To prove his thesis, Bellarmine produces: (1) “The commands by which the Lord orders man to rend his heart, to make himself a new heart, to cast away his sins.” From these he attempts to conclude that man truly does cooperate in his contrition.

We respond. We have shown in its own place [§§ 37–38] that our ability [for conversion] does not follow from these commands, since, through his fall, man has fallen into a powerlessness to perform the things required by the divine Law. Moreover, those very commands and threats are the salutary means through which God works true contrition in people. From this one can by no means infer that man cooperates with God out of the powers of his free choice.

(2) “Contrition pleases God, but a forced suffering is not God-pleasing.”

We respond. Contrition is God-pleasing only when it is united with faith in Christ: “Without faith it is impossible to please God” (Heb. 11:6).

(3) “It is within our power to apply our mind to that which arouses fear.”

We respond. Although the application of the mind to that which arouses contrition—that is, the external hearing of the Word and the consideration of punishments—may somehow lie within our power, nevertheless inner, salutary contrition is the work of the Holy Spirit, as we have taught in greater detail in our treatise On Predestination and Free Choice [Commonplace XIV, §§ 32–101].

** Furthermore, they say that contrition is grief, but still an action, and to carry this point they use this little distinction. Grief is understood in two ways: (1) “as a discord of the will”; (2) “as suffering resulting in a feeling because of that discord, a feeling which causes a person to burst out in tears” (Bonaventure, loc. cit.). Or as Durandus says, “Grief is understood (1) as a dissatisfaction of the will and (2) as the suffering of the sensitive part9 [of the soul].” They think that the second grief is “an effect of contrition,” but the first is “the form of contrition.” We respond. (a) Contrition does not consist formally in bare discord but rather in the torment and trembling of the spirit because of sins committed. This torment includes discord but is not discord itself. If this same disharmony of the will is formally an action, why do they call it grief? For how is that which is formally grief an act in essence? To Bellarmine’s first argument [we respond]: (α) Contrition is suffering, but it is neither compelled nor violent but is aroused by the Law. For not everything is compelled which proceeds from an origin on the outside. Faith is not the result of our own powers but is kindled by the Holy Spirit (Rom. 10:17), yet faith is not a violent act. In the same way, drawing the conclusion of a free act from a command is invalid. All people are commanded to turn away from sin, to be cleansed, to believe in Christ, etc. Therefore are all of these things free acts within our power? Christ commanded the dead girl and Lazarus to get up, etc. Finally, though we do not deny that some acts of ours do occur in contrition—for instance, the remembrance of sins, consideration of the Law, meditation on the wrath of God, etc.—with respect to these, it can be said that contrition is commanded, but it does not consist of these actions formally but rather in grief and torment by reason of which the heart is said to be crushed [contritum]. (β) Contrition is indeed passive suffering, but it is aroused by God Himself and not elicited from us by force. Examples bear witness that some things please God which are in some way involuntary, such as the circumcision of Moses’ son (Exod. 4:26), the violent death of the martyrs (Ps. 116:[15]), and Ahab’s contrition (1 Kings 21:27). There must be a distinction between the contrition of the despairing and of those who believe. (γ) In response to his third argument [we respond]: “The question here is not what sort of suffering contrition is, whether it is free or otherwise, but whether specifically it is passive or active.” Nor does this follow: some preparatory things are within our power; therefore salutary contrition is also in our power. For otherwise faith would be our voluntary act. The use of means is one thing; the production of the effect is another. The first is placed within our powers, but not the latter. (Meisner, Sobr. phil., part 2, sec. 2, ch. 1, q. 5). **





Whether contrition pertains to the Gospel.

§ 77. (III) “Contrition especially pertains to the Gospel.”

We respond. On the contrary: “The acknowledgment of sin comes through the Law” [Rom. 3:20]. The free remission of sins on account of Christ the Mediator is announced through the Gospel, properly so called.

But how does Bellarmine prove his thesis? (1) The Lord promises to the children of the new testament “a heart of flesh and a new spirit” (Ezek. 11:19).

We respond. In that passage the Holy Spirit is promised as the one who will work true contrition in the hearts of people. There is nothing added there that He will lead people to contrition through the preaching of the Gospel, since the ministry of the Spirit includes also the preaching of the Law.

(2) “Christ and the apostles, the authors of the Gospel, preached contrition.”

We respond. In their ministries, Christ and the apostles preached not only the Gospel but also the Law in order that the hard hearts of people might be crushed by the hammer of the Law and that their contrite hearts might be healed by the consolation of the Gospel. In practice, the doctrines of Law and Gospel are joined more closely than a mathematical point, as Dr. Luther says in his commentary on Galatians 3.10

(3) “The old Law does not have the promise of the Gospel, nor are its works pleasing to God.”

We respond. The phrase “works of the Law” is used in two ways: either for any external work done without grace and the Spirit or for the works of the reborn proceeding from the working of the Holy Spirit, which also are called “works of the Law” because the divine Law is their norm. The former works are not God-pleasing, but the latter are a very pleasing sacrifice. We explained how contrition pleases God earlier [§ 76]. The remaining points adduced here by Bellarmine were dealt with in the commonplace On the Gospel [Commonplace XVII, §§ 52–63].





Does contrition free us from sins?

§ 78. (IV) “Contrition does not fill a person with sins and curses but frees him from sins and brings blessings.” He explains this more clearly (ch. 12, col. 1296): “By common consent Catholics teach that contrition is the cause of the remission of sins,” from the Council of Trent (session 6, ch. 6; session 14, ch. 4). “Most of the Scholastics teach that contrition merits the remission of sins congruously.”

We respond. If we could merit the remission of sins and life through our own contrition, Christ was punished for our sins either in vain or insufficiently [cf. Gal. 2:21]. For Scripture attributes the fact that Christ’s benefits are attributed to us not to contrition as an instrument but to faith alone (Acts 10:43; Rom. 4:3; and in many other places). If we apply the forgiveness of sins to ourselves through contrition as an instrument, we are not then achieving forgiveness without the Law and its works. But now “blessedness belongs to that man to whom God reckons righteousness apart from works,” as the apostle states in clear words (Rom. 4:6) and as will be taught in greater detail in its own place [On Justification through Faith (Commonplace XIX), §§ 150–83, esp. § 155].

But how does Bellarmine prove his thesis? (1) “The fact that a person sees that he is empty of good works and burdened with sins is not the effect of contrition but comes partly from humility and partly from the examination and recognition of his very self.”

We respond. Things that are subordinate and connected must not be put in opposition to each other. All these things pertain to contrition in order that a person may recognize his own deformity in the mirror of the Law, that he may grieve earnestly over it and humble himself before God, the most just Judge.

(2) “If contrition is the work of God, how does it flee from God and become the way to despair unless faith is added?”

We respond. Salutary contrition is always connected to faith, just as filial fear is always connected to the love of God. But now, when we declare that contrition is the work of the Holy Spirit, we are speaking especially about salutary contrition. The contrition that flees God in the case of the despairing happens only accidentally by the fault of a nature corrupted by sin, and in this respect the most holy divine Law is called “the minister of death and damnation” (2 Cor. 3:7) which “works wrath” (Rom. 4:15), “increases sin” [Rom. 5:20], etc.

(3) “The Ninevites were doubtful about the remission of sins, and yet they did not flee from God.”

We respond. Their doubts concerned not the forgiveness of their sins but the avoidance of temporal punishment [cf. Jon. 3:9]; nor did they lack faith, for otherwise they could not have pleased God [cf. Heb. 11:6].





Can contrition be had without the special help of God?

§ 79. Bellarmine deals with the second question (ch. 3), “whether contrition can be had without the special help of God,” and denies this possibility and proves the necessity of grace against the Pelagians.

We respond. The Holy Spirit is the author of true conversion not in such a way that the human will cooperates with Him of itself and of its own natural powers but in such a way that the entire work of conversion must be attributed to Him. He gives a person new powers with which he later cooperates in good works, but He does not stir up sleeping powers and restore their use or “restore only the secondary actuality,” as the more recent Papists argue. For Bellarmine writes (De liber. arbit., bk. 6, ch. 11): “We cooperate with God not only after conversion but also in our very regeneration and in the beginning of faith, and in such a way that, though free choice has been weakened, it still has not been extinguished in the act of believing.” As to the fact that Bellarmine denies that some Scholastics claim that the attempts and will of man precede grace, this is denying that the sun shines at noon; for from this arise the disputations about preparations for grace, congruous merit, the love of God above all things out of our purely natural state, and preparation for justification.





Does contrition include a hatred of sin?

§ 80. In the third question, “whether contrition includes a hatred and loathing of sin,” Bellarmine [ch. 4] has our agreement. What he fabricates about Luther, as if Luther denies that contrition includes a hatred of sin, has an easy explanation. Luther is speaking about the hatred of sin which springs from slavish fear and is related to punishment rather than fault.11 He is speaking comparatively: that we ought to be concerned not so much about the quantity of contrition as about the serious correction of our lives. He is speaking about the true explanation of the word μετάνοια, which denotes an inner change of mind and intent but not external actions undertaken voluntarily. Yet he does not deny that contrition includes the hatred of sin.





Does contrition include the intent to live correctly?

§ 81. Bellarmine (ch. 6) responds affirmatively to the fourth question—“whether contrition includes the intent to live uprightly”—but also admits that Papist theologians do not agree “whether this ought to be a formal intent or if it is enough that it be virtual and implicit.”

We respond. Salutary contrition has faith in Christ conjoined with it, which is the mother and foundation of all good works. But if contrition exists by itself, it presses man down rather than lifting him up to the hope of forgiveness and an actual intent for a new life.

A true God-pleasing intent for a new life cannot exist except in a renewed person. A person is not renewed without first being regenerated. But regeneration happens through faith in Christ, by which “hearts are purified” (Acts 15:9).

No one can decide to lead a holy and God-pleasing life without first being sure that he has been reconciled to God, for works do not please God unless a person has first been reconciled. But now, through faith we can be certain of God’s grace. Therefore faith is required for the intent to lead a holy, God-pleasing life.

Anything that is included in the name and definition of contrition is something that is excited by the Law. But now, the Law kills man by its ministry where the life-giving Spirit is not present. It makes man a transgressor rather than eager for good works. But now, it is not the Law but the Gospel through which the life-giving Spirit is given (Gal. 3:2). Hence if the Lord in the Gospel did not show us Christ, the Physician of our soul, and did not give us life through faith in His blood, and if He were not to lead the contrite person back from hell, one of these two things would happen: either a person would be carried off into the pit of despair, or he would throw off the yoke of the Law’s reproofs and threats and would fall into Epicurean security.

The passages of Scripture which Bellarmine cites (Amos 5, Isaiah 1, and Ezekiel 18) describe the fruit of true and salutary repentance but not of contrition alone, as John says clearly: “Make fruits worthy of repentance” (Matt. 3:8).





Whether contrition is necessary for justification.

§ 82. In ch. 8, Bellarmine seeks to prove the fifth controversy, “whether contrition is necessary for justification.”

We respond. Contrition is altogether necessary for those who fall after Baptism to be reconciled to God and receive the forgiveness of sins. (1) This is because God decided to forgive sins only for the repentant; He orders the preaching of the Gospel, but only “to the poor”; He wants to heal, but only the “contrite”; He wants to preach liberty, but only “to the captives” (Isa. 61:1).

(2) Where there is no acknowledgment of guilt, there is no desire for grace. If the seriousness of sin is not acknowledged, the medicine for the soul will be rejected. Therefore contrition is necessary with regard to order but not with respect to any merit or even with respect to the means through which we are reconciled to God, since we are justified before God by faith alone without works. For justification is from the Gospel and not from the Law. But now, contrition springs forth from the preaching of the Law. Therefore justification is not from, through, or because of contrition.

Bellarmine tries to prove that contrition is required with the necessity of means from [these Scriptures]: “Unless you repent, you will all perish together” (Luke 13[:5]). “Repent and be converted that your sins may be wiped away” (Acts 3[:19]). “The kindness of God invites you to repentance, but according to your hard and impenitent heart you are storing up wrath for yourself” (Rom. 2[:4–5]). “I will move your candlestick unless you repent” (Rev. 2[:5]). But anyone will see at first glance how these things pertain to a different question, since contrition alone does not complete salutary and full repentance. Rather, faith must lift up hearts, and in this respect repentance is profitable for life and salvation.





How much contrition is required?

§ 83. The sixth controversy is about “the quantity of contrition.” In explaining this, Bellarmine first tries to show that our doctrine of contrition reduces people to despair since we claim that true and earnest contrition is necessary. There is no true and earnest contrition except that which proceeds from the entire heart. But now, contrition from the entire heart, as love from the entire heart, is impossible according to our hypothesis. That is the summary [rubrica] of ch. 10.

We respond. In its own place [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), § 195] we showed that the phrase “from the whole heart” has two meanings, for at times it is opposed to hypocrisy and pretense, in which sense and respect we confess that both contrition and love from the whole heart are possible because Scripture provides examples of those who turned to God and loved Him “from the whole heart.” Thus here the meaning of the phrase “with the whole heart” is “not hypocritically, not with a deceitful heart,” as is said in Ps. 12:2 about hypocrites: “They speak with a double heart.” But at other times “to love from the whole heart” indicates a love perfect and absolute in all degrees, a love by which we love from the whole heart, from the whole soul, from the whole mind, and from all our powers. We say that in this sense and respect both contrition and love from the whole heart—that is, as perfect as God requires—are impossible in this life. For all contrition, regardless of its quality or quantity, is by no means equal to the atrocity of sins and the magnitude of God’s wrath. Dr. Luther (Conc. de poenitentia, Latin ed., vol. 1, fol. 14):


If you want to repent not for the sake of the command but for the love of a new and better life, even if no one repents, confesses, or is contrite, and thus even if the whole world does otherwise—then you are truly penitent, etc. However, here you will find, if you do not wish to lie, that you are not such a person, but rather you want the prior life to allow you to be such because you sense that you are still totally inclined to that prior life, etc. Therefore what shall we do here? We must be such people, and we cannot be such people. Shall we all be damned then? May this never be! But let us respond: you should recognize that you are such a person and not deny this, but should go into a corner, and, according to Christ’s counsel, pray in secret to your Father in heaven and say without pretense: “Behold, good God, You command me to repent. But I am such a wretched person that I feel that I am unwilling to do this and cannot do it. Therefore I prostrate myself at Your feet. I beseech Your mercy and grace: make me the penitent whom You order to repent.”12



§ 84. But how much contrition do the Papists require? Bellarmine responds with six propositions:


(1) For such contrition it is necessary that it suffice for the remission of sins so that it may be equal to divine wrath. (2) Grief over sins must be of the highest sort, at least appreciably [appretiative], as the theologians speak of it. (3) It is unnecessary for contrition to be grief of the highest sort in intensity. (4) Nor is any certain level of intensity nor any length of time necessary for true contrition. (5) Nor is it required that there be as many acts of contrition as there were sins, provided that we grieve from the heart over all sins which come to mind after examination. (6) Nonetheless it is very useful that we lament over individual sins very bitterly and for a long time so that contrition can be called “the highest sort” not only appreciably but also intensively and extensively.



We respond. All these points are drawn not from the springs of Scripture but from the cisterns of the Scholastics. They support human merits and satisfactions. They establish the dogma of constant doubt and are injurious to the merits of Christ.

(1) Scripture teaches that contrition must not be hypocritical or superficial, but earnest and from the whole heart in order that a person may truly and seriously acknowledge that, due to the sins he has committed, he is guilty of divine wrath and temporal and eternal punishments and that he is a child of hell on this account. But Scripture nowhere mentions a grief that is of the highest sort “appreciably, intensively, or extensively.”

(2) “If a greater sin must be grieved over more greatly than a lesser sin; if the grief of repentance must equal or surpass the pleasure which we receive from sinning; if there is a danger that a person may deceive himself; if, while it is enough for him to stir himself up to keen and intense contrition, he does not even loathe his sins appreciably with his entire heart” (which are Bellarmine’s words in ch. 11); “if grief must arise out of contrition, a grief so intense that the bitterness of the grief can be equal to and compared with the magnitude of the sins” (as he says in De poenit., 1, ch. 4, col. 1168, from the Catechism. Roman.); “if no one can know for certain that he had true contrition” (as he says in De poenit., 2, ch. 14, in respons. ad object. 17)—then will not man’s conscience be tormented with unending doubts? Will his contrition be enough? Here pertains the Scholastics’s common teaching that those who are not so crushed in heart and do not weep over their sins so that contrition suffices to make satisfaction for the punishment of sin will feel the fire of purgatory if they die before the fulfillment of the contrition.

(3) If sins had to be expiated through our contrition, certainly the greatest contrition not only appreciably but also intensively and extensively would be required. God, whom sin offends, is infinite; His justice is infinite; His wrath against sin is infinite. Surely, then, the expiation of sin does not befit finite contrition but requires an infinite price, which Christ offered in our place. There is no reason for anyone to object, saying that the Passion and sufferings of Christ were also in some way finite because they ended at a certain time, since the infinity of Christ’s merit and the price He paid must be evaluated not on the basis of duration of time but on the infinity of His person. For it was not flesh alone but the very Son of God in the assumed flesh who endured the suffering, who, along with the Father and the Holy Spirit, is the infinite God. (Bellarmine himself acknowledges this, De justif., bk. 2, ch. 5; there he correctly argues that the efficacy of the merit which Christ performed depends on the infinity of His person.) But our contrition does not have the nature of an infinite price or an equivalent price for sin since it proceeds from mere man, in whose flesh sin still dwells. Because of the oldness of the flesh which still remains, a person never grieves so earnestly over the sins he has committed without again taking pleasure in sins. For this reason the grief of contrition never corresponds to the will to sin. “Who understands sins?” (Ps. 19:12). “Who considers the power of Your anger and who, as is meet, fears Your indignation?” (Ps. 90:11).

(4) If our contrition can increase so much that it is not only of the highest sort appreciably and is sufficient for the remission of sins but can also be of the highest sort intensively and extensively, why, then, was it necessary for Christ to be bruised [attritum] and humbled because of our sins [Isa. 53:5], when our contrition can not only be sufficient but even superabundant?

(5) Finally, the members of a class are not diametrically opposed to one another. For grief to be of the highest sort appreciably (that is, according to the explanation of Bellarmine, for the will to value the loathing of sin greater than the attainment of any good or the avoidance of the other evil), it is altogether required that the will strive with all its might to satisfy exactly the judgment of reason and loathe sin with the greatest effort. This is the definition of a grief that is intensively of the highest sort. Consequently, a grief that is appreciably of the highest sort includes a grief that is intensively of the highest sort—if not formally, then according to power [virtualiter].





Whether contrition is a cause of the remission of sins.

§ 85. The seventh controversy is “whether contrition is a cause of the remission of sins,” which Bellarmine affirms (ch. 12).

We respond. (1) The Scholastics do not agree in their explanation of this question. Some want contrition to be only a preparation for the remission of sins, but most claim that it is congruous merit, such as Lombard (Sentent., 2, dist. 27), Thomas, Bonaventure, Scotus, Durandus, etc., whose opinion seems to be more true and more in harmony with the Scriptures and the fathers than that of Bellarmine. Richard (Sent., 4, dist. 17, art. 1, q. 7) claims that it is worthy merit [meritum de condigno]: “Through contrition the soul earns the forgiveness of mortal sins by merit if some motive for contrition precedes it in the natural order.” The Catech. Trident. (p. 290): “From this, one may know the power of true contrition: that by its benefit we immediately receive pardon for all our sins.”

** Franciscus Victoria (Relect. 1, De potest. eccles.): “Men who are otherwise keen and learned” (Scholastics and especially Scotists) “sin twice in this argument and are in error because they have the wrong idea about contrition. First, they think that contrition is so sufficient for the remission of sins that once contrition has taken place the remission [of sins] and grace are due as if by justice. For this reason it also happens that they place congruous merit as the first grace, contrary to the apostle Paul. They do not consider that, regardless of the preparation which the sinner has, it is unnecessary to imagine any merit except pure divine mercy since there is such great generosity in the granting of grace and sins are forgiven so freely, just as grace was given to Adam in his first condition and, in fact, more. Contrition is no more merit for grace and the remission of sins than good works are merit for predestination. This was a great part of the Pelagian error, if I know anything at all.” **

Petrus à Soto takes a different view and merely asserts that the Catholic Church believes that “contrition does not earn the remission of sins but is a preparation [dispositio] necessary for us to obtain true righteousness through it.” He even says, “Our contrition makes God kindly disposed toward us, is the merit of eternal life, and earns the complete remission of sins.”

(2) Contrition is not the merit for the forgiveness of sins since sins are forgiven freely, and no good work is meritorious in the proper sense, as will be shown in its own place [§§ 121, 126; On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 87–133]. It is not the means of forgiveness since contrition is from the Law; but now, we are justified by faith without the works of the Law, and it lacks the ability to grasp Christ.

Bellarmine objects, saying that we are justified freely even though we are justified by the merit of contrition since contrition itself is a gift of God and is not worthy merit but congruous merit. This will be discussed more fully in the article On Justification [Commonplace XIX, § 155]. Here we shall repeat the apostle’s contrast: “If it is from grace, then it is no longer from works” (Rom. 11:6). “Blessed is that man to whom God imputes righteousness without works” (Rom. 4:6).

The counterargument—that Christ earned this with His own contrition in order that our contrition might also expiate sin, and that for this reason our contrition takes nothing away from Christ’s merit—is of the same importance and weight. What must be thought about this matter shall be explained in its own place [On Good Works (Commonplace XX), § 96; cf. above, § 61, and below, §§ 120–21]. Here we repeat a passage from the Apol. Confess. Wirteberg. (ch. De contrit., p. 514):


Christ did not die for this purpose, use, and end: that our good works receive the meritorious dignity of atoning for sins, but rather for the expiation before God of our evil works, which the severity of God’s judgment finds not only in our sins but even in our good works themselves. Indeed, Christ did not suffer so that our good works should atone for sins, but rather He suffered for sins. I repeat: He suffered for sins so that they should be expiated not because of our actions or sufferings but because of the actions and passions of Christ alone. Because the Passion or merit of Christ is not recognized from contrition or the admission of sin but only by faith through the Gospel of Christ, we say that we become partakers of Christ’s propitiation.



And p. 515:


Because the Holy Spirit leaves good works faulty and imperfect in people due to the flesh, will the Son of God now infuse them with such majesty that they will placate God’s wrath? So great is the seriousness of divine wrath that the whole world trembles before it. Now, do you suppose that this trembling of every creature can be calmed by human works?



(3) If contrition were the cause of the remission of sins, once contrition happened the remission of sins would happen. But now, once contrition has happened, the forgiveness of sins does not immediately happen since very often there are deeper griefs over committed sins in those who in their desperation rush into destruction than in the elect and in those experiencing salutary repentance.

(4) Nevertheless contrition is necessary in true and salutary repentance, as we demonstrated in its own place [§ 41]. Thus some people argue that contrition is the cause “without which not” [sine qua non] of the remission of sins since no remission of sins occurs without contrition. But it is a cause “without which not” which does not act in effecting that which happens. Rather, it is present in such a way that without it the effect does not occur. Nevertheless it is not truly and properly the cause.

Those are the points which must be understood rightly and carefully, lest the free forgiveness of sins be overturned.

§ 86. How does Bellarmine prove that contrition is the efficient cause and the merit of righteousness for the remission of sins? He produces passages of Scripture, testimonies of the fathers, and the authority of reason. Regarding the passages of Scripture, he boasts that they are very clear and that he still has not read any response of our people to their testimonies.





First, Ezekiel 18[:27]: “He shall make his soul live.”

(I) “ ‘When a wicked person turns away from his wickedness, he shall make his soul live’ (Ezek. 18:27). ‘To make his soul live’ is certainly doing something for his own justification.”

We respond. This prophetic passage describes repentance and its salutary fruit. It describes repentance on the basis of its consequence—namely, the correction of life—not because this constitutes repentance formally or finishes it completely, but because it is the immediate consequence and undoubted testimony of it. Such descriptions by synecdoche are very common in Scripture. In these the whole is understood from the part, what is sealed from the seal, the antecedent from the consequent. They set the better known, the more obvious before the eyes so that those points which are less obvious to the eyes may be understood, just as someone teaches another to recognize a tree from its fruits.

Therefore we proceed in this way. Turning away from wickedness cannot take place without faith in Christ being present. “Hearts are purified by faith” (Acts 15:9). “The Holy Spirit is given by faith” (Gal. 3:2), and He is the Author of renewal. Hence this turning away from wickedness to God includes faith in Christ. The fruit of repentance is “making the soul live” [animae vivificatio]. This is a Hebrew expression which occurs very often in the Scriptures: “He will make his soul live”; that is, he will save his life, he will not perish, he will live. Therefore the notion that a person can make himself live cannot be elicited from the prophet’s statement, since man is “dead in his sins” (Eph. 2:1). Rather, Christ is our life (John 14:6) not only in merit but also in effecting it. Through His Word we are called back from the death of sins to spiritual life (John 5:25). Life proceeds not from ourselves—He Himself makes alive; we are made alive. “The midwives made alive the Israelite boys” (Exod. 1:17). “You shall not make alive any soul of those peoples” (Deut. 20:16). “You will make alive my father” (Josh. 2:13), that is, you will preserve him in life. (See also Lev. 13:13; Josh. 6:25; Judg. 21:14; Prov. 17:15. See also our treatise On Free Choice [Commonplace XIV]; and Weigenmeier, Tabb. Gramm. Hebr.)





Second, “Make for yourselves a new heart” (in the same place).

§ 87. (II) “In the same chapter God commands through the prophet: ‘Make for yourselves a new heart and a new spirit’ [Ezek. 18:31], namely, through repentance. Therefore if we make a new heart for ourselves when we convert, surely conversion must be a cause of justification.”

We respond. In its own place [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), §§ 181–202] we have shown that we can prove the inability rather than the ability of our own strength from these commandments, since the knowledge of sin comes from the Law. Consequently, it cannot be inferred that we can make for our own selves a new heart and a new spirit just because the commandment orders us to do it. It is God “who takes away our heart of stone and gives us a heart of flesh” (Ezek. 11:19; 36:26), who “creates in us a clean heart” (Ps. 51:[10]). This creation of a new heart is an act of God, not of man. In addition, the working of the Holy Spirit is united with this word of the Lord; for at the same time that He orders us to renew our heart, He also gives us this very thing through the ministry of the Word and through the Holy Spirit in order that we may be able to do what He requires of us. Augustine (De grat. et lib. arbitr., ch. 15): “We should remember that He who says, ‘Make for yourselves a new heart and a new spirit,’ also says, ‘I will give to you a new heart and a new spirit.’ Therefore when He says ‘make for yourselves,’ how does He say ‘I will give to you’? Why does He command if He Himself is going to give? Why does He give if man is going to make, except that He is giving what He commands and helps man to do what He commands? It happens through grace so that a person is of a good will who before was of an evil will.” (See [our] treatise On Free Choice [Commonplace XIV], § 71).





Third, Jonah 3[:10]: “God saw their works.”

§ 88. (III) “ ‘God saw the works of those who turned from their evil way; and God took pity concerning the evil which He had said He would do to them’ (Jon. 3:10). This passage gives the cause why God had compassion on the people of Nineveh: because they turned from their evil way.”

We respond. The fruit of salutary repentance is reconciliation with God and the turning away or at least the easing of punishments, not by reason of contrition but with respect to faith in Christ, by which alone we who are justified have peace with God (Rom. 5:1). Therefore this passage is describing the quality of those whom the Lord pitied: that they were of a contrite and humble heart, that they turned from their evil way. It is describing the order which God observes in showing mercy and in healing but does not describe the merit or reason because of which God is merciful and forgives sin. “For if it is from grace, it is not by works; otherwise grace would not be grace” (Rom. 11:6). Nonetheless it must be added that one can receive an easing of temporal punishments through contrition even if it lacks faith, as the example of Ahab teaches (1 Kings 21:27). In the same way, God rewards the good works of those who have not been born again with temporal rewards, but no one receives the free forgiveness of sins and God-pleasing righteousness without true faith in Christ.





Fourth, Psalm 51[:17]: “A sacrifice to God is an afflicted spirit.”

§ 89. “ ‘A sacrifice to God is an afflicted spirit’ (Ps. 51:17). But a sacrifice to God normally appeases God and gains His grace.”

We respond. Some sacrifices are propitiatory [ἱλαστικά], and some are of thanksgiving [εὐχαριστικά]. The only propitiatory sacrifice of the New Testament is the suffering and death of the Son of God. The contrition of the devout pertains to sacrifices of thanksgiving, for it does not appease God but pleases God. The royal prophet is speaking about the salutary contrition of the devout which is joined with faith in Christ, through which they become partakers of divine mercy. They receive “joy of spirit” (v. 12), and they “offer right sacrifices to God” (v. 19). Therefore he is proceeding from nondistributed to distributed in this argument:13 “A sacrifice pleasing to God is an afflicted spirit. Therefore it is propitiatory.” If we can appease God with our contrition, why did the Son of God have to offer Himself to God on the altar of the cross for an odor of sweetness (Eph. 5:2)?





Fifth, Daniel 4[:27]: “Redeem your sins with alms.”

§ 90. (V) “ ‘Redeem your sins with alms’ (Dan. 4:27). ‘The giving of alms frees from death, and the same is what washes away sins’ (Tobit 12:9). Therefore penitents appease God congrously [ex congruo] through their contrition and alms.”

We respond. (1) The analogy of faith teaches that the remission of sins, redemption from death, and eternal life are God’s free gift promised for Christ’s sake and are to be received by faith. Some obscure and out of place testimonies taken from the apocryphal books, such as is the book of Tobit, should not be forced against this statement, which is confirmed by so many clear testimonies of Scripture. Rather, the interpretation of these more obscure and improperly cited passages should be sought so as not to militate against the constant and clear position of Scripture.

(2) Dr. Chemnitz (Loci, part 2, ch. De paupertate, p. 419) provides several but not opposing explanations of these passages, explanations which fit the analogy of faith. He says:


Some interpret the Daniel passage in such a way that the prophet is including the doctrine of repentance, as was customary in the Old Testament. “Cease doing evil” (Isa. 1:16:); “Depart from evil and do good” (Ps. 37:27); etc. Brevity causes obscurity. But it is certain that true repentance consists of three parts: contrition, faith, and new obedience. Thus he is persuading the king to now show fruits worthy of repentance through righteousness and beneficence since he had sinned in regard to righteousness and in the plundering of his subjects. Second, it is also certain that those who turn and repent are promised the forgiveness of sins, salvation, and eternal life. But the Gospel adds a clear and lucid explanation: that these benefits are bestowed not because of the worthiness of works past, present, or following, but freely on account of Christ. The Gospel also clearly shows that these gifts are received in true repentance not by contrition nor by the fruits of repentance but by faith alone. Even in his quite obscure brevity, Daniel expressly mentions the righteousness of faith.



These are the comments of Chemnitz. The Chaldaic word used here, פֶרֻק, fits his interpretation. It means “to break off, to cease, to remove” (Gen. 27:[40]; Exod. 32:2). “In righteousness break off your sins” [Dan. 4:27]. What sort of righteousness he means is clear from Dan. 9:7: “To You, O Lord, belongs righteousness, but to us, confusion of face.” Verse 18: “We do not present our supplications before You in our righteousnesses, but in Your many mercies.” Therefore the righteousness of faith is that through which we are freed from our sins, and we ought to prove it by love and works of mercy. Nevertheless by them we do not merit anything before God since we already owed them to God beforehand, since they are imperfect, and since there is no proportion between them and our sins.

(3) The interpretation which Brenz proposes agrees with this one. Since good works do not merit forgiveness and eternal life, and since they are not an instrument of application but rather the fruits of repentance, therefore they are said to “redeem from death” and to “free from sin” because they bear witness to faith as fruits bear witness to the goodness of a tree, and by this faith the forgiveness of sins is received and Christ dwells in hearts. Here pertains the theological rule: “Many things are said to happen at that time when they are shown to have been done” [Multa tunc fieri dicuntur, quando facta esse manifestantur].

(4) Some people understand the word “sins” in this passage to refer to the temporal punishments for sins which repentance surely mitigates. The king is not asking nor does Daniel make a response regarding a way to obtain eternal life, but rather this concerns the removal of temporal punishment. The king had been a cruel tyrant. Therefore a serious punishment was foretold for him, and the prophet is responding to the anxious king about its removal: that it can be averted through kindnesses to the poor. For the example of Ahab (1 Kings 21:27) teaches that even the external obedience of the unreborn is rewarded with temporal rewards and the turning aside of temporal punishments. Bellarmine himself (De poenit, bk. 4, ch. 8) writes about this passage of the prophet: “Some authors want to view this sentence of Daniel as disconnected and want other words to be supplied by which Daniel may have encouraged the king to repent and seek reconciliation. Then at last he would have added the words about expiating the punishment.”

(5) In the Apology of the Augsburg Confession the following interpretation is given:14 Almsgiving does not free us from the fault of past sins—the remission of which (as is the constant consensus of Scripture) is obtained solely by faith in Christ—but rather from future sins. For when good works are being exercised, sins are avoided; or God preserves His own people, lest they fall into tragic sins. In some way the statement of Cyprian (which is in [Ius canonicum,] De poenitentia, distinct. 1, c. Miror) agrees with this interpretation: “Alsmgiving frees from death—certainly not from the death which Christ’s blood once wiped away and from which He freed us by the grace of saving Baptism and of our Redeemer, but from that death which crept in later because of sins.”

(6) The book of Tobit is outside the canon; nonetheless “death” can mean temporal punishment for sins, punishments which God often removes or eases when we show kindness to the needy out of faith and love. “Blessed is he who considers the poor. The Lord will sustain him on his sickbed” (Ps. 41:1, 3).





Sixth, Luke 7[:47]: “Many sins are remitted to her because she loved much.”

§ 91. (VI) “ ‘Many sins are remitted to her because she loved much’ (Luke 7:47). In this passage, love, or contrition from love, of which her tears were bearing witness, is very clearly called the cause of the remission of her sins since the particle ‘because’ is causal.”

Response. The particle ὅτι is not causal but rational or reasoning. So we say, “He was much afflicted because he was very angry.” So also Christ, in His reasoning, is proceeding from an effect to declare a cause which occurred earlier. She loved much; therefore many sins were forgiven her. The apostle argues in the same way (1 John 3:14): “We know that we have passed out of death into life because we love the brethren.” Here also the cause is demonstrated from the effect.

We prove that this is the genuine meaning of Christ’s words: (1) From the reality of the situation itself. It is taught clearly that our love is not the cause of divine love and the forgiveness of sins: “In this is love, not that we loved God but that He loved us and sent His Son, the Redeemer” (1 John 4:[10]). But if our love were the cause of the remission of sins, it would be either the instrumental or the meritorious cause. We cannot call it the instrumental cause since the Gospel promise of the forgiveness of sins is grasped by faith and not by love. But neither can it be the meritorious cause, for where there is a place for sins, there the free forgiveness of them is excluded.

(2) From the circumstances of the text. Christ teaches ([Luke 7:]42) that sins, our spiritual debts, are forgiven freely since we cannot pay for them. How, then, can this woman’s love be called the meritorious cause of her forgiveness? He attributes to faith (v. 50) the fact that this woman was saved and received peace of conscience. It is clear (from v. 42) that the aim of the parable is to show that the debtor to whom more is forgiven loves more. But if love were established as the cause for the remission of sin, Christ’s parable would be inept. Far be it from us to say that! It follows immediately (v. 47) that he to whom less is forgiven also loves less. Here the actual forgiveness of sins is said to precede love. Thus it cannot be its effect, as is apparent from these words, especially since the past tense “he loved” was used, according to the Hebrew custom, for the present in this sense: “Many sins were forgiven her because she loves much.”

(3) From the testimonies of the most important interpreters. Cyprian (Ad Quirinum, bk. 3, ch. 116) thus shows that “he who is forgiven more loves God more.”

Basil (Conc. de baptism.): “Much was forgiven the one who owed much in order that he might love very richly.”

Ambrose (on Luke, bk. 6, p. 79): “Although we may have given back cross for cross, death for death, have we ever returned the fact that we have everything of, through, and in Him? Therefore let us return love for debt, charity for duty, grace for the price of blood. For he to whom more is given loves more.”

Theoph. (commentary on this passage): “ ‘She loved much’: that is, she displayed much faith.”

Lyra (on this passage) says, “The particle ‘because’ must be understood not causally but consecutively.”

** Gregory (commentary on Luke 7, Homily 33 in evang., as cited by Thomas): “Once the debt of both men was forgiven, the Pharisee is asked: ‘Who loves the forgiver of the debt more?’ ” (You see that Gregory is interpreting the passage as being about the love which followed the forgiveness of the debt.) Ambrose (commentary on this passage): “Since there is nothing we can return to God worthily, woe is me if I have not loved! I dare to say that Peter did not return it, and thus loved more. Thus let us return love for the debt, charity for duty, grace for the price of blood.” Canus (bk. 2, ch. 12) consigned his ideas about this passage to writing, and they so overturn the opinion of the Papists with the result that he seems to have written them intentionally. **

Furthermore, the clearness of the text has compelled some Papist writers to admit the same thing, and Stapleton (in his Antidot.) scoffs at them. To be sure Didacus Stella renders it in this way: “Therefore she loved much,” which clearly approves of our position.

** Salmeron (vol. 1, p. 327): “ ‘Because’ is a conjunction that renders the cause either from the standpoint of before [a priori], as it does frequently, or from the standoint of after [a posteriori], like this: ‘Many sins were forgiven her, because she loved much.’ This proves, from the effect of great love, that a forgiveness of sins had happened. This is similar to: ‘I cried out, because You heard me’ (Ps. 17:6). That is, the effect of Your prompt hearing made me loud in my prayers, not doubting Your hearing.” **





The statements of the fathers.

§ 92. The statements of the fathers which Bellarmine cites and in which they assert that “by repentance God is soothed and appeased, sins are washed away with tears, and contrition merits pardon,” etc., are not of the same category. (1) They must be understood to refer to the salutary repentance to which faith in Christ the Mediator is conjoined, whose blood alone “cleanses us from all sins” (1 John 1:7).

(2) They are engaged in a kind of speaking that is homiletic and is exhorting people to repent, and thus they spoke too vehemently at times. Sixtus Senensis (bk. 6, Biblioth. annotat. 152): “The words of preachers must not always be taken with the same severity as they first reach the ears of their listeners, for they declare and teach many things hyperbolically as they are influenced by the occasion of place, person, or time, or as they are carried away by the impulse of affections or the course of the oration.” Barradius (Concord. evangel., vol. 1, bk. 8, ch. 6) admits that this happened sometimes to Chrysostom.

(3) Petrus Canisius (De virg. deipara, bk. 2, ch. 16) acknowledges that the expression “to merit” is used too loosely by the fathers, about which there will be more in its own place [On Good Works (Commonplace XX), § 124]. Bellarmine should acknowledge his own words (De gratia et lib. arbitr., bk. 2, ch. 14, response to 3): “When the fathers spoke to the people, they would say those things which appeared more useful in stirring their people to good works.”

(4) Elsewhere they speak more suitably and explain their meaning clearly. Chrysostom (Ad pop. Antioch., homily 80): “Do not trust in your own repentance, for repentance cannot wipe away such great sins. If repentance alone were to exist, you would be afraid justly; but after faith and God’s mercy are mingled with repentance, take heart, because only God’s grace overcomes your wickedness.” Chrysostom again (Hypomn. on Isaiah): “Has anyone said whether one may attain salvation through repentance? By all means, one may! When I have spent all of my life in sins, shall I be saved if I repent? Surely you will! What is the source of this? From the very kindness of your Lord toward us and not as the result of your repentance, for your repentance is not strong enough to wipe away so great a stain.”

Hilary (on Psalm 66): “From the abundance of His goodness God bestows His mercy in the remission of sins. The remission of sins is not the merit of our goodness but comes from voluntary pardon.”

Gregory (on Ezekiel, bk. 1, homily 7): “Our just Advocate defends us just people in the judgment because we both know ourselves and accuse ourselves as unjust people. Therefore we trust not in our tears, not in our acts, but in the response of our Advocate.”

The gloss on [Ius canonicum,]De poenit., dist. 1, c. 1: “If we look carefully, the remission of sins must be attributed to God’s grace and not to contrition.”





Rational arguments.

§ 93. Finally, Bellarmine provides two rational arguments. “(I) The sinner’s prayer appeases God and obtains pardon. All the more, then, will conversion, the cause of the prayer, not be in vain; rather, it will accomplish something to obtain remission. (II) The act of repentance has its source in the Holy Spirit and prepares for justification. Therefore it will, in its own way, be a cause of justification. For neither does the Holy Spirit, who prepares us through an act of this sort, do nothing at all, nor is what He does in the order [leading] to justification of no value or merit at all.”

We respond. (1) But who of us says that conversion or prayer is useless? On the contrary, in fact, salutary conversion and prayer which proceed from faith are required for our reconciliation with God and the forgiveness of sins.

(2) Nonetheless every part of conversion must have its own property attributed to it. Contrition is the forerunner of faith through which the Holy Spirit prepares a person’s heart, that it may be fit for divine grace. Faith is the receiving instrument by which the contrite and humble heart embraces the Gospel promise of the remission of sins. Good works and obedience are fruits of faith and thus of all conversion.

(3) Prayer does not obtain pardon for sins in the manner of merit but because it proceeds from faith, which relies on divine mercy and Christ’s merit. Therefore “God is appeased by the prayer of the devout” must be rightly understood: not because the very dignity of this action or, as they say, the “work worked” [opus operatum] mitigates God’s wrath, for if it were the merit of this work, why would speaking much in prayer be rejected [Matt. 6:7–8]? And why would prayer sometimes become sin? Nor should it be understood as if Christ infuses His own merit into our prayer, so that our own prayer is the appeasement of heavenly wrath and the atonement for sins. Rather, because faith exerts itself through prayers, because it looks upon God’s promises which strengthen and confirm it, because it apprehends Christ on whose account alone God is kindly disposed to us when we pray, and because God finds Christ in us through faith—therefore He pours out every kind of benefit upon us as we call upon Him, not because of the merit of our prayer but because of Christ’s merit. (See the Apol. Conf. Wirteb., ch. De contritione, p. 517.)

(4) All the good works of the reborn are from the Holy Spirit because they are the fruits of the Spirit; yet, according to the apostle, we are justified by faith without works [Rom. 3:28]. More will be said about this matter in the article On Justification [Commonplace XIX, § 152].





Does contrition forgive sins before absolution?

§ 94. The eighth controversy is: “Does perfect contrition united with the desire for the sacrament remit sins before the absolution of the priest?” Bellarmine responds affirmatively (De poenitentia, 2, ch. 13).

We judge that salutary contrition—that is, contrition which is joined with faith in Christ and with the earnest desire for emendation of life—is sufficient to obtain the forgiveness of sins, even if the priest’s absolution is missing in an emergency situation. Nevertheless if absolution can be had, it should by no means be neglected, for the confirming of faith. Dr. Chemnitz does not go on to deny what Bellarmine attributes to him. But he does deny that contrition alone, without faith in Christ (which is strengthened by the word of absolution), is sufficient for the remission of sins. He denies that contrition is perfect in this life. He denies that remission of sins happens through this contrition. This we deny as well.

But Bellarmine is contradicting himself, for he is arguing here that if contrition is perfect and has connected with it the desire for the sacrament of Baptism or of absolution, it entirely reconciles a person to God and forgives sins, and, in fact, before the sacrament is actually received. This he proves with many arguments, and he refutes contrary arguments. But later (De poenit., bk. 3, ch. 3, col. 1349) he clearly writes the contrary: “If priests were not judges and were not to forgive sins truly but were only to announce that they had been forgiven, no one would perish from being unable to have a reconciling priest. For anyone who believes according to the opinion of our adversaries [thinks that one] already has forgiveness, even if there is no one to testify of it in words. But St. Augustine (Letter 180 ad Honoratum) writes clearly that some who wished to be reconciled and thus believed in Christ perished forever because they died before they could be absolved by a priest.” These are the words of Bellarmine, who is very clearly contradicting himself.





Are all sins forgiven to the truly repentant?

§ 95. The ninth controversy is: “Are all sins forgiven to the truly repentant?” Bellarmine (ch. 15) rightly affirms this against the Novatians since the Holy Spirit not only promises the forgiveness of all sins without any exception to those who are truly repentant (Ezek. 18:22; 36:25; and in many other places) but also testifies in clear language that grace abounds over sins (Rom. 5:20). Furthermore, Christ’s merit and satisfaction are of infinite worth and value.

Origen (on Job, bk. 2): “Every sin will receive pardon through leniency, and everyone who has repented sincerely will find and receive remission and mercy from God.”

Hilary (on Matthew, can. 18): “It is not right for us to be included in the number of those to be forgiven on the basis of a command of the Law, since God has forgiven us through the Gospel’s grace without measure.”

Ambrose (bk. 1, Letter 3): “The Lord is of such great gentleness that He would have forgiven even Judas himself, if he had hoped for Christ’s mercy.”

Gregory (on Job 6): “However many and however grievous our sins may be, they are easily forgiven through God’s mercy.”

Mar. Victor.: “Man bears no fault of sinning so dire that God does not remit it with a clement heart, if only he repent his act,” etc.

The points which Bellarmine (ch. 16) argues about the sin against the Holy Spirit, which is unforgivable, had their own place earlier in the treatise On Actual Sins [Commonplace XIII] (§§ 107[–9]).





Is imperfect contrition good?

§ 96. The tenth question is “whether imperfect contrition—or attrition, which arises from slavish fear—is good.” Servile fear [servilis timor] means the fear by which a sinner flees from God, when He threatens and punishes, in such a way that he is forewarned of committing sins and grieves over those he has committed solely for the sake of escaping punishment. Bellarmine (ch. 17) tries to prove that this fear is good and useful and is stirred up by God.

We respond. The terrors which rise in the conscience from the threats of the Law and the perception of punishments are the beginning of conversion, and in this respect they can be called good and useful. (Augustine, on 1 John, tract. 9, says, “The fear of punishment induces love in the same way that the needle of a tailor introduces the thread.”) Therefore they are useful—or, rather, become useful—through accident [per accidens], namely, as faith and love are added [accedente] through God’s grace. Augustine therefore adds: “The needle first goes in, but if it does not exit, the thread does not follow after. In this way fear enters first, but it does not remain, since perfect love casts out fear [1 John 4:18].” Nevertheless these very terrors do not complete conversion, nor are they useful by their nature in and of themselves. Rather, faith must be added. Through this, the conscience is again lifted up, lest the person be carried off into despair by fears and terrors. Therefore when faith is added, servile fear becomes filial fear, which is pleasing to God, which begins to hate and detest sin out of its love of God and His righteousness. It is in this that the daily repentance of the reborn consists. If servile fear, which arises from free choice merely because of the fear of punishment, is alone, it makes a person a hypocrite and thus cannot appease God, because the person flees from God because of it and accompanies Him with a tacit hatred inwardly in his heart. Augustine (Ad Bonif., bk. 1, ch. 9): “It is one thing to do good because of a will to do good; it is another to have an inclination to do evil if one could do so with impunity. And so the one who sins not out of intent but out of fear certainly sins internally in the will itself.” [Augustine again] (Ad Bonif., bk. 3, ch. 4): “He who does something out of a carnal fear of punishment undoubtedly does it reluctantly. He does not act in the heart in this, for he prefers not to act at all. Consequently, he is guilty within in the very will where God Himself, who has commanded him, searches.” [Augustine again] (Letter 144 ad Anast.): “The one who, out of fear of punishment, does not sin thinks foolishly that he has overcome sin. For even though he does not outwardly perform the business of desire, nevertheless the foe is the wicked desire within.”

When Luther declares that contrition rising out of servile fear and separated from faith makes a person a hypocrite and a greater sinner, he is saying nothing else but what the apostle says: “Sin through the commandment became sin above measure” (Rom. 7:13); “[Sin] brought forth in man every kind of covetousness” (v. 8); “Through the Law [sin] revived” (v. 9); etc. Meanwhile, Luther does not simply and absolutely disapprove of servile fear or attrition (as Bishop Roffensis admits, Adv. Lutherum, art. 5); rather, he is doing battle against the sophists who claim that a penitent goes from being attrite to being contrite by virtue of the absolution and in this way is justified. Why does Bellarmine accuse Luther with this charge when Gregorius de Valentia (In Thom., vol. 4, disp. 7, q. 2, point 3) clearly writes: “We assert that if someone grieves over his sins in order to avert punishments and the very great evil of that, surely he will be evil since this sprang from his perverse self-love”?

 





SECTION II: CONFESSION

§ 97. That concludes our discussion of contrition. Confession follows. Confession, which is being investigated here, is, in general, the revealing of sins. (Augustine calls it “a confession of crime” [confessio fraudis] and distinguishes it from “a confession of praise” [confessio laudis]. See his Enarratio of Psalms 49 and 115, where he distinguishes between the confessions of one who praises and one who laments.)

** Luther (in his Warnungsschrift an die zu Frankfurt am Main, 1533, Jena German edition, vol. 6, f. 109a, §) writes: “And this Beichten [‘confession’] is an old German word written with two i’s. With the passing of time, one i changed, and the word began to be read as Beichten, as so many other German words were corrupted in this way. From this old German word Beichten, the holy bishops began to be called confessores, Beichter, that is, ‘confessors,’ for beichten means bekennen [‘to confess’]. So also at court the word still in use is Urjicht [‘confession’], and so the saying is das jicht er [‘he confesses that’]; das hat er bejicht, ‘he has affirmed that.’ ”1 **

With respect to the efficient cause, we can divide it in this way: some is claimed to be public, some private.





Public confession.

That confession is public by which the entire communion confesses its sins as the minister’s voice leads it, and then asks for the forgiveness of those sins, whether this is done ordinarily in daily prayers or extraordinarily in public disasters, either present or impending. “And Aaron shall lay both his hands on the head of the goat and confess over it all the iniquities of the sons of Israel and all their transgressions with all their sins, and he shall put them on the head of the goat” [Lev. 16:21]. Fagius (Paraph. Chald. of this passage) reports the form of words which the priest generally said in that confession: “O Lord, they have sinned; they have done wickedly, this people of Yours; the house of Israel have transgressed before You. I beseech You, O Lord, forgive now the iniquities, the transgressions, and the sins with which Your people, the house of Israel, have sinned and transgressed and done evil in Your sight, just as it is written in the Law of Moses, Your servant.” “The Israelites draw water and pour it out before the Lord and fast on that day, saying, ‘We have sinned against the Lord’ ” (1 Sam. 7:6.) “The sons of Israel were assembled with fasting and in sackcloth, and they stood and confessed their sins and the iniquities of their fathers” (Neh. 9:1–2). “We have sinned, we have committed iniquity and acted wickedly and rebelled and turned away from Your Commandments and Your judgments” (Dan. 9:5). (See also Judg. 10:10; 2 Chron. 30:15.)





Private confession.

§ 98. Private confession is that in which any private person confesses his sin.

** There are three kinds of confession. (1) The one in which we accuse our entire life of sin before God. Luther (Jena German edition, vol. 3, Hist. Leonh. Keisers, fol. 443b) calls it eine Glaubensbeichte [“a confession of faith”].2 (2) The one in which we confess our transgressions to our offended neighbor and seek to be reconciled with him; that is eine Liebesbeichte [“a confession of love”] (Matt. 5:23–24; James 5:16). (3) The one in which we confess our sins to a minister of the church or, in an emergency situation, to any Christian in order to receive comfort. This is die Raths- oder Kirchenbeichte [“the confession of counsel or church confession”]. **

Otherwise it can be established with respect to its objects in four ways, for it can take place before God, before the church, before the minister, or before a neighbor.

Private confession before God is where someone confesses his sins out of a humble and contrite heart in his daily prayers and asks for their forgiveness through Christ. “I made known my sin to You, and I did not hide my iniquity. I said: I will confess against myself my transgressions to the Lord; and You forgave the iniquity of my sin” (Ps. 32:5). (“I did not hide them, but uncovered them, that You might cover them.” When man uncovers a sin, God covers it; when he conceals it, God lays it bare.) “If we confess our sins, He is faithful and just to forgive us our sins” (1 John 1:9).

Private confession before the entire church is when any private person publicly confesses his sin by which he has offended the church. This was used most commonly in the primitive church, as is clear from Irenaeus, Tertullian, and Cyprian. For after apostolic times, when the preaching of the Gospel had spread to all peoples and when the political magistrate had not yet given esteem to the Christian church, public scandals often arose among Christians. Then, to preserve discipline and to try to deal with these public scandals, they demanded a public confession of sins from the fallen, which they called ἐξομολόγησις [“confession”]. In fact, they imposed punishments on them by which they bore witness of their true repentance and made satisfaction to the church for the offense (see B. Rhenanus, notes on Tertullian’s De poenitentia). The confession made before the church can be subdivided into voluntary and coerced. Voluntary confession is when those who were guilty of enormous sins would themselves come voluntarily before the leaders of the church, publicly tell their sins, bear witness to their earnest contrition with outward signs, and promise correction of their life. Coerced confession is when those who were guilty of a public crime and were yet embarrassed to confess it and refused to accept punishments would be forced by the church to make a public confession [ἐξομολόγησις]. Irenaeus (Adv. haeres., bk. 1, ch. 9) mentions some women seduced by Marcus the Valentinian who did not want to admit what they had done. He says that “they hesitate between the two courses and suffered what the proverb says, ‘Neither without nor within.’ ” Eusebius (bk. 6, ch. 2) tells of Philip, the son of Gordianus, that when he wanted to share in the prayers of the people in the church, the bishop would not permit this unless he first confessed. Here the following examples can be assigned: Achan, from whom Joshua (ch. 7:19) demanded a public confession of his sin, and the incestuous Corinthian whom the apostle, through excommunication, caused to request pardon for his sin publicly (1 Cor. 5:5; 2 Cor. 2:7). In the same way, the example of the sinful woman who went up to the place of the feast and confessed her sin tearfully (Luke 7:38) can be assigned to the first kind of confession.

Private confession before the minister of the church is where the sinner humbly confesses his sins before the minister of the church either in general or certain sins in particular, especially those which cause his conscience anguish and because of which he needs counsel and consolation, and then asks that absolution be given him in Christ’s name. The following examples can be assigned here: David, who said to the prophet Nathan: “I have sinned against the Lord” (2 Sam. 12:13); and the Israelites “whom John was baptizing and who were confessing their sins” (Matt. 3:6).

Private confession before a neighbor is nothing other than a mutual and fraternal reconciliation by which the person who has offended his neighbor in word or deed, and has been led by his repentance to confess that he has sinned, asks that he be forgiven. “If you are bringing your gift to the altar and there remember that your brother has something against you, leave your gift there before the altar and go. First, be reconciled to your brother” (Matt. 5:23–24.) Christ teaches us (Matt. 18:22; Luke 17:4) that the brother who has sinned against us and asks for forgiveness must be forgiven not seven times but seventy times seven times. “Confess your sins to one another, and pray for one another” (James 5:16).





Whether confession is disapproved.

§ 99. Not only do we not disapprove each and every kind of these confessions, we also recommend them. (1) The public confession of sins before God is customarily repeated by us in our churches every Sunday and connected with the public prayers of the church.3

(2) The private confession of sins before God is necessary every day—and, indeed, every hour. As often as the devout truly do this, so often do they pray in accord with Christ’s institution: “Lord, forgive us our trespasses” [Matt. 6:12]. The necessity of this confession is clear: (a) from the divine command. “They shall confess their sin” (Num. 5:7). “Confess to your Lord God” (Ezra 10:11). “Confess the sins of the sons of Israel” (Neh. 1:6). (b) From the divine promise. “He who conceals his transgressions will not prosper, but he who confesses and forsakes them will obtain mercy” (Prov. 28:13). “If we confess our sins, He is faithful and just to forgive us our sins” (1 John 1:9). (c) From the examples of those who truly repent (2 Sam. 12:13; 24:10; 1 Chron. 22:17; Ps. 32:5; 41:[4]; 51:[5]; etc.). (d) From the peril which usually follows an omitted confession. “When I was silent, my bones wasted away” (Ps. 32:3).

(3) Nor do we disapprove of the public confession of those who have offended the church with enormous and atrocious sins. In fact, we rather say that it is especially useful to preserve the discipline of the church, to investigate the repentance of the backsliders, and to deal with public scandals.

(4) Although private confession before the minister of the church, which they call “auricular confession,” does not have an express and specific command, and thus is not a matter of absolute necessity, nevertheless it offers so many advantages (which will be enumerated a bit later [§§ 100–101]) and is not the least part of church discipline and has been received by the public consent of the church. Therefore it ought not be neglected nor done away with rashly. Rather, it should be used especially by those who are coming to holy Communion devoutly and in the true fear of God.

(5) Finally, we say that such fraternal reconciliation is not only useful but also necessary inasmuch as Christ Himself demanded it so earnestly. Because Christians are brothers, there should be a constant festival of propitiation among them.





The advantages of confession before the minister of the church.

§ 100. What are these advantages offered by private confession before a minister of the church? And what are the reasons it is retained in our churches? There are very many, and they are quite weighty. For it is kept: (1) Because of the specific absolution and the consolation it provides for terrified consciences. When Christ gives His apostles and their successors the power to forgive sins (Matt. 18:18; John 20:22–23), He not only is entrusting them with the proclamation of the Gospel, but He also is commanding that the forgiveness of sins be announced to the truly repentant specifically. For He declares in general: “Whatever you absolve on earth will be absolved in heaven” and “Whosesoever sins you forgive, they will be forgiven.” (So also Nathan announced forgiveness of sins to David specifically [2 Sam. 12:13]; Christ, to the paralytic [Matt. 9:2] and to the sinful woman [Luke 7:48]). Thus the rite of private Absolution is not only a public testimony of this article: that those who have fallen and have now come to their senses must be accepted by the church. (With this very article Peter Alexandrinus refuted Meletius, who was embracing the madness of the Cathari, according to Epiphanius, Haeres. 68.) But it also offers a wonderful consolation to terrified and anxious consciences. For even though the promise of the Gospel pertains in general to all who are truly contrite and broken, nevertheless weak consciences, crushed [contritae] by the perception of their sins, cannot always decide in firm faith that the promise of the Gospel pertains also to them. Thus the remission of sins announced to them specifically must lift them up in a wonderful way.

(2) Because of the necessary investigation as to whether or not someone should be admitted to the Eucharist. For since the apostle gives a serious warning that everyone who wishes to eat of that eucharistic bread and drink from the eucharistic cup should test himself earnestly, “lest he eat and drink judgment to himself, and thus become guilty of the body and blood of the Lord” (1 Cor. 11:28–29), therefore it is evident that those who are about to come to holy Communion must necessarily prepare themselves duly. But now, uninstructed people do not know the way to test and prepare themselves. Therefore they should be instructed in private confession about the atrocity of their sins, the seriousness of the wrath of God, the worthiness of the satisfaction performed by Christ, the true presence of Christ’s body and blood in the holy Supper, the true repentance necessary to all who intend to come, and the serious correction of life. Again, since the ministers of the church are “stewards of the mysteries of God,” established by Christ Himself (1 Cor. 4:1), it is also their responsibility to be very careful, lest “what is sacred be given to the dogs, and pearls be cast to the swine” (Matt. 7:6). According to Cyprian (De lapsis, sermon 5): “Not only is the one who comes unworthily guilty of Christ’s body and blood but also the one who knowingly and willingly extends the Supper to the unworthy.” Whence Chrysostom “prefers to pour out his own blood rather than to distribute Christ’s sacred body and blood to the contemptuous who are guilty of divine judgment” (on Matthew 26, homily 83). Thus it remains that the examination is of the highest necessity for the minister of the church.

(3) On account of the due preparation of those who are coming to holy Communion. For since not all come with the same mind and for the same purpose, uninstructed people can be admonished in this private confession, since this discussion takes the place of a catechetical examination in which the progress of the hearers is examined, the sluggish are aroused, sinners are corrected, counsel is given to the tempted, and all the parts of the ecclesiastical ministry are administered to individuals according to the example of blessed Paul: “You know that for three years I did not cease night or day to admonish each one of you with tears” (Acts 20:31). There are also ready examples of those who confessed their sins not only before God but also before the minister (Num. 14:40; 1 Kings 8:47; 2 Chron. 6:37; 2 Sam. 12:13; Matt. 3:6).

** The Weigelians: (1) completely reject private confession and Absolution (see Weigel, Postil., part 2, pp. 297, 246). (2) They write that no man can absolve (see Weigel, Alleg., 1, pp. 291, 295). (3) They teach that the forgiveness of sins is in the power of every human being, so long as he forgives the sins of his neighbor (see [Weigel,] op. cit., pp. 354, 358). The Calvinists, too, are hostile to private confession and Absolution: (1) In theory (see Calvin, Def. secund. contra Westphalum, p. 712, Geneva edition of 1593; and others). (2) In practice. Examine the Reformed churches. (3) In their hypothesis that God does not truly and effectually forgive sins through human beings but only of Himself and through Himself, that is, without means; and wherever Scripture attributes forgiveness of sins to the Gospel and the Sacraments, “it must be understood as the manner of speaking [that] refers ‘to one’ 4 which is in such a condition that effects are attributed to instruments (for the sake of honoring them), effects which otherwise are proper to the efficient cause” (Beza, Resp. ad colloq. Mompelg., part 1, p. 31; Resp., part 2, pp. 115–16; Grynaeus, Praef. theor. theol. ad Joachim. a Berga, in Disp. Heidelb., 1584, theorem 6, aphorism 4). (4) In the inevitable necessity of the absolute decree; whoever defends this is forced to decide that confession and absolution, at least as far as the reprobate are concerned, are ineffectual on the basis of God’s intent (Calvin, Instit., 3, ch. 24, no. 13; Piscator, Ad duplic. Vorstii, part 1, p. 25; etc.). But we retain private confession in our churches: (a) Because of the authority of Scripture. There are the examples of Adam (Genesis 3), David (2 Samuel 12), the paralytic (Matthew 9), the prefect of the prison (Acts 16). (b) Because of the clarity of the types. “If a man or woman sins” (Num. 5[:5]). Lepers are commanded to be cleansed specifically (Leviticus 14). (c) For the practical advantage of ministers, lest people infamous for public disgraces be admitted to the Supper. (d) For the usefulness to hearers, that their terrified consciences may be uplifted by its consolation. **

§ 101. The proclamations of honor concerning private confession which stand in Origen, Cyprian, Jerome, Chrysostom, Basil, Augustine, and the rest flow forth from this. Among these B. Rhenanus writes as follows (notes on Tertullian, De poenit., p. 542):


No one can deny that private confession is very wholesome if we cut off fretfulness and scrupulousness. For what more useful thing can the church have from God immortal to maintain discipline, or what more suitable thing, than this private confession for instructing people in what is necessary? Here the space of a brief hour profits a layman more than a three-day sermon. For when the priest preaches from the pulpit, very few people listen carefully; many are distracted by thinking in other directions. Some, according to the proverb, are “asses listening to the lyres,” either because of the dullness of their intellect or the loftiness of the material which they are unable to absorb even if they listen carefully, and so they still do not understand what is being said. And yet here [in the confessional], because of their reverence both for the subject and the priest, this makes the person attentive, and the teaching which he is communicating there to the seeker is accommodated to his grasp. Therefore it seems good to me to apply to confession what the blessed Cyprian declares in praise of his disciple: that I may call it a holdfast for faith, a guide for the way of salvation, the tinder and kindling of a good talent, the teacher of virtue.



Therefore the symbolic writings of our churches also approve it. The Augsburg Confession (art. 11): “Regarding confession they teach that private Absolution should be retained in the churches, though in the confession an enumeration of all sins is unnecessary.”5 Smalcald Articles (part 3, art. 8): “By no means should confession and absolution be abolished in the church, especially because of weak and fearful consciences and because of untamed and wanton youth, that they may be heard, examined, and instructed in Christian doctrine.”6

Finally, from here the judgments of Luther and Philipp regarding this confession flow forth. Luther (Letter ad Francof., written in 1533) says, “If there were a thousand and then another thousand worlds, I would prefer to lose them all rather than permit the slightest particle of this rite to be abolished.” (See Wittenberg edition, vol. 2, fol. 252;7 vol. 6, fol. 114; vol. 7, fol. 12; vol. 8, fol. 351; vol. 9, fol. 547; vol. 12, fol. 362.8)

** See also Warnung an die zu Frankfurt am Main, Jena edition, vol. 1, fol. 110a;9 Jena German edition, vol. 6, fol. 109.10 **

Philipp [Melanchthon] writes (in his Explicat. evangel. dominical., left as a manuscript in the last year of his life, First Sunday after Easter): “Love this custom of private Absolution; for if that custom were abolished, what kind of church would there be? Also, this custom is a witness that forgiveness of sins is in the church.”

** [Philipp] lists the advantages of private confession in Opera, vol. 4, p. 736. **

How is it that Calvin and those who follow him, though they by no means observe this private confession in practice, nevertheless approve of it here and there? Calvin (Instit., 4, ch. 1, § 22): “The presbyters should confirm devout consciences in a hope of pardon and forgiveness with the evangelical promises, both publicly and privately as necessity demands. For there are very many people who need to be calmed on account of their own individual weakness. Paul is said to have testified of faith in Christ and to have admonished individuals not only before the public assembly but even in private homes (Acts 20).”

Peter Martyr [Vermigli] (Loc. comm., class. 3, ch. 38, § 28): “We do not remove the usefulness which can come from confession and which belongs to the learned and devout person so that people may have consolation and be firmly established—only let it be a free matter. Thus if a confession of this kind which is free and does not drive one to an enumeration of sins be retained here and there, we do not cause schisms as a result, only let them not establish a special worship of God. If anyone thinks this can be done for himself usefully, he should not refuse help of this sort.”

** Similar statements occur in Zwingli (De vera et falsa religione, p. 297), Calvin (Instit., bk. 3, ch. 4, § 13, line 21), Beza (bk. 1, Letter 20, p. 126), and Zanchi (Miscell., p. 63). Brantius writes (Exam. apostasiae Cudsemii, part 1, ch. 16): “We certainly do not condemn private Absolution as it is accepted in some Evangelical churches, but we also know that it is a free and indifferent matter.” **

Bucanus (locus 30, p. 296):


Nothing impedes a private citizen from consulting his pastor, disclosing to him a secret wound of his heart, and awaiting from him the consolation of the Gospel. Indeed, let the sheep even present themselves to their shepherd as often as they want to partake of the holy Supper, that they may receive consolation or instruction or admonition privately, adapted to themselves—just let it be free of tyrannical superstition. For it is the duty of the pastor to teach and console God’s people with the evangelical doctrine in the assembly and from house to house, that is, publicly and privately. An example of this is David with Nathan (2 Sam. 12:13).



In this respect they are correct in departing from Zwingli, who writes (De vera et falsa religione): “It is audacity on the part of those who have said that a man becomes certain by the Keys, though a man is certain only inwardly by faith. You say in vain: ‘You are free.’ For with your words you cannot make him more certain than you make a fly an elephant when you say, ‘You are an elephant,’ etc.” (The absolution and faith of the penitent are being put in opposition to each other incorrectly, since the former confirms the latter.)





Papist auricular confession.

§ 102. Besides these salutary and useful kinds of confession, the Romanists urge and fight for still another sort, following the sanction of the Council of Trent (session 14, ch. 5) and the decree of the pontifex ([Ius canonicum,] De poenit., c. Omnis utriusque sexus). They include this [sort of confession] on the bases of these hypotheses. (1) That confession requires the telling of each and every mortal sin which has come to mind after diligent meditation and careful examination by everyone who has reached the age of discretion. This must be done annually at a certain time in the ears of a priest.

** Petrus à Soto (Cont. conf. Wirteb.): “True faith acknowledges that a tearful confession of all sins is necessary.” **

(2) That not only mortal sins but also the circumstances which change the type of sin and even aggravate it must be recounted. [Petrus a Soto] (Meth. confess., p. 216):


Who, what, where, through whom, how often, why, how:

When you have sinned, speak these that your confession may be true.



(3) That the specific enumeration of sins is necessary by divine Law and thus must be made for salvation itself, such that a sin whose confession is not made before the priest is not forgiven.

(4) That such a confession is meritorious, and that it wipes away sin, and that this insignificant consternation suffered by those who confess before the priest redeems the gigantic consternation which they eventually would have suffered on Judgment Day.

(5) That such a confession before the priest is necessary since priests have been appointed as spiritual judges so that they may know about each and every sin and impose satisfactions in proportion to the crimes; and so whoever dies without the priest’s absolution can by no means be reconciled to God. They describe this judiciary power, as they call this power of the priests, in these main points: (a) Each and every sin must be enumerated before the priests. (b) Without their sentence and judgment no fallen person, however penitent, can be reconciled to God. (c) They impose certain satisfactions on the penitent. (d) Some cases they reserve for the judgment of the supreme pontiff. Consequently, they consider the absolution invalid when the priest gives it to someone over whom he does not have ordinary or delegated jurisdiction. This, they assert, comes from the pope alone to other bishops and priests.

This is a brief synopsis of all the points which they argue about confession and the judiciary power of priests, as is clear from the Council of Trent (session 14, can. 6ff.), the Catech. Rom. (part 2, ch. 5), and Bellarmine (De poenit., bk. 3, throughout).

§ 103. We deny that this specific enumeration of all sins before the priest is either necessary by divine Law or meritorious. In fact, we say that such an enumeration is impossible, and we assert that such a wretched torture of souls is nowhere commanded in Scripture. But before we listen to Bellarmine’s arguments from the Scriptures, we shall recount the debates of the doctors of canon law and of the Scholastics. In these they, along with us, clearly deny that this auricular confession, which includes the enumeration of all sins, is a matter of divine Law.

Gratian ([Ius canonicum,] De poenit., dist. 1, c. Quamvis) cites statements of the ancients on both sides. Yet a good part of these speak about a solemn confession. But ultimately he appears to leave it in doubt whether or not one is obligated to confess, since he concludes his detailed discussion with these words: “In the middle of our discussion we briefly explained upon what authorities and circumstances of reason each of the two sides depend. We leave the question as to which of them must be adhered to for the judgment of the reader, for both sides have scrupulous supporters and prudent men.”

Bishop Theod. of Canterbury [Cantuariensis] (quoted by Gratian): “Some people, like the Greeks, teach that confession should be made only to God.”

The glossator ([Ius canonicum,] De poenit., dist. 5, at the beginning of summary de poenit.) asks when this confession was instituted. After listing the opinions of others, he adds this: “It is better stated that such a confession was established by a tradition of the entire church rather than on the basis of the authority of the Old and New Testaments.” And a little later: “Confession is necessary in mortal matters among us but not among the Greeks, because the tradition did not spread to them.”

** They say that the glossator is Bartholomaeus Brixiensis. See the gloss of distinction 5 at the words In poenitentia autem ipsius judicium. **

Panormitanus and Felinus (on ch. Omnis utriusque sexus) claim that it was not a tradition of God but of people which instituted auricular confession.

In the same place John Scotus steps quite slowly and hesitantly. He says:


It appears to hold quite reasonably that confession falls under a positive divine command. But it behooves us to see whether it was given explicitly in the Gospel and immediately by Christ, since it is clear that it is not in the ancient Law, and whether or not it was given by Him explicitly in some apostolic doctrine or, rather, if it was given by Christ but promulgated by the apostles of the church vocally. It would be more convenient to hold the first of these, if it could be thought that such a precept clearly came from the Gospel. Nor will it do at this point to bring forth Matt. 16[:19]: “I will give you the Keys of the kingdom of the heavens,” since this is a promise only of future giving. If anything in the Gospel has value for this, it seems to be the statement of John 20[:23]: “Whose sins you remit,” etc.



And a little later:


If you contend wholeheartedly that we have not proved that it was given from the words of the Gospel with the reasons posited in this point, we shall never say that the second is true, namely, that such a precept is held on the basis of any apostle’s words. It is said to be so on the basis of the passage from James 5[:16]: “Confess your sins to one another,” etc. But in saying this, it does not seem to me that James gave this command nor published a precept which came from Christ. It is not the first, for from what source did he assume the authority to obligate the entire church, given that he was the bishop of the church at Jerusalem?—unless you are saying that this church was foremost in the beginning and, as a consequence, that its bishop was the chief patriarch, something which the Romans would not concede. Nor is it because the authority was properly taken from him at that time. It is also not the second case, since any time the apostles would publish a command of the Lord in their writing, they would use a way of speaking by which it could become clear that they were Christ’s heralds. This is clear from those words of 1 Cor. 7[:10], because, when [Paul] wishes to publish the command of the Lord about not putting away one’s wife, he says, “It is not I who command, but the Lord.” But when he wants to make his own persuasion about the cohabitation of a husband converted to the faith with an unbelieving wife or vice versa, he says, “I am speaking, not the Lord” [v. 12], because even though this occurs without insult to Christ, nevertheless it is unnecessary. “I am speaking, not the Lord.” Otherwise the church could not be sure that he, as a herald, was making known a command unless he would make it clear either from what came before or from what followed that he was the herald in that publication. Both parts are also proved at the same time through the added words. For when he says, “Confess to each other,” he is not saying that we must make the confession to a priest rather than to someone else, for he adds: “Pray for each other that you be saved” [James 5:16]. Here no one would say that he was instituting or promulgating a divine command, but his meaning is just as it is in that passage: “Confess to each other.” This is an attempt to persuade them to be humble, namely, that we confess to our neighbors generally that we are sinners according to these words: “If we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves” (1 John 1[:8]). Thus through the second passage he is persuading them to love fraternally, namely, that we come to the aid of each other. Therefore it is clear that this is not a matter of a divine law published through an apostle’s writing. Thus either the first position must be held to—namely, that it is a matter of a divine law promulgated through the Gospel—or it must be as it is declared in the second or third positions. Or if this is insufficient, then the third must be stated, namely, that it is a matter of a positive divine law which Christ promulgated to the apostles, but which the apostles published to the church without any Scripture, in just the way that the church holds many other things given to it orally by the apostles without Scripture, etc.



Those are the words of Scotus.

Nicolaus de Orbellis (Sent., 4, dist. 17) admits that this confession cannot be proven from the Scriptures.

But Biel, the compiler of the Scholastics, discusses this matter in an especially broad manner. We shall listen to him (Sent., 4, dist. 17, q. 9):


In various ways various people try to show that confession is a necessary act, though very many do so insufficiently. Indeed, it cannot be proven sufficiently from the necessity of the remission of sins, even though the remission of sins is necessary for salvation. Nevertheless it cannot be inferred from this that the confession which we are discussing is necessary for salvation since there is another sufficient mode for the remission of sins without a confession in act, namely, contrition of the heart through which sin is forgiven before it is confessed before a priest. And since, according to a more probable opinion, confession requires the previous remission of sins through the earlier contrition—“If you speak, it is required in desire”—therefore [confession] is [required] sometimes in act. Response: this proof begs the question, for anyone can have sufficient contrition without a desire for confession.

Others try to show the necessity of confession from the necessity of command, but opinions vary as to what sort of a command this might be. It is not from the natural law, for thus it would have been necessary in the case of any and every [system of] law. And it cannot be proved that a man must make this secret confession of sins either from any aspect of the natural law or anything consonant with it. Therefore of what law is it? There are different opinions. (1) One opinion holds that it is of a positive law of the church (gloss on [Ius canonicum,] De poenit., dist. 5, c. 1): “It is better said that it comes from a general or universal tradition of the church instead of from the authority of the Old or New Testament.” Panormitanus (De poenit. et remis., ch. Omnis) follows the gloss. Scotus argues against this opinion as follows: “It does not seem right that the church as a devout mother would impose so difficult and burdensome a commandment on all Christians unless it would be a divine command.” (2) It cannot be discovered where the church instituted this. Theologians commonly say that confession has its source in a positive divine law, but they do not have the same opinion as to who instituted it and when. Bonaventure says that Christ made it known and James promulgated it. Scotus does not approve of this opinion, for only Christ can institute the sacraments, because no one can institute sacraments except one who can also give them efficacy. [Scotus] explains the words of James such that they do not address sacramental confession but rather are a persuasion to humility through which we admit in general that we ourselves are sinners and long for each other’s prayers. Scotus proves that it is a matter of divine Law in another way: The recovery of grace takes place through the sacrament of penance. But anyone who has lost grace is bound by the necessity of command to love to do whatever he has the power to do for the recovery of grace. Therefore if you say that sins are also remitted through contrition, Scotus answers that the way to recover grace through the sacrament of penance is easier and safer. However,



says Biel,


the response is quite clear, if the opinion of Scotus were true, that sin would be forgiven through the sacrament of penance without contrition, if only the obstacles were removed. But the opposite opinion is more common and more in harmony with the statements of the saints. Richard (Sent., 4, dist. 17) holds that sacramental confession is from a divine law expressed in the Gospel of John (20[:23]), where Christ gives the apostles and their successors the power of judgment and also the power to remit sins ministerially. But they are given the power of judgment [potestas judicandi] and [thus] also the power to know [potestas cognoscendi], but knowing takes place through the accusation of sins. If you say the apostles were given the power to judge but that sinners were not given the necessity of confessing, Richard responds: “No one is my judge in any matter in which I am not bound to participate except to the extent that I will it.” However,



says Biel,


this solution does not exclude the reply that an arbitrating judge is frequently established for the parties, and yet a necessity is not imposed upon the parties for submitting themselves [to such a judge]. Finally, it must be said,



says Biel,


that a command about sacramental confession was published by Christ and the apostles and was published through the apostles to the church by word and deed without any writing, just as the church holds many other ideas published orally through the apostles apart from Scripture.



All this is from Biel, and it can illuminate this entire controversy. What B. Rhenanus writes (in his notes on Tertullian, p. 542) pertains here:


Tertullian mentions a public confession, that is, an act of repentance before the church (which Pope Leo also mentions, [Ius canonicum,] De poenit., dist. 1), and he elegantly places it before our eyes. It is evident that our forefathers used it very severely immediately after the beginning of the newborn church. Unless we are greatly deceived, secret confession originated from this, etc.



And later:


Some not unknown interpreters of the pontifical law do not shrink from this idea when they teach that the church established confession. For the secret, private confession of hidden sins seems to have been born from public confession, that is, from the public act of repentance before the church, derived from the Old Testament.



Page 544:


The secret confession of sins committed, as far as we conjecture, was born from the public confession through the voluntary devotion of the people so that the confession of secret sins might also be secret; for not even once have we read that it was commanded.



Erasmus (Annot. on Acts 19, p. 227): “From this it can be gathered that in the old days there was a confession of an ill-spent life, but I think it was an open and general one which we do not read was exacted by anyone. Furthermore, the secret confession which is now accepted and which takes place in the ear seems to have been born from private consultations which used to be made before bishops, if any scrupulous person would burden his mind.” [Erasmus] again (Letter de concord. eccles.): “It has not yet been persuasively proven that the sacramental confession of today was instituted by Christ Himself.”

The Jesuit Maldonatus (Summ., q. 18, art. 4): “Even among Catholics there are some who do not think that there is a divine command about confession. These include all the interpreters of the decretals, and Scotus among the Scholastics.” He adds later: “But nevertheless this opinion has either already been declared as quite heretical, or it would be worthwhile for the church to declare that it is heretical.” (But these two ideas cannot stand together: either this opinion has been declared as heresy, or it is going to be. The former is claimed by Bellarmine, De poenit., bk. 3, ch. 1, and he declares that it was condemned in the Audians. Maldonatus appears to claim the latter, for to him the explanation of the Council of Trent does not seem very clear.)

Valentia (De missa, bk. 2, ch. 4) writes: “Panormitanus and Gerson contend that secret confession is unnecessary.”





Arguments against the necessity of Papist auricular confession: First, it lacks mandate, promise, and examples.

§ 104. With the following arguments, we prove that such a specific enumeration of sins before a priest is unnecessary. (I) Anything that lacks God’s mandate and promise and, in addition, has no examples from the truly repentant cannot and ought not be imposed on consciences under peril of salvation. Yet the specific enumeration of sins before the priest lacks God’s mandate and promise and, in addition, has no examples from the truly repentant. Therefore it cannot and ought not be imposed on consciences under peril of salvation. The major premise is clear from the perfection of Scripture, from the quality of traditions and self-made worship, and even from the nature of the new testament. The new testament is the covenant of grace and freedom. But now, it is clear that in the old testament the specific enumeration of sins was unnecessary, which even our adversaries concede. Therefore it is improbable that so onerous and difficult a precept (as Scotus says about confession) was first established by Christ in the new testament. Now, the points that are set forth from the Scriptures to establish the necessity of this confession will have their own place below [§§ 111–14]. Indeed, not only is there no mandate about the necessity of this specific enumeration of sins in Scripture, but we also have examples of those whose sins were forgiven without first making an enumeration of sins. Christ (in Matt. 9:2) announces the forgiveness of sins to the paralytic, but he had not yet made a specific confession of those sins. In the same way the sins of the sinful woman are forgiven her (Luke 7:48). The prodigal son is accepted freely after making a general confession of sin and a promise of correction (Luke 15:18). So also among truly penitent sinners as a whole there is no need for a specific enumeration of sins. Rather, a general confession is enough if it proceeds from a penitent and faithful heart. Christ was content with the general confession of Zacchaeus (Luke 19:8) and pronounces His absolution: “Today salvation has come to your house” [v. 9]. But Christ did not send the apostles and their successors in a way different from the way in which He was sent (John 20:21). Thus blessed Peter requires repentance (Acts 2:38) but does not require a specific confession of sins: “Repent and be baptized every one of you for the forgiveness of sins, and you will receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.”

Bellarmine counters (De poenit., 3, ch. 18):


The words “As the Father has sent Me, even so I send you” [John 20:21] must not be taken to mean that the apostles should do all things in the same way as Christ was doing them. For otherwise they would not have had to baptize for the remission of sins, since Christ remitted sins without Baptism. They would not have had to give the Holy Spirit by the imposition of hands, since Christ gave the Holy Spirit not by laying on His hands but by breathing upon people. Therefore Christ sent the apostles just as the Father had sent Him in that He gave them the power to bind and loose as He Himself had received this from the Father. But He Himself had received this power as a Son, and thus He had so much and so great a power that He could even justify without the sacraments. But the power Christ gave to the apostles and to ministers is certainly a much lesser power, a power bound to the sacraments and to the other means which He instituted.



We respond. (1) It is certain that Christ acted not only ministerially but also autocratically in the works of His ministry—or He certainly could have acted in those two ways because He is true God and because to Him was given all power in heaven and on earth as Son of Man [John 5:27], and thus also the absolute power to forgive sins. However, when He says to the apostles: “As the Father has sent Me, even so I send you” [John 20:21], He is not speaking about the authentic and autocratic power but about His ministerial power which He Himself used in His works of ministry, which He entrusted to the apostles and to their successors.

(2) Therefore just as Christ forgave the sins of the penitent in His own ministry without first having heard a specific enumeration of sins, so also the apostles and their successors in the ecclesiastical ministry divinely assigned to them conformed to the example of Christ and did not impose new laws on the consciences of people.

(3) For this reason, in the account of the Acts of the Apostles no trace is found of the apostles demanding a specific enumeration of sins from any of the truly repentant.

(4) There is a great difference between Baptism and the specific enumeration of sins. The apostles had received a clear and express mandate about administering Baptism for the forgiveness of sins (Matt. 28:19; Mark 16:15), but there is no word about demanding a specific enumeration of sins. Besides this, though Christ Himself did not baptize, nevertheless He did administer it through the apostles (John 4:2). Therefore they had not only a mandate but also an example of Baptism, something which cannot be proved about the specific confession of sins. Finally, the sacrament of Baptism is “very easy to perform, very venerable in understanding, very pure in observation” (Augustine, De doctr. Christ., 3, ch. 9). But the specific enumeration of sins, imposed under the peril of salvation, is a wretched torment of souls.

(5) In the function of their office the apostles freely used the imposition of hands as a very ancient ceremony which Christ Himself used. But who does not see that there are many miles of difference between this and the specific enumeration [of sins], which certainly was not used in the Old Testament nor demanded by Christ?

(6) Therefore this escape attempt of Bellarmine would have a place only if he had provided proof that the apostles had received from Christ a special command to demand a specific enumeration of sins from the repentant, which prevented them from forgiving sins in the same way as Christ had forgiven the truly penitent.





Second, it demands something impossible.

§ 105. (II) Anything which obligates the truly and earnestly repentant to do something impossible must not be imposed upon them as necessary for salvation. The specific enumeration of sins obligates the truly and earnestly repentant to do something impossible. Therefore it must not be imposed upon them as necessary for the forgiveness of sins and salvation. The truth of the major premise is clear, for the question here does not concern rebellious and secure sinners, whom God’s Law must terrify as it reproves and condemns sin. Rather, this concerns anxious and contrite consciences who earnestly acknowledge and deplore their sins and who wholeheartedly desire to be reconciled to God. From which of these two should a specific enumeration of sins be demanded? Next, the question is not whether it is useful to the truly repentant to enumerate some sins before the priest specifically, especially those which disturb the conscience, but rather whether a specific enumeration of sins should be imposed as necessary for their forgiveness and for salvation. Finally, the word “impose” pertains to the human statute which demands such an enumeration of sins from the repentant, even though there is no clear command about this from God. The minor premise is also clear, since “a righteous person falls seven times a day” (Prov. 24:16); Job “was afraid of all his works” (Job 9:28); David complained: “Who understands his errors?” (Ps. 19:[12]); the reborn must pray every day: “Forgive us our debts” (Matt. 6:12). B. Rhenanus (on Tertullian’s De poenit., p. 545): “The overly subtle Scholastics created a private confession of such a sort that the serious and holy theologian often bore witness that it was impossible according to their traditions.”

Bellarmine counters (De poenit., bk. 3, chs. 17, 21): “An enumeration of absolutely all sins is not demanded, but only of those which come up after a diligent search of the memory, such as is required in the confession that one makes to God. We ourselves do not deny that this is necessary.” The Council of Trent (session 14, c. 5) restricts this to mortal sins. “From this” (the fathers of the Council of Trent say) “it is concluded that in confession the penitent must enumerate all the mortal sins of which they have consciousness after a diligent search.”

We respond. Why, then, does he elsewhere speak generally? He says (De poenit., bk. 3, ch. 9): “Priests cannot enjoin an act which befits repentance unless they have an accurate knowledge of all sins.” Ibid.: “It is necessary that all sins, one by one, be uncovered to the priests.”

Here an examination must be made as to what sins the Romanists require to be confessed. But we are sending the darkness of earlier times in front of the rising of the light of the Gospel, in which times, it is certain, very many held to the opinion that an enumeration of all sins simply and absolutely is necessary, for from this came the common expression: “Not confessed, not forgiven” [Non confessum, non remissum]. For this reason some returned immediately after receiving absolution and again confessed sins whose memory they could [now] recall. Luther tells of a doctor who would whisper some sins into the ear of the priest right during the use of the holy Eucharist.

We shall see what the Scholastic and Papist writers argue about this matter. Bonaventure extends the statute of the pope Et omnis utriusque sexus also to venial sins. Maldonatus (Summ., q. 18, art. 4) writes that many Scholastics follow that opinion. Others claim that if one has mortal sins, he satisfies this statute by confessing his mortal sins in such a way that he is not bound to confess his venial sins. However, if he has committed no mortal sins, he is bound to confess his venial sins once each year. Thomas recites this opinion (Sent., 4, dist. 17), and Richard is quite in agreement (ibid.). The contrary is held by Scotus, Durandus, and Paludensis (Sent., 4, dist. 17, q. 2, art. 4), who claim that a person who has only venial sins is not bound to sacramental confession. Biel proves this with the following argument: No one is bound to make confession of sins if he is not bound to their contrition. But contrition over venial sins is unnecessary. The Council of Trent wanted to end these battles when it restricted this precept of confession to mortal sins alone. But Bellarmine preferred to speak generally, that a confession of those things which occur after a diligent search of the memory must be made, so that he might signify that venial sins must be confessed if mortal sins do not come to mind. Catech. Roman. (part 2, ch. 2, De sacram. poenit., qq. 40–41):


In confession, care must be taken so that the enumeration of each and every mortal sin is complete and absolute even though they may hide in very secret places and may be of the type which only the last two commandments of the Decalogue forbid. If a person omits some of these sins which must be enumerated, not only does such a person receive no advantage from the confession, but also he is binding himself by a new sin. For not only the act of the sins but also the circumstances, especially those which aggravate the sin and which draw a person into another type of mortal sin, must be stated clearly so that the satisfaction to be imposed might be commensurate with the gravity of the fault.



Suarez (vol. 1, Disp. 22, § 2): “Some actions change the species. We must confess actions of this type as mortal by the same divine precept. Some do not change the species. Among these, some increase and aggravate sin; others diminish it. In confession it is necessary to state those which significantly aggravate sin, and there are seven of those: first, who; second, what; third, why; fourth, how; fifth, with what help; sixth, where; seventh, when.”

In addition they demand a due and lawful diligence in this examination of the conscience. If you ask what diligence is required, Scotus answers: “As much as someone would devote to seek out something very difficult which was in his heart.” From all this it is clear that they are claiming that a specific enumeration of all mortal sins which occur after a diligent search of the conscience, along with all the circumstances, must be made before a priest. In regard to this opinion we wish the following [to be noted]. (1) It proceeds from the false hypothesis that some sins are venial by their very nature, even though all sins, even the tiniest, are of themselves and by their nature mortal, just as we have shown in its own place [On Actual Sins (Commonplace XIII), §§ 90–101].

(2) No precept of this universality can be cited determinately from the writings of the prophets and apostles. Rather, it is quite clear that Christ and the apostles were content with a general enumeration of sins.

(3) The confession which Bellarmine requires is a torment of consciences. On account of it they are indeed always forced to be in doubt as to whether they have applied due and worthy care in examining their conscience, whether they have searched out the recesses of their heart diligently enough, whether they could have known and enumerated more sins, whether they omitted some circumstances which changed the species of their sin or aggravated it.

(4) If some sins, unknown and not enumerated, are forgiven to the repentant (for instance, those which do not occur to the memory after a careful search of it), the consequence is that a specific enumeration of sins is not simply and absolutely necessary, because before God there is an equal reckoning of those which are known and enumerated and those which are unknown and not enumerated. Both are done contrary to God’s Law, both offend God, both have earned temporal and eternal punishments. Maldonatus (Summ., q. 18, art. 8): “It must be confessed that one purpose [of confession] is to bind people, lest they themselves become judges as to whether they have sinned and whether it is mortal or venial, since they are often ignorant. Therefore they must learn to set out whatever they have done before the priest so that he may judge whether or not they have sinned. More properly, the purpose of confession is so that sinners may obtain the forgiveness of sins by the power of the Keys.” (From this we conclude that if one must expose his sins to the priest in such a way that the priest can judge which are mortal and which are venial sins, then he will have to expose all actions and all thoughts which are able to put on the nature of a mortal sin. Thus if sins must be exposed to be forgiven, he also will have to expose venial sins; either that, or these do not need forgiveness.)

(5) This “determinate” (so to speak) universality of confession is not demanded nor undertaken for a due purpose—namely, so that the penitent receive consolation against the sins which particularly disturb and oppress the conscience—but rather so that they may merit, just by working the work [ex opere operato], the forgiveness of sins and “by this temporal and very brief confession may gain freedom from enormous consternation on Judgment Day,” as Bellarmine says (De poenit., 3, ch. 12).

(6) The nature of the confession which is made to God and that which is made to the priest are quite disparate. The former has an express mandate and promise, but the latter lacks both. God is a knower and searcher of hearts and reins [1 Chron. 28:9; Ps. 139:23; Jer. 17:10]. His eyes are brighter than the sun; from them nothing is hidden. He once brought all secret things out into the light. Thus a daily confession of sins must be made to Him earnestly and sincerely. Nevertheless the free promise of the forgiveness of sins from God for Christ’s sake does not depend on some merit of our confession, nor does it demand a specific enumeration of all sins such that the promise can have no place without it. Rather, this comes to those who are truly contrite and believe in Christ from grace alone. Nevertheless it is useful to investigate the individual precepts of divine Law and the sins committed against them specifically so that true contrition of the heart and humbling may increase in us and that the evangelical promise may become sweeter.





Third, it transforms Gospel into Law.

§ 106. (III) Anything that transforms Gospel into Law and snatches away the comfort necessary to the consciences of the truly repentant who believe in Christ cannot and should not be approved. The confession which the Romanists demand changes Gospel into Law and snatches away the comfort necessary to the consciences of the truly repentant who believe in Christ. Therefore the confession which the Romanists demand cannot be approved. The truth of the major premise is obvious because the distinction between Law and Gospel must be carefully retained in the church, as we have shown in its own place [On the Gospel (Commonplace XVII), §§ 52, 55], and because “all things that were written were written for our teaching, so that by patience and the consolation of the Scriptures we might have hope” (Rom. 15:4).

We prove the minor premise in this way. The Gospel teaches that the forgiveness of sins comes to the truly repentant who believe in Christ freely from faith, not because of the merits of our works. “Therefore it is from faith, freely, that the promise may be firm” (Rom. 4:16). But the Romanists claim that the promise of the Gospel depends upon the specific enumeration of sins as upon merit. And since no one can be certain whether or not he has applied the due diligence necessary in this enumeration, the promise is thus made uncertain, and the conscience is forced to be assailed by constant doubts.

Scotus (Sent., 4, q. 4) writes: “Confession confers the remission of blame upon him who comes with attrition and sets up no obstacle. Otherwise penance would not be the sacrament of the new Law.”

Biel (Sent., 4, dist. 17, q. 1):


There are various fruits of confession. (1) Remission of all or part of one’s punishment, for remitted fault through previous or concomitant contrition continues to be another debtor of temporal punishment. The punishment is forgiven totally or partially according to the disposition of the one who is confessing; and this occurs as much from the power of the Keys by which the confessor has the power to forgive anything as from the merit of the person confessing, for confession is strongly tied to punishment. Therefore it is also a part of satisfaction. (2) The merit of a blessed reward on account of obedience shown to God’s Law and to the church. The more difficult the task, the greater the merit. (3) The individual instruction of the penitent, which is much more fruitful than general instruction. (4) The appraisal of the satisfaction made by the confessor which, by virtue of the power of the Keys, makes the satisfaction more effective for the remission of punishment than if it were assumed solely by the will of the confessing person. (5) The merit of obedience in keeping and fulfilling the imposed satisfaction. Many other fruits could be listed.



Those are the words of Biel.

Bellarmine (De poenit., 1, ch. 4): “Confession frees from death, opens paradise, and gives the hope of salvation.” “The embarrassment we experience while confessing is a part of satisfaction for sins committed. By the insignificant consternation we suffer before one of our fellow pilgrims we ransom the enormous consternation we would otherwise suffer on Judgment Day” (De poenit., 3, ch. 12). Chapter 21: “The Scholastics are not saying that we merit the remission of sins through confession, except perhaps congruously.”

Here pertains a story quite often told for increasing the usefulness and necessity of confession. In accord with custom, an adulterous woman began to enumerate her sins to the sacrificer. Not far from that scene was some father, I do not know if he was from the family of Dominic or Francis, who was endowed with a singular gift for looking into spiritual matters. So when the adulterous woman began to list minor sins, that father seemed to see one toad after another coming out of—or, rather, leaping out of—the woman’s mouth. After the toads leaped out onto the pavement and looked around at where they were, lo and behold, another toad of unusual size seemed to alternate poking his head out of her mouth and then pulling it back in again, until he again went back through her throat into her belly from which he had come up. When this happened, it seemed a marvelous sight for me to behold: all the toads which had come out earlier leaped back as one into the adulterous woman’s mouth, and she appeared to eat them up. The holy man was thunderstruck at this. When he thought about what this vision might mean to him, a voice came from heaven and interpreted it this way: the toads were sins, and those which had come out in the beginning signified the sins which the woman had confessed freely. The one which first stuck its head out of her mouth and then pulled it back in again signified adultery, which the wretched woman had thought and planned to confess but about which she had said nothing, overcome as she was by shame. So it also happened that the rest of her sins which she had confessed before were considered before God just as if she had not confessed them nor been forgiven.

Yet if confession is the merit for the remission of sins, how are we justified freely by faith without the works of the Law, by believing and not by working, from the Gospel and not from the Law, etc.? And furthermore, certain canons state that auricular confession is not of service for the remission of sins. For in them we read ([Ius canonicum,]De poenit., dist. 1, ch. Qui natus): “Since we were raised up through grace and became the children of light before confession, it is quite clear that sin is remitted solely by contrition of the heart without confession of the mouth.” Chapter Omnis: “Sin, which has been proven to have already been forgiven, is not forgiven in confession. Therefore confession takes place to show repentance, not to obtain pardon.” Chapter Quidam Deo: “The confession which one makes to God alone cleanses sin, because it is a confession of the righteous. But the confession which is made to the priest teaches the way in which sins are washed away.”

Bellarmine counters (De poenit., 3, ch. 21): (1) “Even in the Gospel there stands the requirement of a condition of works for justification.” We spoke about this in detail in our treatise On the Gospel [Commonplace XVII, §§ 22–25], and more will be said in the treatise On Justification [Commonplace XIX, §§ 83–88].

(2) “On the basis of our position, the remission of sins depends on the enumeration before God.”

We respond. Not as if from merit nor in the way that an enumeration of all sins is simply necessary, but the confession, provided it is salutary, is a declaration before God of earnest contrition and confidence about the forgiveness of sins. In the case of hypocrites and those filled with despair, it is far removed from confidence in Christ. Therefore it also is not salutary and does not please God.

(3) “It is a lie, that the merits of enumeration and satisfaction should be substituted for free forgiveness.”

We respond. Are they not clearly attacking our position, by which we claim that contrition and new obedience are required in true repentance and yet that sins are forgiven us freely by faith alone in Christ? Is the apostle’s contrast not clear: “If it is of grace, it is no longer of works” (Rom. 11:6)?

(4) “Similar praises of confession are extant in the fathers.”

We respond. They are speaking about salutary confession before God. Because this is connected with true contrition, faith in Christ, and the correction of life, they attribute to a part what belongs to repentance with respect to saving faith in Christ. Furthermore, the necessary contrition is taken away from the contrite through the doctrine of confession as the Papists propose it, as is clear also from the fact that they approve of such a confession only if it proceeds from a heart sufficiently contrite, if worthy diligence in confession is used, and if due satisfactions follow. But now, no one knows whether he is sufficiently contrite, whether he is using worthy diligence in confession, or whether he is perfectly fulfilling the satisfactions. Nor does any consolation remain in absolution, as Bellarmine points out (De poenit., 2, ch. 14): “ ‘I absolve you’ does not affirm that he absolves absolutely, because he is not unaware of the many ways in which it may happen that he does not absolve even though he may pronounce these words: namely, if a person who seems to receive the sacrament perhaps does not have the intent to receive it or is not rightly disposed or sets up some obstacle.” “When the word of absolution comes to the element of confession, the sacrament is completed as far as the essence is concerned, but this does not happen completely and perfectly if the integral parts are considered” (De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 17). In previous sections, he had taught that satisfaction was required for these [integral parts].





Fourth, it is a torment to consciences.

§ 107. (IV) “Papist confession not only leads to constant doubt, but it is also a wretched torment to consciences.” B. Rhenanus (preface to Tertullian’s book De poenit., p. 545) writes:


Johann Geiler was a serious and revered theologian, a man endowed with great experience in matters. As a young man, I attended the funeral rites for his parents when he was already old. He was familiarly involved with quite holy monks, with the Carthusians, whom he used to visit very frequently, with the Franciscans of the stricter institution, by whom he was frequently visited from abroad. From these monks he learned of the torments with which the devout minds of some people were afflicted due to the confession which they were unable to satisfy, as it seemed to them. Members of religious orders used to bring similar complaints to him, and so he was moved to publish a booklet in German called Von dem Beichtweh, that is, On the Grief of Confession. Those who are bound by this grief deny that there is anything sadder. There was a Carthusian who thought his confession was always incomplete because of an inexplicable power of circumstances. He used to argue [with this Carthusian] in vain that it was completely perfect, and [the fellow] had come to such a point of wretchedness that he was despairing of all salvation and was considering voluntary starvation. It pleased him that people of this type were comforted by the booklet. Jean Gerson, a devout and sincere theologian, had done something of this sort now and again in his writings, etc. Thus confession did not displease Geiler, but rather the anxiety and unhappiness of some people, which some of the more recent theologians teach in their little Summaries [Summulae]. These have a place more justly elsewhere than in libraries. There is too much art in handing on a method concerning some subject on which you yourself are not properly experienced, etc.



Those are the words of Rhenanus.

Tauler also wanted to resist the same evil (Concio 68, fol. 169):


I counsel you, I admonish you, I beg you, that you learn to confess all your transgressions to God inwardly and purely and that you learn to admit your guilt to Him completely; that with great sorrow you consider your transgressions before Him as great; that you not put your hope in long-winded outward confession nor chatter a great deal about your daily faults where no great progress is involved. Learn not to use up the father confessor’s time nor to cause him distress and disgust. You do not diminish your offenses by so much speaking. As I noted more fully above, the confessors have no power over your transgressions. So turn to yourself with your own confessing, because this external recitation without what is internal produces little improvement, etc.



Here should be placed the various controversies over confession which throw the mind of both the confessing person and the priest into difficulties that cannot be solved and into constant doubts. They list sixteen conditions of legitimate confession, which Richard (Sent., 4, dist. 17, art. 3, final question) includes in these verses:


Let confession be simple, humble, pure, faithful,

And frequent, bare, discreet, willing, truthful,

Complete, secret, tearful, soon,

Strong and accusing, ready to obey.



Various questions arise from this. Are the aforementioned conditions all about the necessity of confession? Is the naming of a person with whom one has sinned necessary for the confession of the sin?

** (Georgius Cassander, Consult. August. confess., p. 109: “If a sick person is unable to speak because of weakness, let him give some sign of true confession by which to signify that he has sinned and seeks absolution. Soto, Ledisma, Canus, and Navarrus contend tenaciously that he cannot be absolved. In this way unskilled and unfit physicians infect and contaminate the salutary medicine of confession with many useless traditions. They set snares for and torment as if with tortures the very consciences which they ought to be freeing and uplifting.”) **

Is it required for confession that one make it on bended knee, with head uncovered, and things of that sort? Are those who confess due to vainglory or some other evil purpose sinning mortally? Is he who confesses a sin he has not committed sinning mortally?

Is it necessary to repeat a confession once it has been made? Here they assign several cases in which the confessing person is bound to confess the same sins again: (1) When he confesses to a person who cannot absolve him. (2) When he confesses knowingly to one who can neither bind nor loose. (3) When someone does not fully confess all mortal sins about which he has not confessed legitimately to one confessor, even if he confesses to different confessors, but knowingly keeps silent either about some mortal sin, doubting whether it is a mortal sin, or about something else which is necessary for confession, as, for instance, the circumstance which changes the species of a sin of this type either in its truthfulness or in some other respect. (4) When someone forgets the penance enjoined or disdains doing it. (5) When someone confesses without the due contrition or sorrow that is sufficient to receive grace along with the sacrament, such as in the will to sin, or he confesses out of an evil intent, or he does not want to make the satisfaction to which he is obligated, or anything of this sort. (6) When someone goes back to the same sin. (7) When someone confesses a sin of which his confessor could not absolve him. (8) On account of the recollection of a forgotten sin. (9) When someone commits a mortal sin before completing his penance. (10) When someone confesses that he has been excommunicated.

They also ask: Should confession be made in obscure words? What should be decided about a person who confesses to a priest who is asleep or who does not understand him? What circumstances of sins must be expressed of necessity? What should be said about the person who confesses only so that it may not become known to the public? Does one who divides his confession satisfy the requirements? Should manifest sins be confessed? Are venial sins to be confessed?

Is a person to confess immediately after committing a mortal sin? Scotus says that this is doubtful. Bonaventure draws a distinction between religious11 and laity. Others require the opportunity of time and of the confessor.

Can someone confess through the mediation of a person or in writing? Does the person who answers make satisfaction to the confessor for what he has been asked? Is the person confessing bound to accept every penance which the confessor wants to impose upon him? Are the unbelieving bound to confession? Are children? Is a person who has not committed a mortal sin bound by the precept of the church to confess at least once a year? Is the pope also bound to confess? Can someone receive a dispensation so that he is not obligated to confess?

If a priest is not present, is a person bound to confess to a layman in an emergency? Lombard and Thomas say yes; Scotus and Richardus deny it.





Should one confess only to a priest?

Should one confess to any priest? They say that one must confess to his own priest except in an emergency, but they ask further: who is called one’s own priest? Then they list: (1) the pope, (2) the legate in the entire province, (3) the penitentiary [poenitentiarius] of the same legate in the entire province, (4) the archbishop, (5) the bishop in the whole diocese, (6) the archpresbyter of the cathedral church, (7) the vicar of the general bishop, (8) the parochial presbyter of the entire parish, (9) the vicars of the aforementioned, (10) all of the aforementioned who have his permission, (11) one’s own priest elected by the pope and the others; (12) they say that any parish priest is the priest for wanderers. But other questions arise from all this. Can those who do not have the authority of religious orders be licensed to hear confessions? Can students, merchants, soldiers of fortune, etc., staying in some parish be absolved by the priests by whom the parishioners of that parish can be absolved? What should be said about wandering travelers? What should be said about those who stay equally in different places or who have homes in different towns? Can local priests delegate their authority to someone else? Can it be concluded on the basis of custom that one should confess as he will to whomever he will?

Countless questions are asked about the quality of the confessor, about absolution, about imposing penance, etc. In answering these, the canonists and Scholastics provide so many distinctions and subdistinctions, so many exceptions and differences, that it cannot be denied that this Papist confession is a wretched torment of souls.

Here should be placed also the hundreds of questions [centenarii interrogationum] by which those who come to confession are ordered to be examined, of which classes [of questions] are established according to the Ten Commandments of the Decalogue, according to the precepts of the church, the five senses, the seven mortal sins, the seven works of mercy, etc. In regard to these, see the summaries of cases of conscience [Summae casuum conscientiae], the aphorisms of confessions [Aphorismi confessionum] published by various people, and the Liber confessionum by Cardinal von Dietrichstein.





Fifth, it labors under many difficulties.

§ 108. (V) Papist confession labors under many difficulties. Christopher Hoffmann discusses this matter (Commentar. de poenitentia, bk. 2, part 2, ch. 7):


Who taught people that this law about the confession of secrets must be carried out so tyrannically? Not only can no one like it nor observe it with a pious mind, but also everyone equally hates it as a terribly bothersome burden to the conscience, etc. Therefore it makes sin where there is none; and yet it ensnares inexperienced consciences and entangles them in mortal sins. For whatever you think is sin and whatever you do or omit doing with a consciousness of sin is truly sin, even if it is not sin by its own nature. Therefore those who hate this difficult confession of secrets, to which they believe they are obligated as to a pious and necessary work before God, sin seriously, etc. Therefore it makes sheer hypocrites out of those who think they are satisfying the confession which they cannot love sincerely. They understand and clearly believe the difficulty and the impossibility of it, and yet they also believe that they are under obligation to do it. It bursts forth with indignant anger and blasphemies against God, to the despair of eternal death. It cannot be doubted that countless thousands of souls have been utterly exhausted and destroyed by the hypocrisy, pretense, tedium, shame, and desperation of this forced confession, as is the fortune of the traditions which are imposed upon the church while Christian liberty is being oppressed.



Those are his words. The fact that secrets are heard with scandal must be assigned to these difficulties. If the secrets were kept quiet and covered, they could not harm the consciences of those who hear the confession. Also, with even greater scandal, questions are set before chaste ears, questions which would be more rightly put to sleep with eternal silence. Read the questions which Angelus de Clavisio asks (Summa casuum conscientiae, fols. 148–56), where he yet adds that he omitted many interrogations. Among these [are the following]. Concerning the Sixth Commandment: Was he a fornicator? Did he defile himself in any way? Did he voluntarily think about sins of that kind? Concerning married people: Was the [conjugal] debt denied to the one who sought it? Did he have intercourse to satisfy lust? Did he have intercourse with intentions of having it with another? Did he have intercourse outside the bounds of matrimony? Or in an undue manner, whether during the menstrual period, the time of pregnancy, or on feast days, etc.

** Toletus (Summa casuum conscientiae, bk. 3, ch. 7, fol. 156): “Those who suffer the sin of softness [mollities] and defile themselves with their own hands are obligated to express the person of whom they were thinking, if they were thinking of someone. They are also bound to express the changing species [of the sin], and they are bound to express this successively in one act, if they were intending more. The confessor should demand this.” Chapter 8: “The same thing must be understood concerning a person who cannot declare all his sins, such as a mute person, who can express by gesture not all but only some of his sins.” **

For this reason the Jesuit Acosta (De procuranda Indorum salute, bk. 6, ch. 16) writes: “A certain theologian said that he went to take care of the Indians in the best way and wrote that, if they were removed from the obligation of confessions, they would not be forced to commit so many and such serious sacrileges.” But then he argues against this: “If the perverted abuse a remedy, this will be the way to cure the problem: ‘Do away with marriage, lest adultery occur’; and do the same with other situations, lest wickedness turn something good into poison. But with a person who weighs all things wisely and correctly it is of greater value that a chosen few be cured by the medicine than that many wicked people become worse through the abuse of it.” Those are the words of Acosta. We respond to him that the nature of divine ordinances is one thing, and the nature of human traditions is another. The former must be preserved without giving any consideration to misuses, but the latter can be removed due to general misuse.

Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, ch. 15) argues that [if this were so, then] laypeople should be kept away from the reading of Scripture “because David’s adultery, Tamar’s incest, and Judith’s lying are narrated in them, which are dangerous,” lest the laity imitate them. I will not debate the strength of the argument, but I argue on the basis of this hypothesis that, due to the danger of scandal, the prodigious interrogations in confession should be omitted by a far greater right.





Sixth, it was not used in the early church.

§ 109. (VI) The sort of confession the Romanists demand was not used in the early church which succeeded the apostolic church. In that church no scrupulous enumeration of all sins under peril of salvation was demanded as necessary from those who confessed as if by divine Law. Gratian ([Ius canonicum,] De poenit., dist. 5, c. In poenitentia): “Many religious have also been of the opinion that secret confession was unnecessary, such as Ambrose, Augustine, Chrysostom, Theophylact, and other Greek fathers.”

** Gratian sets forth the truth with the question: “Whether someone can make satisfaction to God only by means of contrition of the heart and secret satisfaction without oral confession?” He provides three responses. First, some say that any pardon for crime can be earned without making a confession to the church and the use of the priestly judgment; [Gratian] takes up thirty-seven chapters of the first distinction dealing with this. The second response is that of those who think that no one can be cleansed of sin without oral confession and the satisfaction of work. In accomplishing this he passes through fifty chapters, that is, to ch. 87. In chs. 88–89 he explains in what way the authorities who favor the first response can be explained by another interpretation. The third response is that of Gratian himself, which he supplies in these words after ch. 89: “We have openly and briefly explained on what authorities and on what foundations of reason both opinions of satisfaction and confession depend. We reserve for the judgment of the reader to which of these he should rather adhere, for both have wise and religious men as their supporters.” **

See above. B. Rhenanus (preface to Tertullian, De poenit., p. 544): “We have used the testimonies of very many for no other reason than in order that one might not be amazed that Tertullian said nothing about that secret confession of sins which, as we gather, was born from the public confession [exomologesis].” In some copies it reads as follows: “The ancients used public confession [publica exomologesis] for many centuries before the secret one developed. Tertullian has nothing to do with that; it was completely unknown at his time.” The Index expurg. (p. 19) orders this testimony of Rhenanus to be deleted.

Polydorus Virgilius quotes the same thing (De rer. inventoribus, bk. 6, ch. 1), but that is falling to the same eraser: “Let it be deleted,” says the Index expurgat. (p. 196).

Furthermore, the judgment of Gratian about private confession is quite true, as is evident from the following. Ambrose (bk. 10, commentary on Luke, ch. 22): “So Peter wept because the blame comes suddenly upon him. I do not find what he said. I do find that he wept. I read about his tears, but I do not read about his satisfaction. However, what cannot be defended can be washed away. Tears wash away a sin which one is ashamed to confess orally and which the weeping of truth and pardon display.”

Augustine (Conf., bk. 10, ch. 3): “Therefore what is it to me that people listen to my confessions, as if they themselves will cure all my weaknesses? It is a strange way to learn about the life of someone else and a lazy way to correct their own. Why do they ask me who I am when they do not want to hear from You who they are? And from what source do they know if I speak the truth when they hear about me from my own self? Certainly no one knows what is going on within a man except the spirit of man who is within man [1 Cor. 2:11].”

Chrysostom (on Psalm 50, homily 2): “God alone should see you as you confess. If you are embarrassed to tell someone what you have done wrong, tell that daily in your soul. I am not telling you to confess to a fellow slave. But now, it is unnecessary to confess to witnesses who are present. A searching out of sins may be done without a witness, by thinking. Let this be the judgment: God alone should see you confessing, the God who does not accuse your sins but absolves sins because of your confession.” “I am not leading you into the arena of your fellow slaves. I am not forcing you to uncover your sins to people. Go back to your conscience before God. Explain yourself. Show the greatest Physician your wounds, and ask Him for medicine” (De incompreh. Dei natura, homily 5, vol. 5, col. 1185). “Be first to tell your own sins, that you may be justified. I ask you, why, then, are you ashamed and embarrassed to tell your own sins? Take care to tell them to the person who accuses you, for you are not confessing to a fellow slave so that he may make them public. Rather, show your wounds to Him who is the Lord, to Him who is man, to Him who is the physician” (De Lazaro, homily 4). “I am not telling you to betray yourself publicly nor to accuse yourself in the presence of others. Rather, I want you to obey the prophet when he says, ‘Reveal your way to the Lord’ [Ps. 37:5]. Therefore confess your sins before God. Declare your sins with prayer before the real Judge, not with your tongue but with the memory of your conscience. Then, finally, believe that you can receive mercy if you are always mindful of your sins” (on Hebrews 11, homily 31).

** Andreas Fricius (bk. 4, De eccles., ch. 9): “Consciences must not be burdened with an anxious enumeration of sins and their circumstances.” Pope Leo ([Ius canonicum,] De poenit., dist. 1, c. Quamvis): “Although a fullness of faith which is unafraid to blush before people because of its fear of God may appear laudable, nevertheless since the sins of all people are not of the type such that they are unafraid to publish those which demand penance, let so improbable a custom be removed, lest many people be called away from the remedy of repentance when they are either ashamed or afraid to tell their enemies the deeds for which the constitution of laws can strike them down.” Cassander (Consult., art. 11): “Surely there would not have been any controversy over this matter if unskilled and inept physicians had not infected and contaminated the salutary medicine of confessing with many useless traditions. They laid snares for the very consciences they should have freed and uplifted, and tormented them as if with tortures.” Joh. Ripa, a Papist writer (De peste curanda., ch. 8): “The Greeks, who confess in secret to God alone, do not sin, because the Eastern Church never accepted the constitution c. Omnis utriusque sexus, just as it never accepted the law forbidding priests to marry.” **

Cassian (Coll. 20, ch. 8): “If you draw back from the truth and are embarrassed to reveal it before men, do not cease to make confession with supplication to Him from whom sins cannot be hidden. He is accustomed to heal without the publication of any truth and to forgive sins without reproach.”

Bellarmine counters: (1) “Ambrose is speaking about the repentance of Peter made at the time when sacramental confession had not yet been instituted.”

We respond. That is correct, and a bit later [§ 111] we shall teach that neither was it instituted afterward.

He also remarks that “tears are a sort of confession.”

We respond. That is quite right, but they do not contain a specific enumeration of sins.

(2) “Augustine is not speaking about sacramental confession but about the confession of past sins remitted through Baptism.”

We respond. Some people assign the necessity of confession even to sins committed before Baptism. For so it stands in the Summa angelica: “Are all people bound to confession? The response: Yes, all who have committed a mortal sin, unbelievers as well as believers, according to Richard (Sent., 4, dist. 17), in such a way that one who does not confess a mortal sin committed either before or after Baptism will certainly be damned if he has the opportunity to see a suitable confessor, if he remembers the sin, and if he has the time and the words to confess, because this concerns a precept of divine Law. Nevertheless as the church has commanded confession to be made once a year, it binds only the faithful.” Thus the words of Augustine must conflict with these men. Let there be a demonstration of the inequality of forgiveness from the Scriptures such that a specific confession of sins committed after Baptism is required but not a listing of the sins committed before Baptism. Furthermore, Augustine’s reasoning is generally [applicable]: “How do those who are listening [to what I say] about myself know if I am speaking the truth?”

(3) “Chrysostom and Cassian are speaking about the public confession that was repealed by Nectarius.”

We respond. We shall see about the history of Nectarius a little later [§ 110]. Chrysostom always sets confession before God in contrast to the confession before men, confession made by thinking within the conscience and the confession made orally. The former he says is necessary but not the latter, as is clear from his very words.

Bellarmine objects: “Chrysostom says confession is ordered toward confounding and embarrassing, which can be said to be part of satisfaction; he is not saying that it is ordered toward the absolution of the priest.” This is begging the question. Note that Bellarmine is departing from Gratian, confirmed by the authority of the pontiffs; he acknowledges that Augustine, Ambrose, and Chrysostom were speaking about secret confession.





Seventh, it was repealed by Nectarius.

§ 110. (VII) “Bishop Nectarius of Constantinople repealed auricular confession because of a disgraceful act committed in the church by a deacon with a noble woman,” according to Socrates (bk. 5, ch. 19), Sozomen (bk. 7, ch. 16), Tripartita (bk. 9, ch. 35), Nicephorus (bk. 12, ch. 28). Therefore he did not judge that it was simply necessary by divine Law. Bellarmine (De poenit., 3, ch. 14) tries to prove that only public confession was abrogated by Nectarius, but he departs from Thomas Waldensis who he otherwise thinks is of great value. He (vol. 2, ch. 14) admits that confession was simply repealed. He departs from Petrus Soto who writes (Schol. conf. Wirteb.): “At some time Nectarius will give God an account of this matter.” He departs from Socrates and Sozomen, who write clearly: “The presbyter was appointed to keep secrets.” (And yet that would be unnecessary in the matter of public confession.) Also: “It was permitted by Nectarius for each person to come to participate in the sacred mysteries according to his own conscience.” Furthermore, the disgraceful act was committed in private confession. So it remains that this [private] confession and not the public confession of public sins was the thing abrogated.

Finally, by whatever right Nectarius was allowed to remove the rite of public penance due to a scandal, with the same right we can repeal the specific enumeration of sins which was introduced outside of divine Law and which is liable to many perils. Therefore whatever the case may be concerning Nectarius’s act, there must be a most diligent inquiry as to whether a specific enumeration of sins is necessary according to divine Law. Thus let us listen to Bellarmine on this subject.





Arguments for establishing the Papist confession: First, John 20[:23]: “Whosesoever sins you forgive,” etc.

§ 111. In De poenit., bk. 3, chs. 2ff., he tries to show from the Scriptures that the confession of all mortal sins is necessary according to divine Law. (1) He seeks the greatest strength for his case in Matthew 16 and 18 and in John 20, in which the power to release and bind, to retain and forgive sins is given to the apostles and their successors. He says: “Christ established priests as judges upon the earth with the power such that, without their sentence, no one who has fallen after Baptism can be reconciled. But priests cannot pass correct judgment unless they know the sins. Therefore by divine Law those who have fallen after Baptism are bound to disclose their sins to the priests.”

We respond. (1) Canonists and some of the Scholastics deny that this is the necessary conclusion of this argument. Biel (Sent., 4, dist. 17, q. 1) says, “The apostles are given the power to judge, but the necessity of confessing is not imposed on sinners.” If Richard says no one is my judge in a matter in which I am not bound to act, except to the extent that I am willing, then Biel responds: “This solution does not exclude a reply, since an arbitrating judge is frequently appointed for parties, and yet the necessity of submitting themselves is not imposed on the parties.”

(2) Scotus, who deduces the necessity of confession from divine Law, uses another category of proof. He says, “It does not seem right that the church as a pious mother would impose so onerous and difficult a command on all Christians unless it were a divine command.” But does God have less mercy than the church?

(3) The words of Christ (John 20[:23]) are immediately preceded with: “As the Father has sent Me, even so send I you” [v. 21]. But where has Christ demanded a specific confession12 of all sins?

(4) Where is it read that the apostles demanded this? Christ’s words are best interpreted by their actions. Read the Acts of the Apostles. It will become quite clear how Peter, Paul, and the rest of the apostles used the Keys.

(5) The passages he cited do not pertain to this question, for they speak of absolution, but the question here concerns confession. If you say that confession is a prerequisite for absolution, we respond that this logical sequence is invalid: from a general confession, which can in some way be deduced from these texts, to a specific enumeration of all sins; also, from a specific confession of some sins, which is devout and free, to the Papist confession.

(6) In order that the entire subject may become clearer, there must be a discussion in some detail of the power to forgive and retain sins which was given to the apostles and their successors. We are in no wise unwilling to concede that the power given to the apostles to forgive the sins of people was not verbal but real, not imaginary and fictitious but true. But the question is, what sort of power is this, and within what limits is it enclosed? To this we respond from Scripture: ministers reconcile the fallen to God not by exercising a judicial power on the basis of their own authority but by sharing the benefit of Christ, which is not their own, namely, by “preaching the forgiveness of sins to all nations and by testifying of Christ” (Luke 24:47–48), by “dispensing the mysteries of God” (1 Cor. 4:1), by “performing the ministry of reconciliation and of being ambassadors for Christ” (2 Cor. 5:18[, 20]). Hence

** what the Lord said, “Whom you forgive,” etc., so the apostle said to the people of Antioch: “I announce to you the forgiveness of sins through Christ” (Acts 13:38). “We are ambassadors for Christ, as though God were pleading through us. We beseech you in Christ’s name, be reconciled to God” (2 Cor. 5:20). **

And again, what Christ says—“Receive the Holy Spirit. Whose sins you forgive,” etc. [John 20:22–23]—can be compared in the best manner with what Mark says, “Preach the Gospel to every creature” [16:15]. That is, take up the ministry of the Holy Spirit, which is the office of preaching the Gospel in all the world, for this is the Office of the Keys of the kingdom of heaven. “He who believes and is baptized will be saved” [Mark 16:16]. This is having the gates of heaven unlocked and opened. “He who does not believe will be damned” [Mark 16:16]. This is having the gates of heaven closed. (See the Apol. Confess. Wirteb., p. 524.)

(7) Therefore the forgiveness of sins is twofold: authentic and ministerial, αὐτοκρατορική and διακονική. The former belongs to God alone, against whom alone is sin committed (Ps. 51:[4]); thus “only He can forgive sins” in this way (Mark 2:7). But the latter has been granted to ministers of the church. Irenaeus (bk. 4, ch. 57, p. 290): “How could Christ forgive us our sins, which we owe to our Creator and God, if He is not the Lord?” “How have sins been forgiven rightly unless the one against whom we have sinned should Himself give the forgiveness?” (bk. 5, ch. 15, p. 338).

Tertullian (De bapt., p. 707): “No one forgives sin, nor pardons a spirit, except God alone.”

Cyprian (De lapsis, sermon 5, p. 153): “God alone can have mercy; He alone can bestow pardon on sins committed against Him: the one who bore our sins, who grieved for us, whom God gave up for our sins.”

Cyril (on John, bk. 12, ch. 56): “Surely it is within the power of God alone to be able to free people from their sins. To what other person is given the right to free breakers of the Law from their sins except the Creator of that very Law?”

Gregory of Nyssa (De orat., p. 19): “Forgiving sins belongs to God alone.”

(8) Therefore if “judgment” or “judicial power” is used for “ministerial” and also for the accurate discretion which ministers should observe, lest they bind those who should be released and release those who should be bound, then we concede such judgment to them. But if it is used to mean the judiciary trial which consists of an evaluation of the quantity and quality of sins and imposes certain satisfactions and financial penalties in proportion to the quantity of sins, then we deny such a power to ministers. In fact, it can in no way be proven that this was granted to them by Christ. A statement of Ambrose is cited about this matter in canon law: “The Word of God forgives sins; the priest exhibits the office, and he exercises the rights of no power, for he is the minister, not the lord, of another’s promise and benefit.” [Ambrose again:] “Since the Lord Himself said, ‘Receive the Holy Spirit; whose sins you forgive, they are forgiven’ [John 20:22–23], behold, their sins are forgiven through the Holy Spirit. People reveal their own ministry13 in the forgiveness of sins. They are not exercising the right of a power, for sins are forgiven not in their own name but in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. They ask for it, but the Divinity gives it. The seeking is human, but the generosity is a matter of heavenly power” (De Spiritu s., bk. 3, ch. 19).

Jerome (on Matthew 16): “The evangelical priests have this as part of their right and duty, which the legal priests once had under the Law in cleansing lepers.” Again:


Bishops and presbyters who do not understand this passage assume for themselves something of the arrogance of the Pharisees, with the result that they either condemn the innocent, or they think they are releasing the harmful, since it is not the sentence of the priests but the life of the guilty which is being sought before God. We read in Leviticus 13–14 about lepers: that they are ordered to show themselves to the priests, and if they had leprosy, the priests declared them unclean, etc. Just as a priest there made a leper clean or unclean, so also here the bishop or presbyter binds or releases not those who are guilty or harmful, but on behalf of his office, when he has heard a variety of sinners, he knows whom he must bind and whom he must release.



Again: “Everyone is bound by the cords of sin, and these cords and chains can be released by the apostles, imitating their Master, who had told them: ‘Whatever you release on earth will be released in heaven’ [Matt. 16:19]. Let the apostles release them by the Word of God, by the testimonies of Scripture, and by an exhortation of virtues” (on Isaiah 14).

Chrysostom (De poenit., homily 9): “This is a passage of medicine, not of judgment; repentance bestows not punishment but forgiveness of sins.”

Marsilius Patavinus (Defensor pacis, part 2, ch. 6):


God looses or binds in one way; the church—that is, the priests—in another. For only God Himself forgives sin of Himself, because He cleanses the soul of an inner stain and releases it from the debt of eternal death. But He did not grant this to priests; yet to them He does attribute the power to bind and release, that is, to show people that they are released or bound. Thus the Lord first of Himself restored the leper to health, and then sent him to the priests, in whose judgment he was revealed to have been cleansed. In the same way He also offered the now revived Lazarus to His disciples to be released, since though someone may have been forgiven before God, he is not considered as forgiven before the church except through the judgment of the priest. Therefore in releasing or retaining faults the evangelical priest works and judges in the same way as the legal priest once worked in the case of those who were contaminated with leprosy, which signifies sin.



Those are the words of Marsilius from Lombard (Sent., 4, dist. 18, letters E and F).

** His words read as follows: “Then the statement of the priest is approved by the judgment of God when it comes in such a way that it does not contradict the merits of those” (whom he absolves or excommunicates). Petrus Asilus (De tyrann. pontificum, ch. 5, p. 107) cites the statement of Wessel: “The key of power accomplishes nothing without the key of piety.” **





Has a judiciary power been given to the ministers of the church?

§ 112. But how does Bellarmine prove from the authority to absolve that judiciary power was given to the priests? (1) He puts forward a metaphor of keys


which are usually given not to indicate that a door is closed or open but actually to close or open a door. So also among people keys are generally given to magistrates as a sign of power. (2) Binding and releasing do not mean denouncing or declaring but actually to put on chains or to remove them. (3) To retain is to refuse to remit; therefore remission is denied to those whom the priests refuse to remit. (4) The Gospel must be preached to all people without limit, but sins must not be remitted to all without limit but only to certain people, namely, to those whom the priests have judged ought to be absolved. (5) At the same time, the Holy Spirit was given by breathing on them [John 20:22] to show that sins are remitted by annulling and abrogating. (6) The fathers teach that priests remit sins from their power. (7) If the priests were not judges, then no one would perish solely because he could not have a reconciling priest. But Augustine asserts this. If the priest were not to absolve otherwise than by announcing the divine promises, then the deaf and those deprived of their senses could be absolved only in vain and with ridicule. If absolution were the announcement of the remission of sins, it would be either rash or superfluous. For when the minister says, “Your sins are remitted to you,” he is announcing this either absolutely or on the basis of a hypothesis, namely, “if you believe and, as necessary, if you repent.” If absolutely, he is declaring this rashly because he does not know if the person asking for reconciliation is truly penitent and has the sort of faith which is required. But if it is a conditional absolution, it cannot be the sort of absolution which makes the penitent certain. Finally, if absolution were not a judicial act but simply the announcement of a divine promise, a layman or a woman could absolve just as well.



Those are the words of Bellarmine.

We respond. (1) We willingly concede that absolution is not just a declaration of something which was already done beforehand within the penitent. Rather, it is also an effective means through which Christ in truth confers what He has promised upon those who repent. Thus we certainly do not say that the power of the Keys consists only in signifying that heaven is open for the repentant; rather, we say that absolution is an announcement of forgiveness of sins which is effectual by the power of the Holy Spirit, who through it offers, applies, and seals the forgiveness of sins to those who repent and believe; we also say that such absolution is valid in heaven. Sins are forgiven to the penitent by the ministry of the apostles and of other ministers of the church as truly as they are said to save those who hear them (1 Tim. 4:16).

(2) Nevertheless there remains an immovable distinction between power that is in one’s own authority [αὐτεξούσιον] and power that is ministerial. God alone forgives sins principally and of His own authority [αὐτεξουσίως], using a priest as a herald and minister announcing forgiveness to people. Therefore Christ is properly the judge, and the pastors are His ministers. Christ opens as the principal cause and “Lord of the house” (Heb. 3:6); the minister opens as the instrumental cause and the established steward of the mysteries in that house (1 Cor. 4:1). Therefore he is acting not by his own power and authority but in the manner of a minister, just as the prophet Nathan never said to David: “I have taken away your sin,” but rather: “The Lord has taken away” [2 Sam. 12:13]. So also the ministers of the church do not say, “I, by my own authority and power,” but rather: “I, as a minister of Christ and the church, announce to you the forgiveness of sins in Christ’s name.”

** Gregory (Homily 26 in evang.):


Thus the absolution of the presiding minister is true when it follows the judgment of the eternal Judge, which the resurrection from a four-day death well signifies. This raising demonstrates that the Lord first called the dead man and gave him life, saying, “Lazarus, come forth” [John 11:43]. Afterward he who had come forth alive was released by the apostles, as it was written. When he who had been bound by the grave wrappings had come forth, He then said to the disciples: “Release him and let him go,” and then the disciples released the man who was now alive, the man whom their Master had raised from the dead [v. 44]. For if the disciples were to release the dead Lazarus, they would be showing a stench rather than a virtue. From this consideration it ought to be apparent that through pastoral authority we should release those to whom we know our Creator gives life through His raising grace, etc. **



(3) If the forgiveness of sins were to depend absolutely on the voice of the absolving priest, it would follow that the minister would have to pronounce the form of absolution categorically out of full power and no longer hypothetically under the condition of faith. From this it would again follow that forgiveness of sins would truly come to hypocrites who pretend repentance and faith, since they hear the voice of an absolving priest. In turn, sins would truly be bound to those whose sins were bound wrongfully or by carelessness. For if absolution is a real taking away [of guilt] in the case of the impenitent, then binding is also a real putting on [of guilt] in the case of the penitent.

(4) If ministers were to remit sins from a judicial authority, it would follow that the object of that ministry would be the quality and quantity of sins. But Scripture nowhere asserts this. Rather, it restricts the use of this ministerial power to earnest contrition and faith in Christ. God ordered that sins be forgiven to all who bear witness that they are heartily sorry for their sins, believe in Christ, and earnestly embrace the correction of their life. But He ordered that sins be retained to those who do not yet acknowledge their sins, who do not grieve earnestly over them, and who do not believe in Christ but rather continue in security.

(5) A specific, distinct enumeration of sins is by no means necessary for the use of the power granted to the ministry of the church. The church’s ministers have been commanded to announce the free forgiveness of sins to the truly repentant through and because of Christ, but they have received no mandate to demand a certain, definite payment for each sin of the repentant, or to be paid off with money or works of satisfaction and require a specific enumeration of sins to that end.

(6) The fact that a minister can make a mistake is not undone if all sins are enumerated in particular, for cannot the same thing be done, and was it not done, in the confession of sins committed before Baptism (Acts 8:13)? Furthermore, in the specific confession the same thing can also happen. For how does the Roman priest know precisely that the person confessing has kept nothing silent and has omitted nothing in the circumstances? Thus men must be warned earnestly that in absolution their business is not with people but with God, the Knower of hearts, who is not mocked (Acts 1:24; Gal. 6:7). This lordship over consciences and the investigation of other people’s hearts has not been mandated to ministers. But if any, after the warning of a faithful pastor, merely pretend repentance and ask for absolution hypocritically, they gravely offend God, and they do not gain any fruit from the absolution but rather incur grave judgment.

(7) Nor is it the case, as some wish to counter, that in this way all certainty in absolution is removed, if it is said to depend on the condition of repentance and faith. For we are not saying that judgment about absolution should be based on the quantity of contrition or of faith. Rather, we contend that earnest contrition and real, not hypocritical, faith are necessary. But now, everyone can test himself as to whether he truly acknowledges and hates his sins, whether he truly believes in Christ. “Test yourselves, whether you are in faith” (2 Cor. 13:5).

(8) Bellarmine is contradicting both himself and the truth in this statement: “Many perish solely because they could not have a reconciling priest.” For if earnest contrition is enough in an emergency situation, as he himself asserts (De poenit., 2, ch. 13), surely the absolution of a priest will not be absolutely necessary. If in an emergency situation catechumens who die without Baptism still become partakers of salvation through faith, it follows that they repent and become partakers of salvation in the same way, without the voice of an absolving priest. Reconciliation with God by no means depends by an absolute necessity on the voice of an absolving priest, but rather on a true conversion to God; and, conversely, damnation does not depend on the absence of a priest—in fact, not even on his binding, but on impenitence and unbelief.

(9) In brief: ministers of the church are God’s ambassadors; therefore they forgive sins to those to whom God wants them forgiven, and they retain them to those to whom God wants them retained.

** Bellarmine argues in this way: “Even if private citizens can settle litigations which they have among themselves without a sentence of the public judges, nevertheless they cannot settle the cases which they have with the king himself without approaching him whom the king wants to be the judge in his place. Thus all sins are cases which we have with God; therefore since God has entrusted judgment over sins to His priests in the church, if those who are in the church have cases of this sort, they cannot be reconciled to God without the judgment of the priests.” We respond. God is not of a condition lower than princes among people. Therefore since princes themselves very frequently investigate and decide many cases and absolve their enemies while their advisors and lower judges are unaware of and opposed to the decisions, why, then, is this not allowed to God? **

The reconciliation of subjects with their king made through an ambassador is certainly effectual. But it is not original [authentica] but ministerial, not a matter of absolute necessity but of free arrangement, not judicial but ambassadorial. On the basis of these points, judgment can be passed on the rest, especially on [what Bellarmine said about] absolution made to the deaf and to the mad and on absolution made through a layperson in a case of emergency. We disapprove of the former but accept the latter.





Second, on the basis of types and allegories of the Old Testament.

§ 113. (2) The second class of scriptural passages which Bellarmine produces contains various types and allegories of confession drawn from the Old Testament.

We respond. In its own place [On the Interpretation of Scripture (1610 Loci theologici, locus 2), §§ 133–46; cf. On Holy Scripture (1625 Exegesis, Commonplace I), § 535], we demonstrated that firm and conclusive arguments cannot be drawn from types and allegories unless Scripture itself shows the application. Articles of faith must be proven from proper and clear passages of Scripture; allegories can be used later on. Bellarmine himself says (De verb. Dei, bk. 3, ch. 3) that “firm arguments are drawn solely from the literal sense.” Yet let us see what allegories he weaves together.

(I) “God demanded a confession of sin from Adam and Eve and also from Cain (Gen. 3[:11]; 4[:10]). Here He is demanding a confession not only of the heart but also of the mouth, not only in general but also in particular, not only before God but also before His minister. For the request was made through an angel who appeared in human form, as is clear from the fact that he was walking in Paradise in the cool of the day [Gen. 3:8].”

We respond. These examples do not pertain to this question, since our first parents and Cain made their confession not to a man but to God alone. His fiction that the confession was made to an angel appearing in man’s form is foreign to the text. “They heard the voice of Jehovah God walking about in the garden” (Gen. 3:8). The Chaldean [Targum] uses the word meimerah, indicating the Son of God. “Did I not tell you: ‘You shall not eat of that tree’?” etc. (v. 11). You see that He who speaks is the one who had first given the command, that is, God Himself (v. 12), who had told Adam’s wife (v. 15): “I will put enmity between the woman’s Seed and the serpent.” All of this befits no one but God. Cain’s confession was connected with his despair. Therefore this is still more foreign from the question. We do not disapprove of the idea of disclosing more serious sins to those who have the care of souls in order to lift up the conscience with stronger comfort, but we deny that an enumeration of every sin without exception is necessary by divine Law.

(II) “Judgment concerning leprosy was entrusted to the priests (Lev. 13:15), something of which Christ approves (Matt. 8[:4]).”

We respond. The Epistle to the Hebrews carefully explains the type of the Levitical priest, but nowhere does it assign, on the basis of this, such judiciary power to ministers of the new testament. To the church’s ministers we concede the judgment of spiritual leprosy, that they may rebuke manifest sins and exclude stubborn transgressors. But from this it is not yet proved that all secret sins must be enumerated in confession. Furthermore, priests did not make lepers clean or unclean but only made this known, and this fact is opposed to Bellarmine’s position.

** (1) Just as priests were allowed to investigate only leprosy and not other ailments, so also ministers in the new testament are permitted to make an examination concerning sins alone and to see how they may be cured, and not to involve themselves in political matters. (2) Just as the priests used to say there was no leper except the person who was truly infested with leprosy nor any clean person in whom some traces or remnants remained, so it would be fitting that the Papists not imagine nor consider any sins in those who have none or who have nothing which deserved the name of sin, and that they not proclaim pure and holy those who are covered with ulcers and crimes. (3) Just as all the priests were allowed to investigate leprosy and to pass judgment on uncleanness or healing, so also every devout person in the new testament should be allowed to console a neighbor terrified by sin with the word of the Gospel and to announce to him the forgiveness of sins, since all are spiritual priests (Rev. 1:6; 1 Pet. 2:5). **

The entire Levitical priesthood was a type of Christ, who for spiritual leprosy—that is, for the sins of the whole human race—offered the most perfect sacrifice through the outpouring of His blood on the altar of the cross, the sprinkling of which blood takes place through the word of the Gospel preached by the church’s ministers. Christ sent the leper to the priest not to be cleansed by the priest but in order that the priest might make a sacrifice for him according to the prescript of the Law, once the leper’s cleanness had been acknowledged and approved, and so that the miracle might overcome the obstinacy of this priest.

(III) “In Num. 5[:5–8] and Lev. 5[:14–19] confession of sins receives a divine mandate to which the offering of a sacrifice as a satisfaction was adjoined.”

We respond. This confession was by no means required for the purpose of prefiguring that a specific enumeration of all sins was to be established in the new testament, but rather that it might be a mark of true repentance and that sacrifices might be offered in proportion to the sin—not as a satisfaction (which opinion is wholly Jewish) but as a type of the one propitiatory sacrifice which Christ was to offer on the altar of the cross and upon which the devout children of Israel would look in faith and by which they would receive the forgiveness of their sins. Today in the new testament, after the Son of God “by one offering perfected all who are being sanctified” (Heb. 10:14), the distinct sacrificial victims and different designations for different sins are no longer required. Rather, believers are granted the fruits of the one sacrifice through the Word of the Gospel. Lyra says (on Leviticus 16): “Let the priest raise both hands over his head and confess all the iniquities of the children of Israel and all their trespasses and sins not by stating all of them in particular, which was impossible both due to the brevity of the time and since the priest knew not all the sins of the people, but knew them in general.”

** Luther (Jena German edition, vol. 1, in the book An pontifex possit praecipere confessionem) mentions that the papacy, in order to establish private confession, also cited Prov. 27:23: “Know the face of your flock, and consider your herds.”14 However: (1) Auricular confession had not yet been instituted in the Old Testament. (2) Solomon is speaking here about the care of a household matter. (3) Even if we desired to assign this passage to the church’s shepherds, auricular confession still could not be elicited from this since they are able to know their sheep in a way other than through auricular confession. **

(IV) Matt. 3[:6] and Mark 1[:5]: “Many came to the Baptism of John, confessing their sins.” Bellarmine claims that they did this specifically.

We respond. The evangelists say clearly that “Jerusalem and all Judea and all the region around the Jordan went out.” If they all had gone out to have John baptize them, and if they had confessed each and every sin, John would have done nothing else in the span of his ministry except sit down under a tree and listen to their confessions one by one. Furthermore, the text is speaking about confession before Baptism, a confession in which they say that an enumeration of individual sins is unnecessary. What Bellarmine objects is worthless: “The Baptism of Christ is different from the Baptism of John since Christ remits all sins just by working the work [ex opere operato], as far as fault and punishment are concerned. But John did not do this.”

** Among the two hundred errors [200 errores] with which Catharinus reproached Cajetan there was also this, that he claimed that “those who came to John for baptism confessed their sins not with auricular confession but in general. That is, they did not confess their sins but that they were sinners.” Again, that “what is read (in Acts 19[:18]): ‘They were confessing what they had done,’ does not pertain to sacramental confession.” Chronologists conclude that at that very time, which in the old testament was dedicated to confession and affliction, John the Baptist was preaching the Baptism of repentance in the wilderness. Therefore surely countless people confessed before John no differently from the way they generally confessed at the same time in a solemn, general, and public confession, namely, in general. **

(5) “The apostles are commanded to release Lazarus from his bonds (John 11[:44]).”

We respond. The text does not express clearly whether “release him” was said to the apostles or to the Jews who were standing by, the friends of Lazarus. If others also released Lazarus’s bonds in addition to the apostles, it would follow that laypeople are able to absolve, something which Bellarmine denies. Maldonatus (commentary on this passage, p. 914) writes: “The evangelist does not explain to whom Christ commanded this. However, there is no doubt that He was commanding the Jews who were present, that they might in some way touch with their hands the miracle He had done. A little earlier we taught that this is the opinion of all good authors, excepting Augustine, Gregory, and Bede. But Chrysostom, Ambrose, Theophylact, Rupert, Euthymius, Leontius, Theodoret, Cyril, etc., assert that He commanded the Jews to know that this was truly Lazarus who had died by releasing him from his bonds with their own hands.”





Third, on the basis of New Testament passages. Acts 19[:18]: “They were confessing their deeds.”

§ 114. (3) [Bellarmine’s] third class of scriptural statements contains the other four testimonies. (I) Acts 19[:18]: “Many of the believers came, confessing and telling their deeds.” Here the word “deeds” is understood to mean sins, and the word “telling” is understood to mean the specific enumeration of them.

We respond. Chrysostom (on Acts, homily 41) understands this passage to refer to miracles, and Luther follows him. Believers were coming, confessing, and telling their deeds; that is, they were publicly and joyfully declaring what God had done through them, just as “the seventy disciples returned with joy, praising the miracles of God” (Luke 10:17). But let us concede that it is speaking about the confession of sins. Still the point has not yet been made that it is speaking about a specific confession of sins. But again, let us grant that the text is speaking about a specific confession of some sins. It does not yet follow that an enumeration of all sins is necessary and, in fact, according to divine Law. A model is being proposed which we can imitate in a similar situation, but the Law neither prescribes it nor obligates absolutely all people to it. Nor can it be proven that the confession was made to priests. Rather, the context of the passage teaches that this was a public disclosure and confession made in the entire assembly of Christians, as Erasmus shows in his Annotationes [on this passage] from the word ἀναγγέλλειν [“tell”]. Finally, whether the believers were already baptized or not, a point which is of no little importance for this question, cannot be determined from the text. The Jesuit Lorinus writes on this passage:


From this passage Canisius, Gregorius de Valentia, Lindanus, Alphonsus de Castro, Hosius, Tapperus, Eck, Petrus à Soto, Baronius, Salmeron, and many others draw a conclusion in favor of private and sacramental confession. Indeed, I am terrified by the judgment of so many, lest I pass judgment on something as definite. I would not dare use the statement of Baronius: “It is certain.” For anyone may be able to counter that the passage is not in reference to those who had already been baptized but about catechumens already inclined in heart and will to the Christian religion, as happened quite often in this entire previous history, in which believers who had turned to the Lord are said to have believed before Baptism, though I am not unaware that the absolute term “believers,” as also “the faithful,” is used to refer to those who are consummately Christian, that is, to the baptized. Furthermore, Luke seems to be speaking about those whom he had named earlier as Gentiles and Jews who fled from the demons to the apostle, caught up as they were by an excessive fear because of the fallen exorcists. Finally, Basil, whose authority I admit completely overwhelms me, indicates only the opposite: for he says in his commentary on Acts that they confessed their sins to the apostles by whom they also were being baptized. Athanasius teaches the same thing. Let it be added that none of the older theologians proves sacramental confession from this passage, nor does the Catechismus concilii Tridentini nor any of the more recent theologians who have yet painstakingly pursued this argument. In fact, some of them deny that Luke is speaking here about this confession, or that this is proved from it, by the testimony of Basil.



He goes on to say:


It is the testimony of Andreas Vega that the words of Acts can be assigned to a confession in general which those who were accepting faith in Christ made at the time of the apostles before they received the Baptism of Christ. Eusebius (De demonstr. evang., bk. 3, ch. 8) clearly explains that immediately before this these people had been heathen and not Christians. Augustine indicates the same thing. Arator also clearly feels the same: that they confessed and burned their books to receive Baptism, which others certainly argue on the basis of the Greek words. Their thinking no more concludes sacramental confession from the word “confession” [ἐξομολόγησις] here than it would with John the Baptist (Mark 1:5) where the same word is used.



Those are the words of Lorinus.





2 Corinthians 5[:19]: “He gave us the ministry of reconciliation.”

(II) “2 Cor. 5[:19–20]: ‘God gave us the ministry of reconciliation. Therefore we are ambassadors for Christ.’ Those who are sent out as ambassadors with the power to reconcile the king’s enemies with the king himself cannot perform their duty correctly unless they investigate the guilty people themselves, what they have done, how severely they have offended the royal majesty, what satisfaction they are prepared to pay, etc. Therefore the power to reconcile carries with it the power to investigate the cases of the guilty.”

We respond. That ministry of reconciliation was flourishing in the Old Testament, too, and yet Bellarmine himself says that no specific enumeration of sins was necessary in the Old Testament. In Baptism we are reconciled to God, for Baptism is a “pledge of the good conscience” (1 Pet. 3:21), yet even Bellarmine says that no specific enumeration of sins is required in confession before Baptism. Therefore the hypothesis of the argument—that ambassadors cannot reconcile subjects to the king unless they are first informed about all the offenses—is false. But even if it were concluded that this is required in reconciliations among people, it still would not follow that the same thing is necessary in the reconciliation of people with God. Ministers reconcile people to God through their preaching of the Word, as the apostle testifies in the same passage. Nowhere has Christ ordered them to demand an enumeration of all sins from the truly repentant and to impose certain penalties upon them. Rather, He commanded them to absolve people of their sins and to preach repentance and the forgiveness of sins among them. Again, nowhere have Christ and the apostles taught by their own example that a specific enumeration of sins must be demanded from those who are to be reconciled. It is enough to see signs of genuine repentance in the fallen, whether they confess their sins in general or in particular. The publican confesses in general that he is a poor sinner (Luke 18:13), and yet he is reconciled to God.





James 5[:16]: “Confess your sins.”

(III) “James 5[:16]: ‘Confess your sins one to another’; that is, you people, confess to other people. You who are in need of absolution, confess to those who have the power to absolve.”

We respond. The apostle is speaking about the private petitions for pardon for offenses, which is a sign of true love. Therefore the argument begs the question and departs from the words of the text when this statement is applied to a specific enumeration of sins to the priest. What? Is “confessing” the enumerating of each sin? Is confessing “to each other” confessing to a priest? In the same verse there follows: “Pray for each other.” Are prayers to be made only for the priests?

In his Annotat. on this passage (p. 523) Erasmus writes: “James is thinking about the daily offenses of Christians among themselves, whom he wants to be reconciled as soon as possible. ‘Trespasses’ [παραπτώματα] means errors and slips rather than sins. If he had been thinking about the confession which we say is a part of the sacrament of penance, he would not have added ‘to each other’ but ‘to the priests.’ ” The Gloss. interlin. reads: “ ‘Confess to each other,’ that is, to your peers. ‘Sins,’ that is, smaller trespasses; but you must reveal the fault of a more serious leprosy to the priest.”





1 John 1[:9]: “If we confess our sins . . .”

(IV) “1 John 1[:9]: ‘If we confess our sins, He is faithful and just to forgive our sins.’ These words should be understood to mean the confession of individual sins before men, since no promise exists about forgiving the sins of those who confess to God, and since the priest would retain the sins for some people in vain if they were absolved through a confession made before God while the priest was unwilling.”

We respond. The passage deals with the confession of sin before God, against whom only we sin [cf. Ps. 51:4] and who alone forgives us our sin. The apostle contrasts these two ideas: saying that we have no sins and confessing our sins. The first must be accepted in a general way; therefore the latter should be also. As a result Augustine explains the passage as follows: “If you do not tell God what you are, He condemns what He will find in you. You do not want Him to condemn you? Condemn yourself. You want Him to forgive you? Acknowledge it, that you may be able to tell God: ‘Turn Your face from my sins’ [Ps. 51:9].”

But under what appearance of truth can it be denied that promises exist about forgiving sin for those who confess to God? The royal prophet bears clear witness of the contrary: “I made known my sin to You, and I did not hide my iniquity. I said, ‘I will confess against myself my transgressions unto Jehovah’; and You forgave the iniquity of my sin. Therefore everyone who is holy will pray to You at an opportune time” (Ps. 32:5–6). Why did David and the other saints confess their sins to the Lord in prayer? Was it not to obtain the free forgiveness of sins? When we pray according to Christ’s institution and confess our sins: “Forgive us our debts” [Matt. 6:12], do we not receive the forgiveness of our sins? Must we doubt that these prayers are heard?

The additional point—that while the priest is unwilling no one, however genuinely repentant, can receive forgiveness of sins through confession before God—contradicts both the truth and certain canons. (See [Ius canonicum,] De poenit., dist. 1, c. Convertimini; Lombard, Sent., 4, dist. 17; Osiander, Papa non papa, p. 59; etc.) Therefore if a priest because of hatred or jealousy binds what he should release, will God’s forgiveness be bound because of the priest’s judgment? Will God approve that rashness? Will a penitent’s faith lack its fruit? Never!





The testimony of the fathers and councils.

§ 115. He takes his second class of arguments to establish a specific enumeration of sins from “the testimonies of the councils and fathers.”

We respond. (1) This type of proof is secondary and does not prove that it is a necessity of the divine Law but only that it is the ordinance and custom of the church.

** Bellarmine himself writes about those councils (ch. 5): “Although the testimonies of the councils which we shall produce do not openly contain the idea that confession is a matter of divine Law, nonetheless they do contain an ancient custom.” **

(2) A distinction must be made between ancient and more recent writers. The former speak about the public confession which was used in the early church for a long time, as the authors cited earlier testify [§ 109].

(3) The successor to the public confession of public trespasses is that which the Tripartit. (bk. 9, ch. 35) describes in this way: “Wherefore not sinning is known to be something divine and beyond human nature, but God commands that pardon be given to sinners who repent, but those who flee confessing acquire a greater burden of sins on account of the fact that it seemed best to the ancient pontiffs that sins be laid open under the testimony of the people of the church as if in a theater. And so for this they set up as presbyter a man of good behavior, a wise man who kept a secret. To him those who had sinned would come and confess their sins.” Nicephorus (Hist., bk. 12, ch. 28, from Sozomenos):


Because admitting no sin is a characteristic not of human but of divine and immortal nature, but rather we once came into the inheritance of sinning through transgression, [so] God ordered forgiveness of sins to be granted to those who employed a lawful and appropriate repentance and then turned away from sin and at the same time confessed. But confessing an offense amid the people or in public seemed a grave thing to the bishops who came close after the time of Christ, and therefore they delegated one of the bishops who was of a pure life and was at the same time close-mouthed and prudent before whom they would recover their senses and speak forth what they had done through repentance, etc.



Pope Leo (as it stands in the decretal [Ius canonicum,] De poenit., dist. 1, ch. Quamvis) said, “There are many things which are improper for one to say in public and which people do not say easily because of their enemies, lest their foes bring charges and they be hauled off to court.” Therefore he removed that objectionable custom and adds: “It is enough for them to come to the priest who will pray for them, and to speak secretly.”

(4) Therefore private confession developed in this way from public confession, but an enumeration of all sins was not yet bound to it nor was it bound to certain times. It had not yet accrued the idea of merit, but confession of sins was made for this purpose: that the penitent would receive an informing of conscience and consolation in certain cases.

(5) From the fact that Irenaeus sometimes seems to hint at the making of a confession of secret sins (bk. 1, ch. 9; bk. 3, ch. 4), the following can be [properly] understood: this does not yet succeed in proving that auricular confession, bound by laws of necessity to an enumeration of all sins, was in use. For it advanced from the occasion of public confession to the confession even of secret sins, just as Bellarmine writes about the woman in his account of Nectarius (De poenit., bk. 3, ch. 14): “Although the sin was secret, and although the presbyter had not commanded her to expose it to the people, nevertheless she publicly confessed other sins which were public, and then went even further than was proper and also confessed that sin.” We say the same thing about those women seduced by the heretic Marcus: that in public confession they freely went on to the confession even of secret sins. Irenaeus clearly states that Marcus corrupted a woman who was a deacon’s wife. But later she was converted with great difficulty and “continued to confess all the time as she mourned and lamented.” So shall we judge that she always prostrated herself at the feet of the priest and confessed her sin? And if she were converted with great difficulty, how could her sin have been secret? In regard to Tertullian, Cyprian, Origen, and the rest, see B. Rhenanus (his preface and notes on the book of Tertullian, De poen.) and also Dr. Chemnitz (Exam. Concil. Trid., chapter De conf.).15





Rational arguments.

§ 116. The third class contains rational arguments. “Confession is (1) ancient, (2) difficult, (3) useful, (4) confirmed by miracles.”

We respond. All these do not yet succeed in proving that by a sanction of divine Law a specific enumeration of all sins is necessary. Our antiquity is Christ, and we must always have recourse to the archives of the prophetic and apostolic writings. General confession and the specific confession of some sins which torment the conscience are useful, but the special and distinct enumeration of all sins along with their circumstances is not just difficult but also impossible. It need not be proved whether we have a greater shame before the priest than before God. If we have a bit of faith, the greatest shame arises from the thought of God’s presence. Nor must it be thought that everything which is difficult and burdensome to the conscience originated with something God instituted. It was hard and difficult for the Roman popes to step on the necks of the emperors; shall we say that this was in harmony with divine Law? The scribes and Pharisees used to tie together heavy and uncomfortable burdens and load them upon the shoulders of the people (Matt. 23:4); shall we judge that these things came down from the prescript of divine Law?

** Augustine (De civ. Dei, 14, ch. 9): “Something is not correct just because it is difficult.” **

Miracles do not constitute an article of faith unless it has been confirmed by the express testimonies of Scripture.





Absolution.

§ 117. Absolution corresponds correlatively to confession, and the Romanists do not treat its doctrine and practice purely and earnestly [in the following ways]. (1) They turn the power of the Keys into a judiciary, independent authority.

(2) They tie the efficacy of absolution to the quantity of contrition, the quality of confession, and the works of satisfaction. In this way they take away the certainty of faith, which is the primary end purpose of absolution.

** Here Zwingli’s error must be mentioned when he says (De vera et falsa relig.): “It is audacity on the part of those who claim that by the Keys a person becomes certain, when through faith within he is [already] certain. You will tell him in vain: ‘You are free.’ You can no more make him certain with your word than you can make a fly an elephant by saying, ‘You are an elephant.’ ” (But this is a preposterous contrast between faith and absolution, since absolution principally relates to and confirms this faith of the penitent.) **

(3) They reserve the forgiveness of some of the fallen to the Roman pontiff alone, the successor of Peter. In fact, they even declare that “the absolution which the priest gives to one over whom he has neither ordinary nor subdelegated jurisdiction is null and void” (Council of Trent, session 14, canon 7), despite the fact that all the disciples were told equally: “Whosesoever sins you forgive” and “Whatever you release” [John 20:23; Matt. 16:19], etc. Ambrose (De poen., 1, ch. 2): “No distinction is made by God, who has promised His mercy to all and has granted the license to pardon to His priests without any exception.”

(4) Most often they pronounce the absolution in Latin, a language unknown to the people. Thus Johannes Gastius (in his Memorab.) tells of a priest who absolved a noble who did not know Latin, was unrepentant, and was unwilling to abstain from sins in the future with the following form in order to get a gold coin from him: “May the Lord Jesus Christ absolve you if He wills; and may He forgive you your sins, something I do not believe will happen; and may He bring you to eternal life, which is impossible.”

(5) In some formulas of absolution they add the works of the saints and their own works to Christ’s merit. Of course, Bellarmine (De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 4) calls this a shameless lie of Heshusius, but he quickly concedes that some people used such formulas after absolution as a devout prayer. But some distinct formulas are extant, such as that of Archbishop Antoninus of Florence (in his book De confess.): “May the Passion of our Lord Jesus Christ, and the merits of the blessed Virgin Mary, and the merits of all the priests and saints, and all the good you do and intend to do, and the evils which you will bear be to you,” etc. Bartholomaeus de Chaymis: “May the Passion of our Lord Jesus Christ, and all the good things which you have done and are going to do, and the adversities you have endured and will endure be yours for repentance, for remission of sins, and for the increase of divine grace.” Luther (Jena Latin edition, vol. 4, fol. 51, on Galatians 2) quotes this formula for monastic absolution: “May the Lord spare you, brother. May the merit of the Passion of our Lord Jesus Christ, and that of blessed Mary ever-virgin, and of all the saints, the merit of the order, the difficulty of religion, the humility of confession, the contrition of the heart, the good works which you have done and will do for the love of our Lord Jesus Christ produce for you the remission of your sins, to the increase of merit and grace, and to the reward of eternal life.”16 (See Urbanus Rhegius who illustrates this with his notes [notis].)

The book Cerem. pontif. (f. 231b): “Because of the prayers and merits of blessed Mary ever-virgin, of blessed Michael the archangel, of blessed John the Baptist, of the holy apostles Peter and Paul, and of all the saints—may God Almighty have mercy on you, forgive your sins, and bring you to eternal life.”

In the Dillingen edition of the Hortulus animae (published in 1599), the following form is set forth: “By the prayers and merits of the blessed Virgin Mary and of all the saints, may the Lord lead us to the kingdom of heaven.” (See the “Benediction Book” of the church and the diocese of Regensburg [Benedictionale ecclesiae et dioecesis Ratisbonensis], published at Nuremberg in 1491, and the Breviarium praedicatorum, published at Venice in 1503, in which very similar formulas of absolution are found.)

 





SECTION III: SATISFACTION

§ 118. That concludes our discussion about confession. What remains is to consider the third part of penance, namely, satisfaction. There are two satisfactions for sins: one before God, the other before men. Each must be dealt with distinctly. Since God is not only merciful but also is perfectly just, therefore a satisfaction is wholly necessary before the judgment of God in order to obtain the forgiveness of sins, through which satisfaction He satisfies His own righteousness. But only Christ offers this satisfaction for the sins of the entire human race, as will be taught in its own place against the Photinians [On Justification through Faith (Commonplace XIX), §§ 35–54].





Whether Christ made satisfaction only for original sin.

Furthermore, Christ made satisfaction not only for original sin but also for the actual sins of human beings, yet some of the Scholastics deny this and claim that we ourselves must make satisfaction for actual sins. Thomas (Opuscul. 58, de sacram. altaris, ch. 1): “Just as Christ’s body on the altar was once offered on the cross for original sin, so it is offered continually for our daily transgressions.”

Bonaventure (Sent., 3, dist. 20, q. 3): “A human being can make satisfaction for his own actual sin but not for his original sin. For no one could make satisfaction for original sin except Christ, God and man. In regard to actual sin, a pure man, helped by grace, can make satisfaction, but only a semicomplete satisfaction which receives supplement and fulfillment from Christ’s Passion.”

William of Auxerre (Sent., 3, dist. 12): “If Abraham and the other ancient fathers had sought eternal life immediately after their deaths, which eternal life they had earned worthily [ex condigno], they would have been told: ‘Pay back what you owe,’ namely, satisfaction for original sin. For no pure man could make satisfaction [for this]; therefore Christ’s coming was necessary.”

Ambrosius Catharinus, bishop of Conza, embraces the opinion of these and writes: “Christ’s Passion made satisfaction for original sin and for actual sins which occur before Baptism. But in the Mass, Christ is offered for sins following Baptism and first justification.”

** Augsburg Conf. (the article on the abuse of the Mass): “An opinion was added which has increased private Masses infinitely, namely, that Christ made satisfaction for original sin with His suffering and instituted the Mass in which an oblation would be made for our daily sins, both mortal and venial.”1 Bellarmine (Judic. de libro Concord., mendac. 18) says that “this is a lie.” And yet in the very same place he cites the Opusculum of Thomas Aquinas, who states this clearly (ch. 1) and in the same place teaches: “The sacrifice of the cross, offered once, is sufficient for original sin since original sin is not repeated. But for actual sins, which are committed quite often, the daily remedy of the Sacrament of the Altar was instituted, as well as other things which help obtain from God that He will look kindly upon sinners, inspire in them a yearning for conversion, and incline them to seek and obtain justification.” Gregorius de Valentia ([In Thom.,] vol. 4, disp. 7, q. 14, point 6): “Since there are two kinds of sin, actual and original, there is no Catholic who does not confess that the Son of God came to wipe away both kinds.” But he soon forgets his own words and adds in the same chapter: “Christ came especially for original sin”; and he not only quotes but also approves the Glossa ordinaria, which understands the “sin” in John’s statement “Behold, the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world” [John 1:29] to be original sin. **

Akin to this is what Andreas Vega contends (In Concil. Trid., 13, ch. 36), that “satisfaction for fault is made by us.” Ruardus Tapperus argues (Explic. articuli 6. Lovaniensium): “Man can make satisfaction to God for fault and eternal punishment through certain actions which in a natural order follow an infusion of ingratiating grace and which precede the remission of sins.” To support this opinion he cites Thomas (Sent., 4, dist. 15, q. 1, art. 2); in fact, he goes even further than that to write (vol. 1, fol. 141): “Christ’s merit does not deserve the title of perfect satisfaction.”





Arguments in favor of the negative side.

§ 119. Against these statements it must be demonstrated that Christ made satisfaction not only for original but also for actual sins. (I) When it deals with Christ’s satisfaction offered for sins, Scripture everywhere speaks in general. But nowhere does it add the limitation that Christ made satisfaction solely for original sin. “Behold, the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world” (John 1:29). (Here sin is named in the singular that it may be understood universally: that everything which has the nature of sin, the whole mass of sin, the dregs of all the world’s vices have been transferred to Christ and have been satisfied on account of Him.) “He was wounded for our transgressions; He was bruised for our iniquities” (Isa. 53:5). “He bore our sins in His body on the tree,” etc. (1 Pet. 2:24). But now, Bellarmine himself writes (De poenit., bk. 3, ch. 4, col. 1359): “When Scripture speaks absolutely about sins, it is usually understood to mean, and should be understood to mean, all sins. If it were permitted to encompass some but not all, very absurd statements would be found in divine Writ.”

(II) Scripture speaks about Christ’s satisfaction not only indefinitely but also universally. “All we like sheep have gone astray; we have turned, every one, to his own way; and Jehovah has laid on Him the iniquities of us all” (Isa. 53:6). “He bore the sins of many” (v. 12). “Christ gave Himself for us to redeem us from all lawlessness” (Titus 2:14). “The blood of Jesus Christ, the Son of God, cleanses us from all sin” (1 John 1:7).

(III) Some passages of Scripture clearly express the species of actual sins. “We have turned, every one, to his own way, and Jehovah has laid on Him the iniquities of us all” (Isa. 53:6) (Therefore the iniquities through which people turn to their own ways were placed upon Christ.) Actual sins are enumerated in a long series in Rom. 3:12[–18], but afterward he adds that we are “justified” of them “freely through the redemption which is in Christ Jesus” [v. 24]. Paul mentions actual sins in 1 Cor. 6:9–10, but in v. 11 he adds that the faithful of Corinth have been absolved of them, have been justified and sanctified through the name of Jesus. “The blood of Christ purifies your conscience from dead works” (Heb. 9:14). But now, dead works are themselves actual sins which earn and bring death. We are said to have been “ransomed from the vain conduct which we received from the tradition of the fathers, not with perishable things but with the precious blood of Christ as of a lamb unspotted” (1 Pet. 1:18–19). Christ intercedes for us sinners; the foundation for this intercession is based on the satisfaction He offered for our sins. For Christ is heard when He intercedes for us because He made satisfaction for our sins on the altar of the cross.

(IV) Whatever sins the Law accuses and curses, Christ has made satisfaction for them. But the Law accuses and curses each and every sin, not only original sin but also actual sins. Therefore Christ has made satisfaction for each and every sin. The major premise is recorded in Gal. 3:13: “Christ redeemed us from the curse of the Law, having become a curse for us, for it is written: ‘Cursed is everyone who hangs on wood.’ ” The minor premise is one of obvious truth since the Law thunders out and intones loudly: “Cursed is the one who does not remain in all things that were written in the Book of the Law” (Deut. 27:26).

(V) Christ’s satisfaction is of infinite price and value because of the infinity of His person. Surely, therefore, it is sufficient for all sins without exception.

(VI) If Christ had made satisfaction solely for original sin in such a way that making satisfaction for actual sins would be left to us, only half of redemption would be left to Christ, but the other would be transferred largely to human beings; for Christ would then be making satisfaction only for one sin while human beings would be making satisfaction for many sins. But Scripture ascribes the entire work of redemption to Christ alone, who is “the one Mediator between God and man” (1 Tim. 2:5), “who trod the winepress alone” (Isa. 63:3), who “by one offering has made all perfect who are being sanctified” (Heb. 10:14). Note that the cord of the argument can be drawn even tighter when the extenuation of original sin is argued in such a way that it becomes smaller than the smallest venial sin.

Augustine (De Trin., 4, ch. 13): “By His own death, with one true sacrifice given for us, Christ cleansed, absolved, [and] extinguished whatever there was of guilt, for which reason the principalities and powers detained us by the Law for the paying of the penalties.” “In Christ, in whom we all are justified, we receive remission of sins, not only of original but also of all the rest which we have added to it” (De peccat. remis. et mer., ch. 13). “By the shedding of His blood without fault, the handwriting of all faults [cf. Col. 2:14] was erased” (De peccat. remissione, bk. 2, ch. 20). He calls the Passion of Christ “the unique sacrifice which cleanses us of all our sins” (De civ. Dei, bk. 7, ch. 31).

Anselm (on Hebrews 9): “In His own blood Christ finds not the temporal but the eternal redemption of all, since the price which He paid was so great that He found eternal freedom for the redeemed. For He wiped away both original and actual sins, He presented every justification and opened the kingdom of heaven.”





Whether Christ made satisfaction for the punishment of our sins.

§ 120. Christ not only made satisfaction for actual sins, He also offered full satisfaction in our place for the temporal and eternal punishments due because of our sins by taking upon Himself the punishments for our sins. This we confirm by the following arguments. (I) After the fault is removed, the obligation of punishment is also removed by the nature of a perpetual relation. But Christ took our sins upon Himself (Isa. 53:6; John 1:29; 1 Pet. 2:24). Therefore He also transferred to Himself the punishment owed to the sins and consequently freed us from the debt of the punishment that we had to pay. Tertullian (De bapt., ch. 5, p. 221): “Once the guilt is removed, the punishment is removed.”

(II) Scripture emphatically states that the very punishment that was owed to our sins was placed upon Christ. “The chastisement of our peace was upon Him,” ׁשְֹלמֵנּוחַסוּמ ויָלָע (Isa. 53:5); that is, He Himself was chastised that we might have peace.

(III) All punishments—temporal and eternal, corporeal and spiritual—are included under the word “curse.” But now, Christ was made a curse for us to free us from the curse of the Law (Gal. 3:13). Here let us look on the actual account of the Passion, crucifixion, and death of Christ, which bears witness that the serious punishments owed because of our sins were inflicted upon Christ so that we might be freed from them in God’s judgment. “He was wounded for our sins; He was bruised for our iniquities” (Isa. 53:5). The punishment for sin is the curse of the Law, but “Christ has freed us from the curse of the Law” (Gal. 3:13). The punishment for sin is the dominion of Satan, but “Christ has freed us from the power of Satan” (Heb. 2:14). The punishment for sin is God’s wrath, but now, “Christ has freed us from the wrath to come” (1 Thess. 1:10). The punishment for sin is death, but now, “Christ has freed us from death” (Hosea 13:14). The punishment for sin is hell and eternal damnation, but now, Christ has freed us from hell and eternal damnation (Rom. 8:1[–2]).

(IV) God’s righteousness does not allow the same sin to be punished twice, but now, He smote His most-beloved Son for our sins (Isa. 53:4). Therefore He will not punish sins in those who have been reconciled, in those who have become sharers of the satisfaction made through Christ.

(V) If we were still obligated to make satisfaction for the punishments of sin, Christ’s satisfaction would not yet be complete, His work of redemption would not yet be done, all things would not yet be finished through Him. But He Himself cried out on the cross: “It is finished [consummatum est]” [John 19:30], from which the Epistle to the Hebrews (10:14) concludes: “By a single offering He has perfected [consummaverit] forever those who are being sanctified.” For this reason the satisfaction made through Christ is called “ransoming” [ἀπολύτρωσις, 1 Cor. 1:30], to signify complete liberation, as Chrysostom notes correctly somewhere. If Christ had made satisfaction for original sin alone or for fault alone, His satisfaction would have to be called “half ransoming” [ἡμιλύτρωσις] rather than “ransoming” [ἀπολύτρωσις].

** Dr. Luther (Vermahnung an die Geistlichen zu Augsburg in 1530, Jena German edition, vol. 5, f. 81): “When it is said, ‘You must make satisfaction for your sins,’ what else is that but: ‘You must deny Christ; you must renounce your Baptism, blaspheme the Gospel, accuse God of lying, not believe the forgiveness of sins, trample on Christ’s body and blood, dishonor the Holy Spirit, and go to heaven by means of yourself with such virtues’?”2 In the same place see about the statements of the fathers which are cited in favor of satisfaction. **

Bellarmine (De amiss. grat. et stat. peccati, bk. 5, ch. 20): “Sin is then regarded as remitted perfectly and completely when not only fault but also every punishment has been remitted.” (Therefore, from the opposite sense, if punishment has not yet been remitted, the sin itself has not yet been perfectly remitted.)

(VI) If we can make satisfaction for the punishments of sins, we transfer part of Christ’s redemption to ourselves, just as Biel argues (Sent., 4, dist. 14): “Christ’s suffering is not the sole and total meritorious cause of our salvation.” And yet He “trod the winepress alone” (Isa. 63:3). Augustine (Sermon 141 de temp.): “Christ paid for both the punishment and the fault by sharing the punishment with us without fault.”

** [Augustine] again (Ad Bonifac., bk. 4, ch. 4): “Just as the Son of God alone became the Son of Man to make us God’s children along with Himself, so also He alone took up the punishment for us without wicked merits so that we might attain unowed grace without good merits.” **

Thomas ([ST,] part 3, q. 49, art. 3) responds in the affirmative to the question: “Are we freed from the punishment of sin through Christ’s Passion?” He adds that such freeing takes place in two ways: “(1) Directly, insofar as Christ’s Passion was a sufficient and superabundant satisfaction for the sins of the human race; the guilt of punishment was removed once the satisfaction had been provided. (2) Indirectly, insofar as Christ’s Passion is the cause of the remission of the sin on which the guilt of punishment is based.”

** He writes (dist. 4, ch. Filius Dei): “The Son of God took up the flesh of sin and its punishment without fault, that both the fault and punishment of sin might be paid in His flesh.” Cassander (Consult., art. De bon. operib.): “With complete consensus all the ancients teach the doctrine that the confidence in the remission of sins, even of those which one commits after rebirth, and the hope of forgiveness and of eternal life must be placed solely in God’s mercy and Christ’s merit.” **

Moreover, the splendor of truth forced even Bellarmine himself to write clearly (De indulg., bk. 2, ch. 10, col. 1592): “Christ made an utterly complete satisfaction to God the Father for the guilt of fault, and of the temporal and eternal punishment of all sins.” (For what, then, shall we have to make satisfaction?) “Some of the professors at Louvain have held that temporal punishment was remitted by the satisfactions of Christ alone” (De indulg., bk. 1, ch. 4).





Are we able to make satisfaction for the punishments for sins?

§ 121. From these ideas we draw the further conclusion that the truly penitent and believers in Christ can make satisfaction to God neither for sins nor for the punishments for sins since people are sold or held under sin [Rom. 7:14]; since through faith they become partakers of the utterly perfect satisfaction which Christ provides, something we shall prove from the following chief supports. (I) Scripture describes our reconciliation with God in this way: that God will no longer remember our sins (Jer. 31:34) but casts them behind His back (Isa. 38:17); He blots them out like a cloud (Isa. 44:22); He casts them into the depths of the sea (Mic. 7:19); He “does not impute them but covers them” (Ps. 32:1[–2]). Therefore He does not call them back for sentencing, nor does He demand punishments for them from the reconciled. For if God still punishes sin, He certainly is imputing them; if He avenges them, He is remembering them; if He calls them to judgment, He does not consider them covered; if He investigates them, He is not casting them behind His back; if He searches into them, He is not blotting them out like a cloud; if He airs them, He is not casting them into the depths of the sea.

Augustine (on Psalm 31, enarr. 2, not far from the beginning): “Our sins have been buried, covered over, wiped away. If God covered up our sins, He did not want to see them. If He did not want to see them, He did not want to blame them. If He did not want to blame them, He did not want to punish them, did not want to acknowledge them, preferred to overlook them. Why did He say that our sins were covered? That He might not see them. For what did it mean for God to see sin except to punish sin?” Jerome (on the same psalm): “What is covered is not seen, not imputed. What is not imputed is not punished.” In the old canons and glosses this is stated in the verses:


The bountiful pity of God does not halve pardon.

As you weep He will grant either nothing or everything.



This is taken from that statement of Prosper: “He will give pardon wholly and not by halves.”

** Augustine (or whoever else was the author of the book De vera et falsa poenit., ch. 9, vol. 4, p. 514): “To hope for partial pardon from Him who is just and justice is an impiety of faithlessness.” Thomas ([ST,] part 3, q. 86, art. 3, from Augustine): “God remits all sins simultaneously and completely.” **

(II) The total remission of sins cannot stand along with a debt of satisfaction for punishment that is still to be rendered. For anything that still demands satisfaction has not yet been forgiven fully. This is clear from the example of a creditor who still demands to be satisfied by his debtor. No one ever says that he has forgiven his debtor the full amount. In turn, when the entire debt is paid, the obligation to pay even the smallest part of the debt is removed. Chrysostom (on Psalm 50): “Where there is mercy, there is no place for punishment.” Therefore if God still demands satisfaction for sins, those sins have not yet been fully forgiven.

(III) The free forgiveness of sins cannot stand together with one’s own works of satisfaction. For no one will say that what we have obtained with our merits and satisfactions is given to us freely. But now, all of Scripture bears witness that God forgives us our sins from His free mercy without any merit of our works and for the sake of Christ our Mediator. Therefore satisfaction has no place here. If He demands no satisfaction, then He has reserved no punishment for which we must still make satisfaction.

(IV) In Christ’s parable in Matt. 18:27 there is an illustrious example of how God forgives sins to believers in Christ; there not only the debt is paid for the slave who owes, but the punishment of prison is also forgiven.

(V) It is the same for all who are justified before God and are reconciled to Him, as the apostle shows in Romans 4, where he concludes the general doctrine of justification on the basis of Abraham’s example. But now, the thief on the cross was taken straight up into heaven by the power of the satisfaction which Christ provided and which he had apprehended through faith without the intervention of any satisfaction of his own [Luke 23:43].

(VI) We pray for the forgiveness of sins daily. Therefore we are acknowledging that we cannot make satisfaction for them. “Forgive us our debts” (Matt. 6:12). Note here that we call our sins “debts,” for by the law of nature we owe obedience to God our Creator. If we do not obey Him, we owe punishment. From this it is clear that sins are called debts not only with regard to fault but also and especially with regard to punishment. Thus when we petition for the remission of our debts, we are asking for the forgiveness not only of fault but also of punishment; and we are acknowledging that we cannot make satisfaction for either of these.

(VII) Divine justice is infinite and does not suffer itself to be satisfied except through an equivalent price. For this reason it was also necessary for Christ the Mediator to be the God-man so as to be able to offer an equivalent redemption price for our sins. But now, the good works of the saints are not of an infinite value and price. In fact, they are imperfect and in many ways contaminated, as will be taught more fully in its own place [On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 62–81; cf. On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), §§ 181–202]. Therefore they do not have the power to make satisfaction.

But some people argue that our works do have the power to make satisfaction due to Christ’s Passion. But this is asserted without Scripture. Indeed, this detracts part of the glory from Christ the Redeemer, who “trod the winepress alone” (Isa. 63:3), who “made a purification for our sins” (not by giving our works the power to satisfy and merit, but) “through Himself” (Heb. 1:3).

(VIII) Whatever good we do is all already owed to God beforehand by right of creation, redemption, and sanctification. God has given us all the members of our body, all the powers of our soul. Therefore we are bound to give all of these to the service of God by right of creation. The Son of God has freed us from Satan’s power and has brought us over to the kingdom of His grace. Therefore we are bound to serve Him in His kingdom with all our might. The Holy Spirit has given us new birth and has renewed us. Since good works are the fruits of the Spirit, they establish us as debtors to God rather than make God a debtor to us. Also if we do any good, we do it not of ourselves but of God’s grace. Therefore we cannot make satisfaction of ourselves. “If you have done all that is commanded you, say, ‘We are unuseful servants; we have only done what we owed’ ” (Luke 17:10).

Therefore we draw the following conclusion. If we were able to make satisfaction for our sins or for the punishments of them, it would have to happen either through works done according to the norm of the Law or through self-chosen service. Yet we cannot make satisfaction through either of these. In fact, works in conformity with the divine Law are already beforehand owed to God in many ways, and self-chosen services do not please God. Augustine (Meditat., bk. 1, ch. 38): “I know this: that since You have created me, I owe You my entire being. But since You have redeemed me and given Your blood as the price for me, I owe You more than myself, as much more as You are greater than I, for whom You gave Yourself.”

** Ephraem (vol. 1, p. 142): “Even if I were to live on earth for a thousand years, I would be unable to return the equivalent nor give worthy thanks to Him for even one stroke by any means, as would be proper.” Macarius (Homily 15): “If someone could happen to live from the day the world was created until the very last day of judgment and would not only work through all this time but also would suffer all the great torments for God, his labors and tortures would not yet be worthy of being that which paid the reward of eternal life.” Augustine (on Psalm 129): “A person could sell himself, and having been sold he could be under sin, but he cannot redeem himself from his iniquities. The one who could redeem himself is the One who could not sell Himself. He who did not commit sins is the Redeemer from sin. He Himself redeemed Israel from his iniquities.” Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 38): “Your sins are exceedingly great and far too many. By no means are you sufficient to make satisfaction for so many and such great sins, not even if you cut out your own heart.” Again: “What will you be able to repay worthily to your Benefactor? He gave you yourself when He created you to exist. As provisions for your journey [viaticum], lest you fall along the way, He gave you His body and blood and Himself, true God and true man. What will you repay if you cannot repay in turn for the fact that He gave you yourself when He created you? Finally, what will you repay for the fact that He has given you Himself? Surely if you could give yourself back a thousand times, what would you be in comparison with God? Nevertheless pay back as you can; pay back your entire being to Him who gave and again gave Himself wholly to you, and, not content with these, also gave Himself wholly for you” (Tract. de pass. Domini, ch. 30, col. 1635). **

Anselm (Cur Deus homo, bk. 1, ch. 20): “All that you have and are and can and ought to be, etc.; if I can be or do anything, even when I do not sin, I owe it to You not to sin. What shall I give back in return for my sin?” Again: “It is true that my conscience has deserved damnation and my repentance is not enough for satisfaction, but I am sure that Your mercy surpasses my every offense” (De miseria hominis).

** Chrysostom (De B. Philogonio): “I bear witness, and in faith I command, that it will happen that if any one of us who are guilty of sins departs from his former evils and promises God wholeheartedly and truly never again to return to them, God will require nothing else for further satisfaction.” **

Bernard again (De verb. Orig.): “No one ever gives God back what he owes since our sins against Him are very great and many, so that you are insufficient to make satisfaction for so many and such great sins, not even if you cut out your heart.”

Lyra (on Matthew 18): “The sinner does not have the means to make satisfaction for sin.”

** Basil (on Isaiah 1): “There is one expiation for sin, namely, the blood shed for the salvation of the world.” Landsperger (Ench. Christ. mil.): “Do not plan to do works of penance for your sins, for how trifling do you think are these works of yours? There are far too many heaps of sins! All your works that you know are less than enough to make satisfaction for your sins.” **

The Carmelite Antonius Marinarius (Orat. ad patres Conc. Trid.): “Now” (the flesh and Satan) “are recounting the very serious things committed in our earlier life, sins for which” (Christians) “could not have provided worthy satisfaction. However, they respond: ‘Because we were unable to make satisfaction, our sins were forgiven us freely through Christ. There is no point in thinking that we are such by paying, lest we detract from the dignity of Christ’s death.’ ”

** Cassander (Consult., art. 12, under the title De confess.): “There will be no great opportunity to complain about this satisfaction if, on the basis of the church’s statement, it is taught in this way: that only the sufferings and death of the only-begotten Son of God are the satisfaction and propitiation for our sins, either for that which we contracted originally or for those we committed out of the weakness of our flesh before or after regeneration. The ministry of the Gospel—that is, the Word and sacraments—offers and applies this satisfaction to us; and faith, the gift of God, receives it.” **

(IX) The examples of those who are reconciled to God through true conversion bear witness that they had their sins remitted without any satisfactions of their own and that the punishments for their sins were forgiven. Ambrose (bk. 10, on Luke 22, cited in Ius canon., dist. 1, c. 1): “I read of the tears of Peter, but I read not of satisfaction.”

(X) If our satisfactions are required for our reconciliation with God, we shall never be able to be certain about reconciliation. Instead, we shall have to be agitated by a constant flood of doubts, for we can never know when God is sufficiently satisfied for the punishments. But the apostle declares the opposite in Rom. 4:16: “Therefore it is from faith, freely, that the promise may be firm.” Rom. 5:1: “Justified by faith, we have peace with God through our Lord Jesus Christ.”

(XI) Finally, we are commanded to “forgive each other, if anyone has a complaint against another. As the Lord has forgiven you, so also you must forgive” (Col. 3:13). Yet we must forgive our neighbor not only the fault but also the punishment. So much the more, then, will God, who is love itself (1 John 4:16), forgive the reconciled both fault and punishment.





Satisfaction before people.

§ 122. Let that be enough about satisfaction before God, which we defend as belonging to Christ the Redeemer alone. We can arrange satisfaction before people into two parts: public and private.





Public.

Public or canonical and ecclesiastical satisfaction was used in the early church. It was part of church discipline by which certain fines and chastisements were imposed on those who either had renounced faith during persecution or had fallen into manifest, atrocious sins. (The descriptions of these impositions are in Tertullian, De poenit.; Eusebius, bk. 5, ch. 28; bk. 6, ch. 25.) These were imposed not so that the people might expiate their sins before God through them, but rather so that the penitents’ hearts could be searched as to whether their sorrow for what they had done was real or feigned, so that the satisfaction might be made to the offended church with the outward declaration of repentance, and, finally, so that these spectacles might arouse the rest to avoid sins and turn away from them with greater zeal. Since the church of that time lacked a Christian magistracy, these rites and severity bore public witness that they hated these serious sins and by no means tolerated them among their own people.

** Luther (Jena German edition, vol. 5, An die Geistlichen auf dem Reichstage zu Augsburg versammelt, f. [81]b): “If they” (the Papists) “had distinguished this satisfaction for sins wisely—namely, in such a way that it would be done toward men, not toward God, as Christ shows in Matthew 5 and 18; as the holy fathers also used it in former times and caused the Christians who had sinned to make satisfaction before the church and the brothers, as the words state, that they imposed penance for two, three, or seven years—then Christ would still have remained in heaven with His satisfaction for us. But in this way the services of God in chapters and cloisters and indulgence would not have arisen, and not so much would have gone to the great god ‘Belly,’ ” etc.3 **

Jerome (on Matthew 6): “I admit that repentance for sins is far different than satisfaction, over which the church interposes its judgment publicly when it has taken injury and been offended. It imposes serious public satisfaction that all may know that they are truly repentant who with a prompt spirit take up whatever the church has decreed.” Augustine (Ench. ad Laurent., ch. 65): “Because the grief of one person’s heart is frequently hidden from another, and because it does not become known to others through words or some other signs since it is before Him to whom one says, ‘My groaning is not hidden from You’ [Ps. 38:9], those who are in charge of the church are correct in establishing times of repentance, that satisfaction may be made to the church in which sins themselves are remitted and outside of which they indeed are not remitted.”

In regard to this canonical and disciplinary satisfaction, we say with Dr. Chemnitz (Exam. Concil. Trident., part 2, ch. De satisfact.): “It is to be wished that something could be brought into use without superstition and false opinions for the sake of discipline and example on the basis of the rites of the ancient church.”4 He is entirely correct in this, because experience testifies that in these last days of the world the license to sin increases and church discipline is weakened by those who should have been its guardians and defenders.





Private.

Private satisfaction is that by which we make satisfaction to a neighbor whom we have injured with words or deeds by asking for pardon of the offense and restoring what was taken. We claim that this satisfaction is necessary in true repentance, for even though before God it makes no compensation or propitiatory and meritorious satisfaction for sins, nevertheless it has been divinely commanded and is an indication of true repentance and love. “If you are offering your gift at the altar and there remember that your brother has something against you, leave your gift there before the altar and go; first, be reconciled to your brother” (Matt. 5:23–24). Here pertains the common saying: “Sin is not forgiven unless that which has been taken away is restored” [Peccatum non remittitur, nisi ablatum restituatur]. Chrysostom: “If you have offended in thought, be reconciled by thought. If you have offended with words, be reconciled by words. If you have offended with works, be reconciled by work.”

** Furthermore, not only Bellarmine (De indulg., bk. 1, ch. 4) but also three popes besides (Pius V, Gregory XIII, and Clement VII) attack the opinion that our satisfactions only apply what Christ has earned. **





Disagreements of the Papists concerning satisfaction.

§ 123. Now that these points have been distinguished and explained, we proceed to the teaching of the Scholastics and Papists concerning satisfaction. Here, first, we take note of their disagreements. Some argue that it is possible for us to make satisfaction for fault [culpa] itself. Others say that we cannot make satisfaction for fault but only for punishment [poena]. But here again there occurs a divergence of opinion. For some argue that, by the power of the Keys, the eternal punishment owed for sins is changed into temporal punishment so that we may make satisfaction for it. Some, however,5 claim that both fault and punishment are remitted through contrition, but that the obligation for some temporal punishment remains, part of which is remitted by the power of the Keys and the other part of which is expiated by satisfactions imposed or undertaken voluntarily. This opinion is embraced by most of the more recent theologians.

Let us listen to their words. To the question as to why satisfactory punishment is enjoined upon the penitent, Thomas ([ST,] [part] 3, q. 49, art. 3) responds in this way: “So that we may receive the effect of Christ’s Passion, it is necessary for us to be formed to correspond to Him. But we are formed to correspond to Him: in Baptism, sacramentally; in penance, through something having to do with penalty or suffering, which we endure within ourselves, which nevertheless is much less sufficient than would be worthy with respect to the sin, with the cooperation of Christ’s satisfaction.” Here you see that satisfactions are ordered for the remission of fault. Scotus (Sent., 4, dist. 15, q. 1) says, “Satisfaction is the outward working, laborious and penal, voluntarily assumed to punish the sin that has been committed.” Again (Sent., 4, dist. 16, q. 2) he explains that it must be understood in this way: “that the merit of the Mediator’s Passion concurs, because God has decreed that we should not undertake any work or bear anything as an equivalent satisfaction except to the extent that it is connected through faith to the Mediator’s satisfactory Passion.” Antoninus (part 3, title 14, ch. 20): “Satisfaction cures past sins by paying back for them, and it preserves from future sins by avoiding them.” The Council of Trent (session 14, c. 8) speaks in this way: “It befits the clemency of God that our sins not be forgiven us without any satisfaction.” And later: “While we suffer for our sins by making satisfaction, we are made to be in conformity with Christ Jesus, who made satisfaction for our sins and from whom comes all our sufficiency.”

Tapperus (Explic. art. 6. Lovan.) and Vega (In Concil. Trid., bk. 13, ch. 36) argue that satisfaction for fault and for eternal punishment can be made by us. Cajetan (Tract. de contrit., q. 4): “The punishment which remains to be paid after the remission of fault is the selfsame punishment of sense which the sinner ought to have paid in hell with only its eternity removed.” But Bonaventure (Sent., 4, dist. 15, q. 2) distinguishes between fault and punishment. He says:


When the sinner sins, he obligates himself to eternal punishment, but when divine mercy justifies him or gives him new life, it remits all fault and the guilt of eternal punishment. However, since mercy cannot rule out justice, which has the responsibility of punishing, it releases from fault and punishment in such a way that he still remains obliged to some little, temporal punishment. Furthermore, the Lord works together in the rectors of the church as if in arbiters through whom punishments for sins are imposed, and, as a consequence, the sinner makes satisfaction to the Lord principally and to the church consequently.



They also disagree in other questions concerning satisfaction. For some claim that no work or suffering is a satisfaction equivalent to the sin unless it is connected to Christ’s satisfactory suffering through faith. Others argue in the opposite way such that even if Christ’s merit had not intervened, yet a person who has grace or love could make satisfaction for his sins to God. Petrus Tataretus (Repert. in 4. Sent., dist. 15, q. 1, f. 523): “Consider that God could obligate us to always render Him honor for the benefit of creation; nevertheless He did not want this because of the frailty of human nature, which cannot accomplish this, since we were always and forever thus obliged to God in this way. This is false.” [Again]: “Therefore I am saying two things. First, any sinner at all can make satisfaction for a committed sin, even aside from the merit of Christ’s Passion, in regard to the absolute power of God, but not in regard to the ordained power, except by merit of Christ’s Passion. The conclusion is proved insofar as the first part is concerned because if the Word had not become flesh or had not suffered for us, a person predestined to eternal life could have made satisfaction for life without the merit of Christ’s suffering” (f. 524).

In the following way they argue about whether satisfaction must be made in love. Alexander of Hales, Thomas, Bonaventure, and Richard affirm this, since no one can please [God] without grace and love. But Scotus argues the opposite (Sent., 4, dist. 15, q. 1): “He who is once truly repentant and accepts the satisfaction or penance imposed, even if he backslides later, is never bound except to fulfill only that satisfaction. It is better if he completes it in love since he is not only paying the penalty but is even meriting glory.” Durandus says that the first opinion is a harsh one, and the second, less secure. Biel (Sent., 4, dist. 16, q. 2, dub. 2): “Scotus’s opinion is more in harmony with divine mercy.”

They ask whether a satisfactory work done in love deserves a degree of glory beyond the remission of punishment. Biel (dub. 6) confirms this with the following argument: “There is a sort of worthiness of a work elicited out of the grace and indwelling of the Holy Spirit for the beatific, essential reward. Therefore no meritorious work is rewarded sufficiently through any good less than blessedness, be it temporal or eternal.”

They ask whether someone can make satisfaction for another person, which they affirm using this distinction:


The priest imposes one kind of satisfaction, but another is assumed of one’s own will. The first is required of the very person who has accepted it unless a legitimate obstacle should arise, as, for instance, a weakness of the flesh, etc. For then he can make this satisfaction through another person. The latter can be done through another (1) since anyone can obtain the first grace for another, through which he is justified. Therefore he also can gain the remission of punishment for him. (2) The communion of the church militant within itself is no less than its communion with the dead. But a living person can make satisfaction for the dead. Therefore he can do it also for the living. (3) This is in the usage of the church.



Those are the reasons of Biel (dub. 8); but Bonaventure (Sent., 4, dist. 20) and Richard (Sent., 4, dist. 15) add this limitation: “provided that he for whom another wants to make satisfaction is contrite over it.” But if someone can make satisfaction for another, is not a person being established as the redeemer of another? Cajetan (In Thom., part 3, q. 48, art. 5): “Satisfaction for others is a category of redemption, since once the price has been paid the other is freed from the punishment.”

They ask if such a person, once he has made satisfaction for another, is also making satisfaction for himself. The Summa angelica of Clavisius responds that there are different opinions about this and that he likes this opinion: “that such work is satisfactory also for himself but not from obligation but through divine mercy, which has more to do with love than with work.” It is also said that “it is satisfactory for another through the mode of the payment of penalty and for himself through the mode of congruous merit.”

They ask whether satisfaction made while committing mortal sin is valid or must be repeated. Again the opinions about this differ. Richard (Quodlib., 1, q. 10) claims: “Such a person satisfies the command of the confessor and is not bound to repeat it. Meanwhile he does not make satisfaction for the punishment owed in purgatory.” Others make the distinction that “acts of repentance from which there remains some effect after that of satisfaction must not be repeated, as, for instance, fasting, almsgiving, and things of this sort. But the others, which do not retain an effect, such as prayers and the like, must be repeated.” Panormitanus (on De poenit. et remiss., c. Quod quidem) and others claim that “it is invalid but simply must be repeated.” Scotus (Sent., 4, dist. 15, q. 1, toward the end) looks for various distinctions but denies that they must necessarily be repeated.





Bellarmine’s discourse on satisfaction.

§ 124. Let us hear Bellarmine on satisfaction. He first distinguishes (De poenit., bk. 4, ch. 1) between “perfect satisfaction, which is made at perfect and absolute equality (as when an insulting act which occurs between two equal men is repaid through another act having as much honor as the other had of insult), and imperfect satisfaction, which is made at an imperfect equality, as when a person suffers the loss of ten thousand gold coins and allows himself to be satisfied with the giving up of all the other man’s property, though that property may not reach the sum of ten thousand.” He admits that the first can have no place between God and men because “whatever we are or have comes from God and because His infinite goodness is injured by our sin.” But he concludes that the latter, which happens to a person by God’s acceptance, does have a place here. Next, he teaches that “man cannot make satisfaction to God to restore friendship. Yet he can restore the equity of justice with his satisfaction; that is, the debt of punishment which remains after the remission of fault can be redeemed through good works.”

We respond. (1) Bellarmine is departing from those who argue that a sinner vindicates an offense committed against God with his own satisfaction so that divine friendship is restored for him in this way, that is, that we can make satisfaction even for fault [culpa] itself. To such people he responds coldly: “It is not now necessary to dispute about these subtleties.”

(2) Scotus (Sent., 4, dist. 15, q. 1) defines satisfaction in general as “the voluntary rendering of something equivalent that is otherwise unowed.” But this definition is one he will be unable to accommodate to imperfect satisfaction.

(3) Bellarmine sets forth these definitions nakedly; he does not draw them from the foundations of Scripture, which are the proper basis [principium] of theology.

(4) Scripture acknowledges only one satisfaction for sins, an utterly perfect one, which corresponds equally to divine justice. For since it declares that God’s justice is infinite, so also it sets Christ’s infinite satisfaction against it. It is He who has reconciled us to God and has taken upon Himself the punishment for our sins (Isa. 63:3; Col. 2:14; Heb. 1:3).

(5) Scripture never connects or subordinates our own satisfaction to this utterly perfect and infinite satisfaction of Christ, so that neither the name nor the reality of our satisfaction occurs in the Scriptures. In the Scriptures, the Holy Spirit sets forth Christ as the only propitiation not only for the baptized but also for those who have fallen into sin after Baptism and are earnestly contrite. But nowhere does He demand their own satisfaction from such people (1 John 2:2; Rom. 8:34).

(6) On the contrary, since God’s justice is infinite, our imperfect satisfaction cannot restore equity. There is no reason for them to respond that justice as tempered with divine mercy should be considered, since this tempering has a place only in Christ’s merit, which is applied to us through faith.

(7) So, then, there is an implication of contradiction when an imperfect satisfaction is asserted. Surely he who receives an insignificant amount of money for a debt of ten thousand gold coins will never say that he has been satisfied. Rather, arithmetic proportionality6 is required for satisfaction. This is noticed by those Scholastics who place the power of satisfaction in love, from which an infinite dignity is added to our works, since love is the Holy Spirit’s gift. The Catechismus Romanus (p. 308) seeks [its] power and dignity from the merit of Christ’s satisfaction. It says: “The greatness of the force which it has is understood from the fact that it depends entirely on the merit of Christ’s Passion, from which we receive those two great goods. First, we earn the rewards of immortal glory, and, second, we make satisfaction for our sins.” Bellarmine alludes to this when he writes in this chapter: “For satisfaction somehow to be appropriate to equity, it is necessary that just as the offense had an infinity on the part of the object, so also satisfaction should have an infinity on the part of the satisfying principle. Hence it is required that satisfactory works be done by the Holy Spirit dwelling in man or by the man himself as Christ’s member and as now made a child of God through grace and love,” etc. More will be said about this matter in its own place.

(8) It is impossible to draw a distinction between the reforming of friendship and the restoration of righteousness—that is, between the satisfaction for fault and the satisfaction for punishment—in such a way that the one can be attributed to Christ’s merit but the other to our satisfactions. In fact, every sinner is contrary to divine justice (Isa. 59:2; 1 John 3:4). Therefore the natural order is being inverted if the reconciliation of the sinner with God and the reforming of that friendship is placed before the satisfaction of His righteousness. This is why Scripture sets up Christ’s perfect satisfaction as the foundation for our reconciliation with God, for He left no merit or satisfaction to us when He accepted and bore all things. On the other hand, the remission of fault and of universal punishment pertains to the perfect remission of sins (such as they admit occurs in Baptism), whether this punishment is temporal or eternal. But if in the remission of sins after Baptism only fault and eternal punishment are remitted but not the temporal punishment, for whose remission satisfactory works are required, the consequence is that our satisfactions pertain to the forgiveness of sins in some way. In fact, there is a presupposition here that God does not forgive the entire offense in the forgiveness of guilt but retains something of the offense, which He pours out in the temporal punishment that He imposes after forgiving the guilt. For the satisfaction of that offense He requires the satisfaction of our works.

Therefore it is just as if we are said to make satisfaction for punishment or for fault, that is, for that part of the fault which still remains to be expiated through temporal punishments. Bellarmine himself acknowledges this in some way. For this reason he says (De poenit., bk. 4, ch. 1): “It is unnecessary to deal with these subtleties, namely, whether one makes satisfaction for fault or for punishment.” He speaks still more openly (ch. 13 of the same book): “Although the opinion of Thomas, Durandus, Paludanus, and others may be very probable—namely, that we do not make satisfaction rightly through works otherwise owed—nevertheless the opinion of Hadrian and Cajetan is not improbable, namely, that one can make satisfaction through works otherwise owed because the satisfaction we render to God pertains not only to justice but also to friendship.” (Why, then, does he distinguish here between the reforming of friendship and the restoring of justice?) Again: “Here Basil very openly acknowledges that satisfaction should be completely worthy and demands proportionality with the sin so that the offense is truly compensated through it” (De poenit., bk. 4, ch. 9).

(9) If we are reconciled to God through our own satisfactions, we are no longer justified freely by faith without works.

(10) But the “first lie” of this entire debate about satisfaction must be noted. As is clear from Biel (Sent., 3, dist. 19, art. 3, dub. 2), some of the Scholastics argue that through Christ’s Passion we are freed in this way: “The will of Christ according to His humanity, electing to die voluntarily and elicited from such a great love, pleased God more than the sins of all people displeased Him because of Christ’s very acceptable work which He offered to the Trinity for the reconciliation of the human race, so that the Trinity remitted sin to all who have been incorporated into Christ,” etc. From this it is clear that they do not set the foundation and worth of the satisfaction performed by Christ in the infinity of His person and in an infinite power and efficacy of merit formally inhering in Him and completely satisfying divine justice, but rather in the acceptation of divine mercy, by which God considered Christ’s Passion, which came out of His very great love, pleasing and acceptable. From this they draw the further conclusion that also our works, which proceed from love, are satisfactory, though in a lower degree. We have shown the falsity of this hypothesis in our treatise On the Person and Office of Christ ([1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], §§ 165ff.). Our Mediator had to be God and man to pay a sufficient ransom for our sins and in this way to be able to satisfy the justice of God.

Thomas ([ST,] part 3, q. 46, art. 2) argues that “God can remit sins to man without satisfaction since He has no one superior to Himself.” And yet God is merciful in such a way that He is also just at the same time. Mercy does not exclude eternal justice in Him. Therefore as long as divine justice is preserved, man could not be forgiven his sin without an equivalent price in the judgment of God. For this reason Cyril concludes (Thesaurus, bk. 1, ch. 7): “Only the incarnation and Passion of the Son of God could have been the means and remedy for our liberation.”

Durandus (Sent., 4, dist. 15) tries to prove that Christ could not have made satisfaction according to the strict rigor of divine justice. He uses two arguments. First: “Whatever there was in Christ according to His human nature was obliged and owed to God. Therefore it could not have been worthy satisfaction for any sin by considering the nature of the work or the thing, but could only have been satisfaction according to His free acceptance.” (We respond. Christ completed the works of a Mediator according to both natures; therefore they are not merely works of a human nature but are the actions and sufferings of the subject [suppositum]. Again, it is doubtless clear that this is denied for the sake of laying the foundation of making our own satisfaction. For if Christ makes satisfaction as a just man but not as the God-man, then just men will be able to make satisfaction.)

Second: “The Passion of Christ was not of the exact quantity as the hellish punishment owed for sins; therefore it was satisfaction by way of [God’s] acceptance but not by way of the rigor of justice.” (We respond. In His very own soul Christ felt truly hellish pains, as we showed in its own place [§§ 118–20; cf. On Justification through Faith (Commonplace XIX), §§ 31–63; On the Person and Office of Christ (1625 Exegesis, Commonplace IV), § 197]. Yet though an infinity of time or an eternity is not involved in those pains, the infinity of His person produces infinite power and efficacy for that satisfaction.)

Biel (Sent., 3, dist. 20, q. 1) argues against Anselm that it was not simply necessary that the Son of God become incarnate and die to redeem the human race, since He could have helped the leprous humanity by other ways and means. He says: “God could have remitted sins through nonimputation alone. He could have made satisfaction through someone else; and anyone could have made satisfaction for himself, if first grace had been given without merit,” etc. All of these ideas arise from this: the rigor of God’s justice is not being considered; they significantly obscure the magnitude of the very great and indescribable benefit that the Son of God came down from heaven and was made man for us and for our salvation; and they are preparing the way for our own satisfactions.





Whether a debt of punishment remains to be paid after fault is forgiven.

§ 125. Now that these have been set forth, Bellarmine attacks the acropolis of the controversy over satisfactions and tries to prove: first, that “there often remains a debt of punishment to be paid after the fault has been forgiven, since David was punished by the death of his son after he received forgiveness for adultery and murder (2 Samuel 12); since he was given the option to select war, pestilence, or famine (2 Samuel 24) on account of his numbering of the people even after the fault was forgiven; since this is very obvious from other examples (Exodus 32; Numbers 14 and 20; 1 Corinthians 11); and, finally, since even the devout are answerable to temporal death.

We respond. (1) If it had to be concluded that not every sin has been remitted due to the calamities which the devout still endure after being reconciled with God through repentance, it would follow by the same logic that even Baptism would not provide full remission of fault and punishment. The consequent is false, thus also the antecedent. The logical sequence of the argument is very firm. Indeed, baptized infants are susceptible to illnesses and disasters and sometimes die immediately after Baptism. Baptized adults are not freed from ailments through Baptism, but, as experience witnesses, they still remain susceptible to them. Bellarmine himself denies the consequent, for he writes (preceding chapter, col. 1419): “God could forgive the universal debt of punishment, as we are sure He does, as soon as He accepts us as His children through Baptism.” Thus we proceed in this way. The temporal calamities which the devout sustain after receiving the forgiveness of sins are either of this life or of the life to come (on the basis of the hypothesis of the Papists, for they claim that those people are subject not only to the disasters of this life but also to the flames of purgatorial fire unless they have provided sufficient satisfaction in this life; since this will be particularly disputed in the treatise On Purgatory [cf. On Death, Commonplace XXIX, §§ 181–292], here we shall speak about only the calamities of this life). We distinguish the former in this way: that we call some “contracted from elsewhere” (the Scholastics call them “penalties”), but some, “voluntarily attracted.” These latter are either civil [penalties] inflicted by a magistrate, or they are of the other sort, which God Himself inflicts, and these again are common or singular. As regards calamities contracted from elsewhere—that is, from original sin—it is obvious that these are not taken away completely through repentance either in or outside of Baptism, since corrupt concupiscence still has a place in the flesh (though mortified and resisted) and since the baptized also are susceptible to the temporal punishments of original sin. As regards civil penalties voluntarily attracted, repentance also does not take these away either in or outside of Baptism, since the Gospel does not abolish political arrangements, and it is in the best interests of the state, which criminals have upset, that crimes do not go unpunished. If receiving Baptism were to remit civil punishment, many would receive it because of the impunity of previously committed crimes and for the convenience of this life. Nevertheless the magistrate occasionally grants a certain relaxation of civil punishments to people who have converted from Judaism, something we leave to its own place. As regards the calamities which God Himself inflicts upon the reconciled and which we distinguish from civil [penalties] imposed through the government, we readily concede that, even after obtaining the forgiveness of sins, not only are the devout susceptible to the common calamities of this life (as Scripture and experience testify), but also some have singular calamities imposed on them in this life, which is proven by examples brought out into public view.

(3) Yet in this life God does not always impose singular punishments on all those whose sins He remits, as is testified by the examples of the paralytic (Matthew 9), the sinful woman (Luke 7), the publican (Luke 8), Zacchaeus (Luke 19), and Peter (Matthew 26). Consequently, it cannot be said in general that after the remission of fault there remains the debt of singular punishments to be repaid. Bellarmine himself seems to acknowledge this, and consequently he writes: “Once fault has been forgiven, the debt of punishment is not always forgiven” (De poenit., bk. 4, ch. 1) and “After fault has been forgiven, there often remains the debt of punishment” (same book, ch. 2). If the debt of punishment also is not always forgiven after fault has been forgiven, then at some time both fault and punishment are remitted. If there often remains the debt of punishment after fault has been forgiven, then this is not universal and constant and, consequently, cannot properly be called “debt,” which is something that must always be paid.

(4) But there must also be an explanation as to why and to what end God imposes such punishments or calamities upon the reconciled, namely, that they are not merits for the forgiveness of sins nor compensations for eternal punishment nor satisfactions for sins. Rather: (a) With respect to others, they are public signs of God’s judgment against sins (Num. 12:14; 2 Sam. 12:14). “If judgment begins from the household of God, what will be the end of those who do not believe the Gospel?” (1 Pet. 4:17). (b) With respect to the devout themselves, they are reminders of what has already happened and warnings against what is to come. After reconciliation, the devout are subjected either to common calamities or to particular punishments so that this warning quickly kindles and causes to grow within them a greater hatred and loathing of sin, the fear of God, faith which has an anxious concern to retain grace and remain in goodness, a diligence to be careful about sins so that their corrupt inclinations might be restrained and mortified. They are also exercises of repentance which ought to be constant, of faith, of obedience in the cross, of hope, of the petition for and expectation of help through forgiveness and mitigation, so that they may always bear witness that they would have to perish due to their sins unless they were received for the sake of the Son of God; and also that they not take for themselves the praise of their own righteousness, lest they lift themselves up above other sinners, but rather subject themselves to God in a true and humble confession of weakness. All these come from Dr. Chemnitz (Examen Concil. Trident., part 2, ch. De satisfact. p. 370).7 Briefly speaking, they are admonitions about the other sins which still adhere to the flesh. They are the reins which restrain the flesh, lest it continue to indulge in sins. They are the examples by which others are stirred to a hatred of sin. They are the instruments which serve to cast light on God’s glory.

Chrysostom’s statement belongs here (on 1 Corinthians, homily 28): “When the Lord corrects us, it is more for admonition than for condemnation, more for medication than for punishment, more for correction than for penalty.” Again: “Lest we remain useless sinners and become even worse, He did not remit our punishment but rather saw this clearly: that it is no less damnable for those sins not to be punished. For this reason, He imposes punishment but is not demanding the punishment concerning the sins, but is correcting us for the future” (Homily De poenitent. et confess.).

Augustine (De peccat. merit. et remiss., bk. 2, ch. 33): “Those who say that we surely would not die after the remission of sins which the Redeemer grants us, if the death of the body had been added to sin, do not understand how God permits the things of which He absolves the guilty man nevertheless to remain for the contesting of faith, so that those who are advancing in the combat of righteousness may be taught and trained by them.” Chapter 34: “Calamities before remission are the punishments for sins. But after remission they are the contests and exercises of the righteous.”

** Again (on John, tract. 124, toward the middle): “Once his sins are forgiven, man tolerates the wretchedness into which he is still coming because of his sin. Yet punishment keeps its hold on the man temporally, even one whom fault no longer holds guilty, so as to point out due misery or to correct a slipping life or to exercise necessary patience.” “Punishment is more productive than fault. Fault should not be considered unimportant if punishment is also included with it” (ibid.). “What you are suffering, the reason for your tears, is medicine and not punishment. It is chastisement, not condemnation” (on Psalm 102, vol. 8, fol. 1166). Theodoret (on Psalm 32): “The psalmist does not say, ‘You have forgiven my sin,’ but ‘the wickedness of sin’ [v. 5]. This is interpreted as follows: You did not punish me with the worthy punishment of my sin; rather, You remitted the excess of my sin and provided healing with a limited chastisement.” Augustine again (Contra Faustum, bk. 22, ch. 67) says, “David received forgiveness only for his eternal salvation, for he did not escape the chastisement of the paternal rod according to God’s threat so that, having confessed, he might be free forever but tested by temporal affliction.” **

[Augustine] (De civ. Dei, bk. 13, ch. 4):


For this the experience of the separation of the soul from the body is left, though its connection with sin was removed since faith itself would be weakened if the immortality of the body were to immediately follow the sacrament of regeneration. Faith is faith when it waits in hope for what it does not yet see in substance [Heb. 11:1]. By the strength and struggle of faith, at least in ages past, one had to overcome his fear of death. This was particularly clear in the case of the holy martyrs who surely could have had no victory and no glory in the struggle, since no struggle at all would have been possible if, after the washing of regeneration, those who were saints could not have suffered the death of the body.



(5) Bellarmine insists that “the calamities imposed upon the reconciled are punishments in the proper sense of the word and pertain to past sin.”

We respond. We shall not battle tiresomely over words, namely, whether the afflictions of the reconciled should be called punishments for sins.

** In a sound sense they can be called punishments, but not after the fashion of the Papists, for those are satisfactory, but rather in the scriptural mode which calls them “judgments” (1 Cor. 11[:29, 34]) since they are inflicted due to sins, not for death nor condemnation but so that they may learn to walk more carefully. But these punishments are marks of God’s love in another respect since “whoever loves his son chastises him” (1 Cor. 11[:32]; Heb. 12[:7]). Luther expressly calls them “punishments” (Scholia on Joel 2; Assert. articulor. suorum, art. 5; Wittenberg edition, vol. 1, fol. 53); Phil. (Opera Luth., Wittenberg Latin edition, vol. 1, f. 484); Chytraeus (on Leviticus 25); Kirchner (Meth. explicat., locus De poenit., fol. 811); Chemnitz (Exam., part 2, ch. 10, De operibus satisf., fol. 204); Leyser (on Genesis 49); Selnecker (Paedag.); Gesner (on Genesis 45, f. 851); Hesshusius (Examen, published at Helmstedt in 1586). [In the latter work, Hesshusius] corrected his own earlier opinion that they were not punishments, for he reports that he was admonished about this matter by pastors (preface to 1 Corinthians, written in 1573). Jon. 3:9: “Who knows if God may turn away from His wrath?” Our people explain this passage as pertaining to the averting of temporal calamities. “O Lord, rebuke me not in Your anger” (Ps. 6:1). Balduin (commentary on Romans 3, q. 4) distinguishes between the punishment of penalty and the punishment of chastisement or of testing. The punishment of penalty, which must properly be called punishment and which is a debt for committed sins, is forgiven along with sins. The punishment of chastisement or of testing, which must correctly be called “the cross” and “calamity,” is left even for the devout to bear in this mortal life. **

Should they be called paternal chastisement? But this is certain: there is a great difference between the afflictions which are inflicted upon the wicked and those which are imposed upon the reconciled. The former are the signs that God has been offended; they bear witness that such a person is under God’s wrath. But the latter proceed not from an angry but from a favorable God, “humbling the sons of men, but not from the heart casting them away” (Lam. 3:33). Nazianzen says (Σκετλ.) that they are “bitter arrows from God’s sweet hand.” The former refer to the correction and salvation of the devout, but the latter are the testimonies and, in fact, the beginnings of eternal punishment.

It cannot be denied that there is a constant relation between fault and punishment. Therefore wherever the remission of fault occurs, there punishments, in the proper sense of the word, can have no place. Moreover, the remission of sins is nothing other than the pardoning of punishment. In fact, original sin with respect to its root and tinder (though mortified and restrained) always remains in the reborn while actual sin with regard to actuality [ratione actus] passes away. But when it is forgiven, it is not returned from done to undone, but rather only the guilt of punishment is removed. Therefore these conflict with each other: that sin is truly forgiven and yet punishment, properly called, must still be endured because of sin.

** Augustine (Retract., bk. 1, ch. 9): “Every punishment is a punishment for sin if it is just.” Thomas ([ST,] part 1.2., q. 87, arts. 7–8) teaches: “Every punishment which is merely and properly a punishment is because of some fault.” Pererius (on Genesis 9, p. 541, no. 163): “If ‘punishment’ is taken properly, it necessarily corresponds to sin and cannot exist without it. Indeed, the punishment repays and reestablishes the equality of the justice which sin has violated.” Bellarmine (De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 7): “Fault is the cause of punishment because out of fault the obligation to punishment is born.” “Fault and punishment are related” (De laic., bk. 3, ch. 11). We have to contrast these testimonies of Bellarmine to the place where he says (De matrim., ch. 17, from [Ius canonicum,] 6., De reg. juris., reg. 23): “There must be no punishment without fault unless there is an underlying cause.” Then he adds: “Not only fault but also a cause must underlie, with the result that one could be punished in no way.” Thomas ([ST,] 2.2., q. 108, art. 4) distinguishes between punishment as it is considered according to the manner of punishment—that is, strictly and accurately—and then it is not owed except for sin; and punishment as it is considered as medicine, and then someone, namely, a devout person, is sometimes punished without any fault of his own, that is, fault which has been forgiven him for Christ’s sake, but not without cause. **





Whether the guilt of punishment can be redeemed by good works.

§ 126. Bellarmine (in ch. 3) tries to prove that “by good works the guilt of temporal punishment can be redeemed, which sometimes remains after friendship with God has been restored.”

We respond. Just as singular punishments are imposed in this life for sins in such a way that they are not imposed on all the reconciled nor imposed equally, so also by God’s good counsel they are mitigated for some, some are completely freed from them, and some are forced to labor under them all the way to death. Consequently, in true repentance and humiliation the devout truly seek freedom from and mitigation of calamities. Nevertheless they subject themselves completely to God’s will and leave it free to God’s benevolent counsel whether and when He wants to free them from these. Therefore temporal punishments are mitigated or even wholly removed through true and earnest repentance not because its works are satisfactions or compensations for sins or the merits of reconciliation, but because God wants nothing else than to kindle true humility, arouse a hatred and loathing of sin, and mortify the old man by these chastisements. Consequently, when God sees such exercises of repentance, faith, and new obedience in the reconciled, He has what He usually seeks with these castigations. Therefore for the sake of Christ, the Mediator and Suppliant, He either removes these punishments or mitigates them (as Daniel says in his prayer, 9:17: “For Your own sake, Lord, hear us and look upon our exile”). But that does not always happen, nor does it happen in the case of all punishments. This is something which Bellarmine himself acknowledges. He writes: “The temporal punishments of this life sometimes cannot be redeemed but have to be endured steadfastly. Especially such is the punishment of death which no one, however just, could have averted with any pious work. Such was the punishment of David inflicted through the death of his son,” etc. The truly devout acknowledge this and therefore submit themselves wholly to God’s will in these paternal chastisements. They ask that God not enter into judgment with them but that He free them from or mitigate these chastisements or, if He wants them to remain, that He give them patience and a salutary way out.





Whether works of satisfaction can be undertaken voluntarily.

§ 127. Bellarmine (ch. 4) argues that “laborious works can be undertaken voluntarily, by which the guilt of temporal punishment is expiated.” Here he provides examples of those who did penance in dust and ashes, who fasted, who put on sackcloth.

** Gretserus (Virgidem., p. 156): “Christ’s blood has expiated and washed away our sins but not without the intervention of instruments, among which are the external signs of religious profession: hair cloth, monastic garb, tonsure.” **

We respond. Those whose fasts, hair cloth, tears, etc., are described in Scripture either were the truly devout doing true and salutary penance—such as Job, David, Daniel, the Ninevites, Peter, etc.—or they were hypocrites, such as Ahab. With the external afflictions of the body they testified of the earnest contrition of their heart, and this contrition usually was sharpened and enlarged in calamities either public or private and in grief over temptations. But they did not undertake these afflictions to make satisfaction for their sins or for their punishments, since they themselves confessed and acknowledged that their sins were forgiven from free mercy for the sake of Christ the Mediator. “I will be unable to answer You one for a thousand” (Job 9:3). “If You decide to impute sins, who will bear it?” (Ps. 130:3). “Enter not into judgment with Your servant” (Ps. 143:[2]). “To You, O Lord, belongs righteousness, but to us, confusion of face” (Dan. 9:7). “Hear us for the Lord’s sake” (Dan. 9:17). Nor do they prescribe to God the limit or the means of liberation in the matter of temporal punishments. Rather, in the obedience of humble faith they resign this entire matter to God’s fatherly will, as the examples of the Ninevites and of David bear witness.

As far as hypocrites are concerned, they voluntarily assume their external humiliation and affliction and obtain the turning away or deferral of temporal punishments not through the measure of either merit or satisfaction but because an external reward repays external obedience. In the same way God ornaments works of the unreborn that are morally good with the rewards of this life so that human society may be preserved and external discipline commended. “They have their reward,” Christ says (Matt. 6:2). The Apolog. Confess. Wirtenb. (ch. De poen., p. 504) says: “The good works which the impenitent do” (without an acknowledgment of sin and without faith) “have their own praise and merits” (rewards) “before men and in these earthly benefits. But before God, instead of doing anything to expiate sins and earn God’s favor, much rather, if they were transferred there [to heaven], they would be considered as the sin of divination, as Scripture says [1 Sam. 15:23], or as the sin of idolatry.” Therefore if there is true and earnest contrition in a heart, the external indications of it will follow. On the other hand, if these afflictions are taken up voluntarily out of hypocrisy and for the purpose of satisfying God while the heart is not yet truly contrite and lacks faith in Christ the Mediator, then what judgment God passes on those becomes clear: “Is it such a fast that I have chosen, for a man to afflict his soul for a day? Is it to bow down his head like a bulrush and to spread sackcloth and ashes?” (Isa. 58:5). Tauler (Conc. 4, f. 10) writes: “Some people are not satisfied with the myrrh that God gives them. Instead, they want to load still more of it upon themselves, and to make bad heads and sick delusions, and to suffer long and much, and to do the thing wrongly. They will have little grace from it, for they are building upon their own precepts, whether it be in penance or abstinence or in prayer or devotion. Thus God must wait on their idleness until they have done their part,” etc.

** In Zwinger (vol. 27, l. 3): “Count Fulco Andegavensis, intending to make satisfaction for a sin, put on the clothing of a condemned criminal and, accompanied by two counts, went to the Lord’s tomb. They traveled in such a way that he turned himself over to one of the counts to be tied around the neck with a rope and to be dragged, and to the other he gave switches with which to slash and to tear his back as he advanced, crying out: ‘O Lord, admit the wretched Fulco, a perjurer and an escaped slave.’ ” In 1498 Luther himself saw at Magdeburg a certain prince of Anhalt, the brother of Adolph, provost of Merseburg, clad in monastic hood and carrying the sack in which the mendicant monks would collect their bread (Jena German edition, vol. 6, fols. 9, 20).8 **

“They judge themselves” (1 Cor. 11:28) and “chastise the body” (1 Cor. 9:27): these expressions by no means indicate the voluntary undertaking of afflictions of the body in order to satisfy God for sins or for the punishment of sins, but rather to acknowledge and deplore sins with security cast aside, to mortify the root of sin, to repress the lusts of the flesh, to restrain corrupt desires, to reduce the body into slavery, etc. For elsewhere the apostle disapproves of it “if due honor not be rendered to the body” (Col. 2:23). Bellarmine says, “We disapprove of it only if it is done out of superstition.” But we add the rest of the argument correctly when we say that it is superstitious either to surpass moderation or to undertake these activities for the sake of satisfaction, since both lack God’s command.





Whether it is right for priests to enjoin satisfactory works.

§ 128. Bellarmine (ch. 5) resolves to prove that “it is right for priests to enjoin works of satisfaction.” (I) In Matt. 18:18, “priests are given the Keys to release and bind. Therefore just as they absolve penitents of fault, so also they can and should bind them to certain works of penance.”

** The Jesuit Pinellus (De poenit., bk. 2, ch. 2) writes: “The penitent, who is playing the part of a guilty person, ought to be prepared to finish whatever satisfaction the confessor, as judge, imposes upon him in this life.” **

Response. Just as the forgiving and releasing of sins deals only with the penitent, so also the binding and retaining of sins pertains only to the impenitent. Thus it is a terribly disgraceful confusion of the key of releasing and binding when the repentant still have their sins retained and bound either wholly or partly. Surely Christ has nowhere commanded the apostles to impose satisfactory punishments on the repentant. Rather, He commanded them to preach repentance and the forgiveness of sins in His name (Luke 24:47). Nowhere do we read that Christ and the apostles imposed certain penalties upon the penitent. Rather, they announce the free forgiveness of sins, and they command the penitent to beware of sinning in the future. As long as he continued in his sins, the apostle surrendered the incestuous Corinthian “to Satan for the destruction of his flesh, that his spirit might be saved” [1 Cor. 5:5]. But when he was sincerely converted and withdrew to a better fruit, the apostle took him back without the intervention of any satisfaction.

The Gloss. interlin. on Matt. 18[:18]: “ ‘Whatever you bind’: namely, with the chain of anathema.” The Gloss. ordin. has: “God confirms your sentence either to accept the penitent or to throw out the stubborn.” The context of the passage also shows this very thing. In the preceding verses, when Christ ordered that they consider the stubborn sinner as a sinner and a publican—that is, to separate him from the other believers by excommunication and the censure of the church—He added these words: “Amen I say to you, whatever you bind on earth will be bound” [Matt. 18:18]. He was thus showing that such a censure would be ratified before God. Augustine (Sermon 16 de verb. Dom., toward the middle): “We have listened to the Lord warning of and commanding this with such great care that He also added this immediately: ‘Truly I say to you, whatever you bind,’ etc. You have begun to consider your brother as a publican. You are binding him on earth, but see to it that you bind him justly, for justice breaks unjust bonds.”

(II) “In the early church, satisfactions were imposed upon the penitent.”

We respond. The exercises of canonical satisfactions which the ancient church used differ in many ways from Papist satisfactions. The former were imposed only for flagrant sins, for they were a part of public repentance. But the latter are imposed for secret sins and for whatever sins are revealed in confession. The former would require works in harmony with divine Law: humiliation, asking for pardon, almsgiving, etc.; the latter, on the other hand, mostly contain self-chosen worship, such as pilgrimages to the statues of saints, flagellations, rosaries, participating in the works of supererogation performed by monks and nuns, etc. The former were demanded for these purposes: that true and earnest repentance might be evident, that satisfaction might be made to the church for the offense, that the example of that severity might warn the others to beware of sins and to govern behavior carefully. But the latter are referred to God’s seat of judgment to be satisfactions in His presence for confessed sins or at least for their temporal punishment, into which they claim their eternal punishment was commuted. The former preceded absolution, but the latter follow it. The former were not relaxed unless either a natural weakness or the imminent peril of death were to demand some relaxation, for at the point of death peace was ordered to be given through absolution and imparting the Eucharist, even if the canonical satisfactions had not yet been completed (according to Cyprian, bk. 3, Letter 17; and Eusebius, bk. 6, ch. 34). But the latter can be redeemed through trafficking in indulgences or can be fulfilled even by someone else, as Dr. Chemnitz correctly writes (Examen, part 2, ch. De satisf., p. 368): “The Papists who fight for satisfactions with the statements of the ancients do not have the ancient satisfactions.”9

(III) Rational arguments teach that it is fitting that penalties be imposed on penitents who have fallen after Baptism. [Bellarmine says:] “Those who sin before Baptism are worthy of greater mercy than those who sin after Baptism, since the former are still wandering in the darkness of ignorance while the latter walk in the light of faith and of the knowledge of God. It is entirely necessary that divine justice be satisfied. Penance is the means of the wounded soul; it demands searings, incisions, bitter doses. Satisfactions are useful to the penitents themselves and to others.”

We respond. The Holy Spirit draws those who have fallen both before and after Baptism to Christ’s unique satisfaction offered on the altar of the cross, but nowhere does He establish the sort of distinction between them such that the forgiveness of sins before Baptism is free but satisfaction is demanded for those sins committed after Baptism. “I am writing this to you that you may not sin, but if anyone does sin, we have an Advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ the Righteous, and He is the propitiation for our sins” (1 John 2:1–2). “For we do not have a high priest who is unable to be affected with the sense of our weaknesses, but one who in every respect has been tempted as we are, yet without sin. Therefore let us with confidence draw near to the throne of grace that we may obtain mercy” (Heb. 4:15–16). “God set forth Christ as the propitiation [ἱλαστήριον] through faith in His blood” (Rom. 3:[24–]25). Let just one statement of Scripture be shown which sets up such a difference between those who have fallen before Baptism and after Baptism.

Bellarmine says that those are the more serious sinners who have been established in the light of faith after Baptism and then sin. He is correct. But from this fact it does not yet follow that they can or must bring their own satisfactions. Greater and less do not change the species of a thing. Therefore if greater satisfactions are demanded of those who sin more gravely after Baptism, then some satisfactions, though lesser, will have to be demanded from those who have sinned less before Baptism.

Not only outside of but even contrary to Scripture he asserts that divine justice can be satisfied through our own works, for Scripture declares that Christ’s satisfaction is the only satisfaction and that it is complete and infinite. We concede that some works should be demanded of the penitent or imposed upon them if this is understood to refer to the canonical satisfaction used in the early church or exercises of repentance, piety, and new life such as prayers, almsgiving, fasting, endurance of sufferings, etc.—or even civil or ecclesiastical chastisements imposed to preserve discipline—but not if it is understood to mean things unowed and works of supererogation or self-chosen services required for the purpose of making satisfaction for sin.

** And also, imposing such satisfactions upon the penitent is removing their confidence in Christ’s unique satisfaction; denying the perfection of Christ’s satisfaction; foisting human inventions and works upon people instead of Christ; accusing God of injustice, as if He were not content with Christ’s one satisfaction for our sins and were demanding another one from us; and wickedly snatching away every consolation from consciences oppressed by the perception of divine wrath. **





How many works of satisfaction there are.

§ 129. Bellarmine argues (ch. 6): “There are especially three works of satisfaction: fasting, to which pertain all the things that afflict the body, such as hair cloth, ashes, flagellations, etc.; almsgiving, to which pertain all works of mercy; and prayer, to which pertain all things which are properly given to God, such as praises, thanksgivings, and acts of contrition and confession.”

We respond. This entire matter will be dealt with openly elsewhere, namely, whether our works are satisfactory and meritorious in God’s judgment and also whether it is still possible for some works of supererogation to be performed in addition to the perfect obedience owed to the Law [On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 87–133; cf. On the Gospel (Commonplace XVII), §§ 82–104]. But observe the two reasons with which Bellarmine here proves that theologians are right to claim that there are especially three kinds of satisfactions. He says: “One cause is that we ought to make satisfaction to God through the good things which are ours to the extent that they can become His. We have three kinds of good things: the heart, which we give to God through prayer; the body, which we give to God through fasting; and our external goods, which we give to God through our almsgiving. The other reason is that all faults pertain to the concupiscence of the flesh, the concupiscence of the eyes, and the pride of life. Fasting suppresses the concupiscence of the flesh; almsgiving suppresses the concupiscence of the eyes, that is, greed; and prayer suppresses the pride of life.”

We respond. But we already owe all that is ours to God beforehand since we have been ordered to serve Him with all our might [Deut. 6:5]. We are already bound to restrain and mortify our corrupt desires beforehand. How, then, can we make satisfaction for sins by bestowing goods that were granted by God or by a mortification of concupiscence? But it is a wonder that prayer and entreaties are assigned among satisfactory and meritorious works, since in these very things we bear witness of our extreme poverty and weakness! Nor does it suffice to provide examples of those who have fasted, prayed, and given alms, for who except an extremely wicked person would disapprove of these? But what should have been demonstrated was that the truly devout undertook these works for the purpose of satisfaction.





What carena, quadragena, and septena mean.

Moreover, Bellarmine was pleased to remain here in this generality, but others argue about the quadragena [“of forty”], septena [“of seven”], and carena [“deprivation”]. You can understand what these are or were from the book which contains the reasons for rejecting the Council of Trent [Caus. recusati concilii Tridentini] (p. 103) and the Apolog. Confess. Wirtenb. (p. 556), where this is written (quoting from Rosarius, part 3, title De indulgentiis):


It must be noted that indulgences are granted in various ways and are expressed with different words. You have received carina or carena (according to the gloss on [Ius canonicum,] De sponsa duarum, c. Accepisti). This is vernacular Italian and is called carina from carentia [“deprivations”] of people or even deprivations of provisions. For during the forty days people are closed up in some secret place close to the church where they do not have the company of other people. Consequently, (in the above-mentioned c. Accepisti) the following was enjoined upon a man who had taken as wife some woman to whom another man was engaged: “Let him do the carina”; that is, let him repent on bread and water for forty days with the seven consecutive years. For as we gather from the histories of the popes, there is a difference between septena (or septenarium) and quadragena and carena, which is also sometimes called carentina.

Pope Clement was the first to institute quadragena [“of forty”], through which he designated a penance of forty days with the seven consecutive years. He would impose this punishment due to a mortal sin in such a way that during those forty days the penitent would be shut off from the church and would walk about with bared head and unkempt hair. After those days there would be imposed upon them a penance for seven years, namely, that through those seven years on Mondays they would have milkfood, and on Wednesdays, a one-course meal related to fasting. But on Fridays they would have three pieces of dry bread dipped in ashes, and within the periods during those seven years they would have no meat, no wine, would not sleep on a bed nor take a bath. They would instead sleep on the hard ground or even on a stone. When those years were completed, they were first permitted to commune in the Lord’s body.

Pope Innocent used to enjoin septena [“of seven”] first for a mortal sin so that on Sunday they would eat milkfood twice that day; on Monday they would fast with a single-course meal related to fasting; on Tuesday they would have a milk-and-eggs dish or eggs twice. On Wednesday they would have bread and something to drink one time; on Thursday, likewise milkfood and eggs; on Friday, only bread and water together. But on the Sabbath they would make a pilgrimage through the churches, visiting the dwellings of the saints when they could instead have milkfood once. Once these were finished and absolution had been given, they were permitted to commune in the Lord’s body. Penance of this kind they used to call septenaria [“of seven”], or the septena of Innocent. But carena or carentina was a punishment which included the penance of quadragena and septena, since the penitent would thus abstain from foods and association with people and would fast on bread and water for forty days. Also, following this, the seven-year penance was imposed upon them in accord with the priest’s judgment so that they fasted and prayed certain prayers or did some good works one day in any week. This penance used to be imposed for any mortal sin according to the canons, despite the fact that the penitential canons are uncertain. Now, in letters of indulgences as the pope gives quadragena or septena or carena, he pretends to absolve those who use indulgences because of their debt, or he pretends to grant as much grace of forgiveness as they have earned through these penances. In this way, during a penitential year, he confers as much grace of forgiveness as a person has earned by himself by doing penance throughout the year.







Whether we can make true satisfaction to God. First, Isaiah 1[:16]: “Cease to do perversely.”

§ 130. Bellarmine (chs. 7–8) tries to prove that “we can truly make satisfaction to God for the guilt of temporal punishment. (I) Isa. 1:[16, 18]: ‘Cease to do perversely. If your sins are as scarlet, they shall be made as white as snow.’ Here full and perfect remission of sins is promised as a reward to those who exercise themselves in works of mercy.” He repeats this statement later (in ch. 15).

We respond. This passage defines true repentance from its own proper and genuine fruits, which are ceasing from evil and doing good. Thus Bellarmine incorrectly contrasts those who are coming back to their senses, who are washed through contrition, and those who exercise themselves in good works. In fact, all those who feel contrition in their heart as they come back to their senses lift themselves up again through faith in Christ the Mediator and “produce fruits worthy of repentance” (Matt. 3:8).

Moreover, the forgiveness of sins is promised to repentance not because our contrition or the correction of our life is merit for the forgiveness of sins, but rather because faith, whose forerunner is contrition and whose maidservants are good works, seeks God’s grace and reconciliation in Christ the Mediator. Therefore in this way the prophet describes “to whom” and “in what order,” but not why God is willing to forgive sins: “You have made Me to serve with your sins. I am, I am He who blots out your transgressions for My own sake, and I will no longer remember your sins” (Isa. 43:24–25).





Second, Daniel 4[:27]: “Redeem your sins with almsgiving.” Proverbs 16[:6]: “By mercy iniquity is redeemed.”

(II) Dan. 4:[27]: “Redeem your sins with almsgiving.” “By mercy and truth iniquity is redeemed” (Prov. 16:6).

We respond. The Daniel passage was dealt with above (§ 89), yet it does not directly pertain to the proposed question, for King Nebuchadnezzar was a wicked man and needed forgiveness for fault, not just for punishment. But here the question is about those who already have been reconciled to God and must make satisfaction for punishment.

Bellarmine responds: “The words of Daniel must be understood to refer to the perfect remission of sins as far as fault and punishment are concerned, so that the exhortation is to great and frequent almsgiving, which disposes the king to reconciliation so that he pleases God congruously and obtains the grace of reconciliation, and then also redeems the punishment worthily.” If someone seeks it by merit, what has Christ done? How do free justification and the forgiveness of sins stand along with these congruous and worthy merits? These will have their own place elsewhere [cf. On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 87–133].

The passage of Solomon commends doing good and being kind toward one’s neighbor which, if they come from a penitent heart which believes in Christ, are so pleasing to God that He either takes away or mitigates bodily punishments for those who have committed serious sins. “Blessed is he who understands concerning the needy. Jehovah will deliver him in the evil day. The Lord will sustain him on his bed of sorrow” (Ps. 41:[1, 3]). But this does not infer some merit or satisfaction of our own since these works were already owed to God beforehand, are unclean and imperfect, and do not correspond to the quantity of either our sins or of God’s wrath. Bellarmine emphasizes the word “redemption,” which he says is the equivalent of “satisfaction,” and this is quite close to inferring that we are in some part our own redeemers. But in Hebrew the word is ּכִפֵר, “he covered, hid.” In the same chapter ([Prov. 16:]14): “The king’s wrath is the messenger of death. The wise man will placate it (יְכַפְרֶּנָה).” This word is explained in Ezek. 43:20 by חִּטֵא, “he cleansed.” Förster writes (concerning the word ּכָפַר): “It must be noted that when this word is attributed to people, it means the action and ministry by which sin is taken away; uncleanness washed away; anger and the offense removed; and grace, favor, reconciliation, expiation, and cleanness are sought. But when it is attributed to God, it then means to cover, hide, remit, or remove from sight the sin or the guilt of sin or wrath, that is, to become kindly disposed, to pardon, to spare, to impute no longer, nor to punish.” The Septuagint translators rendered it: “Sins were washed away by the giving of alms and by faithful deeds [ἐλεημοσύναις καὶ πίστεσιν].” In Hebrew it is בְחֶסֶדתֶמֶאְו, “in mercy and faith.” Consequently, some people refer this to the mercy of God, our most kindly Father, from whom alone all the expiation of our sins comes to us for the sake of Christ, apprehended by faith, because the verse following adds: “When Jehovah pursues someone’s ways with benevolence, He makes even his enemies to be at peace with him” [Prov. 16:7].

** Tremellius translates it in this way: “Sins are cleansed by kindness and truth,” namely, by the kindness of the merciful Father. The Hebrew word כפר demonstrates this sense, and from it “propitiation” and “propitiatory” are derived, which pertain to Christ (Rom. 3:25; 1 John 2:2). The ancient translator makes this interpretation clear by rendering the passage [Prov. 16:6] in this way: “By mercy and faith iniquity is redeemed.” But we know that we have been redeemed only by the precious blood of the spotless Lamb. Hearts are said to be purified by faith (in Acts 15:9), namely, instrumentally. It is the same thing in this passage. **





Third, Matthew 3[:8]: “Bear fruits worthy of repentance.”

(III) Matt. 3:8: “ ‘Bear fruits worthy of repentance.’ This requires not only newness of life but also that we do such works as are able to wipe away sins, that we punish evildoing with laborious works, and that we redeem crimes with good works.”

We respond. It is obvious that John the Baptist is speaking about the newness of life which he prescribes to those who have turned toward the Lord, not that they may thereby make satisfaction for sins committed earlier but that they may show themselves as pleasing to God and be careful not to backslide. Therefore he adds: “The ax is laid to the root of the tree; every tree that does not bear good fruits is cut down” (v. 10). Here is set forth the reason why they ought to bear fruits worthy of repentance. What the Baptist meant by the “fruits worthy of repentance” is declared in Luke 3:11 specifically. To the crowd which was asking Him what they should do, He answered: “He who has two coats, let him share with him who has none; and he who has food, let him do likewise.” To the publicans who asked Him what they should do, He responded: “Collect no more than is appointed to you” (v. 13). To the soldiers who asked what they should do, He responded: “Do violence to no one, nor falsely accuse anyone, but be content with your pay” (v. 14). By no appearance of truth can anyone deny that all these pertain to newness of life. The Baptist names this with the expression used often in Scripture: “fruits worthy of repentance.” Good works are called “fruits of the Spirit” (Eph. 5:9; Gal. 5:22); “fruits of the spiritual vine” (Matt. 13:8); “fruits of the branch grafted into Christ, the true vine” (John 15:2); “the fruits of righteousness” (Phil. 1:11); “fruits of the wisdom from above” (James 3:17); etc. We also compare it with the place where the apostle bears witness (Acts 26:20) that he “declared to the Gentiles that they should repent and turn to God and perform deeds worthy of repentance.” But now, it cannot be proved from the account of the apostle’s preaching that Paul imposed satisfactory works upon the converted; rather, in many places he places the fruits and works worthy of repentance within the renewal of life. But he teaches that the gracious remission of sins must be sought by faith in Christ alone, just as John the Baptist also revealed to the repentant “the Lamb of God which takes away the sins of the world” (John 1:29).

Chrysostom (commentary on this passage): “If you are sorry to appear this way, then live in such a way that you appear to have come to your senses and are wholeheartedly bound to repentance for your former life.”

Therefore good works are called the fruits of repentance; that is, they are worthy of those who have come to their senses, just as the reborn are commanded with the same phrase to walk “worthily of the Gospel” (Phil. 1:27), “worthily of their calling” (Eph. 4:1), “worthily of God” (Col. 1:10; 1 Thess. 2:12), that is, as befits those who have turned to God through the preaching of the Gospel.





Fourth, in 2 Corinthians 7[:11], revenge is demanded.

(IV) “In 2 Cor. 7:11, Paul places revenge among the fruits of salutary grief.”

We respond. That “revenge”—that is, the serious grief of contrition—certainly is required in true repentance, not that we may make satisfaction to God through it but for other purposes.





Fifth, sacrifices in the Old Testament were for making satisfaction.

(V) “Sacrifices in the Old Testament were for making compensation and satisfaction.”

We respond. This wholly Jewish idea is a dream which the prophets reprehended many times. The sacrifices were a type of the unique propitiatory sacrifice which Christ would make on the altar of the cross, through whom the saints even of the Old Testament obtained the forgiveness of sins. What he adds about the merits of our own works will have its own place later [cf. On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 87–133].





The statements of the fathers.

§ 131. Bellarmine (in ch. 9) produces the statements of the fathers.

We respond. (1) Very many statements of the ancients address the canonical satisfactions which were part of public penance, but we saw earlier [§§ 122, 128] how far from these the Papists’ satisfactions stand.

(2) In some statements they are speaking about fraternal request for pardon and restitution for the loss that one’s neighbor has incurred. This is a kind of satisfaction before men but not before God.

(3) In some statements they use the word “satisfaction” to mean correction of life by transferring the word from the public ritual of satisfactions to the fruits of repentance. (Among secular writers, “to make satisfaction” is the same thing as proving themselves to someone in their responsibilities. Cicero, Letter 1 ad famil.: “I satisfy the rest in every duty and still more, in piety toward you, but I never satisfy myself.”) So, too, the ancients mean that people are commending themselves to God to the extent that they can by working in faith. When they ask for pardon for their sins, they are in some way cleansing themselves and making satisfaction. It is the same as if, when someone hurts another, he usually makes satisfaction to him by grieving, by employing prayers, by offering his services. The injured party says, “Now I have been satisfied,” though he has not yet been repaid for the injury he received. Augustine (or whatever other author, De dogmatibus ecclesiast., ch. 54), cited by Gratian (De poenit., dist. 3): “The satisfaction of repentance is to cut out the reasons for sins and not to grant an entrance for their suggestions.” Chrysostom (on Matthew 10, homily 3): “How shall we be able to produce fruits worthy of repentance? Surely if we do things opposed to sins. You have taken away another’s property: begin now to give him your own goods. You have fornicated for a long time: suspend yourself from the lawful use of the marriage bed, etc. You have done someone an injury by deed or word: speak words of blessing to those who revile you, and hurry now with your services and good deeds to appease those who strike out at you.” “You see that an upright life helps more than all the rest. I do not call an upright life the task of fasting nor the bed of hair cloth and ashes, but if you despise money as nothing beyond a necessity, if you burn with love, if you feed the hungry with your own bread, if you overcome your wrath, if you do not desire immense glory, if envy does not hold you back” (on Matthew, homily 47).

(4) In order to recommend the rituals of satisfactions to people more highly, the ancients often spoke exhortatively and panegyrically about them, using the words “redemption,” “compensation,” “satisfaction,” etc., quite freely. Therefore their statements must be drawn back to the analogy of faith. But no battle should be waged against the free remission of sins on the basis of them. In a certain way Bellarmine himself acknowledges this, for he writes (De poenit., bk. 4, ch. 1): “If the ancient fathers at times seem to say that human actions turn God from enmity to friendship and even make satisfaction by expiating fault, we must interpret this to refer to congruous satisfaction, not worthy satisfaction.” And anyone can see what should be attributed to Irenaeus’s argument (bk. 3, ch. 37) where he deals with Adam’s repentance and says: “In brief he in fact shows his repentance by covering himself with fig leaves and much other foliage which could scarcely have irritated his body less [Gen. 3:7]. Yet he made a covering worthy of his disobedience, terrified as he was by his fear of God and weakening the petulant assault of his flesh.”

** Augustine is more correct in writing (De civit. Dei, 13, ch. 13): “They covered their private parts, which were perhaps the first noticed by the troubled [pair], with fig leaves.” **

So, too, he tore this out from Cyprian (Sermon de eleemosyn.): “Christ’s blood and satisfaction cleanse sins which one has committed before Baptism, but the giving of alms washes away sins committed afterward.” Origen (on Leviticus, homily 12) says that “a very full satisfaction is required for repentance before Christ enters the soul which is aware of its sin.”

(5) Finally, in some passages they speak more suitably and more in harmony with Scripture, as we have seen above. Chrysostom (on Psalm 50, homily): “When someone pleads earnestly for mercy, wrath ceases. When someone asks for mercy, there is no place for punishment.” “This is the place for medicine, not for punishment. Repentance gives not punishments but the forgiveness of sins” (De poenitent., homily 9). “I bear witness and I command by faith that if anyone of us who is guilty of sins departs from his former ways and deliberately and truly promises to God that he will never again return to them, God requires nothing else for further satisfaction, for He is kindly” (Homily de Philogonio).

The gloss of the Ius canonicum (dist. de poenit., p. 355): “Penance is imposed for sin so that humility may be exercised and the discipline of the church may not be abandoned and that he may make satisfaction to the church, which he has offended.”

Biel (Sent., 4, dist. 40, q. 1, dub. 1) asks why satisfaction is still imposed since sins have been remitted. He answers: “This is done so that the penitent will be careful not to slide back and will become accustomed to good works.” (Yet a caution is one thing; a remedy is something else.)

This concludes our discussion about satisfaction. Whether or not Bellarmine’s counterarguments (which he provides from ch. 11 to the end of his book) satisfy the arguments of our people can be determined from the above and from a comparison of the two.





Papal indulgences.

§ 132. Papal indulgences and the jubilees take their beginning from satisfaction. These will be discussed in brief since there are detailed commentaries from our people who are opposed to Bellarmine and other lovers of the Roman Whore.

** Godsc. Holem. [Hollen] (Sermon 2 for the Second Sunday after Easter) and Keisersbergius (De micis, fol. 43): “He who gives or has done nothing does not receive indulgences. Fitness for undertaking indulgences requires three C’s: contrition, confession, and contribution.” **

The scheme of indulgences is as follows. They claim that Christ indeed made satisfaction for our sins and for their eternal punishment. Nevertheless we ourselves must make satisfaction for temporal punishment by works undertaken voluntarily or enjoined by the priest in this life, or by punishment to be paid in purgatory after this life. But lest these remaining punishments become unbearable either because of the harshness of the torments or because of their length of time, they thought up indulgences, by which they claim that these punishments can be relaxed and redeemed, so long as letters of indulgence are purchased with a certain amount of money from officials of the Roman pontiff. Indulgences were given out not only to ease punishments but also for future sins and deeds, for an illegal grade of marriage, for eating butter and cheese during Lent. Very broad indulgences were given especially during jubilee years. As a result, things finally went so far that Johann Tetzel, a roaming circus act for the pope and a shameless hawker of indulgences, was sent into Germany by the pope in 1517. Tetzel argued that “no sin is so great that it cannot be pardoned, not even if he had violated the mother of God, through some impossibility. Souls immediately fly out of purgatory when the contribution is thrown into the collection box.” He said that he did not want to enter the argument with Peter about a higher place in the kingdom of heaven, even though he redeemed more souls from destruction with his indulgences than did Peter by preaching the Gospel! (See Dr. Luther, Opera, vol. 1;10 Sleidanus, Historia, bk. 1; and many others.)

They establish the Roman pope as the collector and dispenser of this treasury of indulgences and say it contains: (1) The superabundant merit of Christ. (2) The works of the saints, which are meritorious of eternal life by the power of Christ’s merit and are satisfactory for the remission of sins. (3) The sufferings of the saints, which were far greater in number and far more serious than the guilt of temporal punishment would demand as a result of their own faults. They argue that the keys of this treasury were handed to the Roman pontiff alone, and he applies and dispenses this treasure either immediately through himself, as happens especially in a jubilee, or mediately through metropolitan bishops, apostolic legates, supreme penitentiaries, etc. He applies it either to the living or to the souls of the dead burning in purgatory, and this he does through the intercessions of the living [suffragia vivorum], that is, through Masses, vigils, fasts, prayers, and other meritorious and satisfactory works of the monastic orders. Clement VI in his jubilee bull said: “The pope has as much power in purgatory and in the lower realms as there are souls which are being tormented in those places. To the extent that he wills, he can free them and immediately place them in heaven and on the seat of the blessed through his own indulgences.”

** Comp. theol. verit. (bk. 7, ch. 5): “It is clear that papal indulgences benefit the dead in purgatory since a cross is given at times for two or four or ten souls. For in the church there is the treasury of the merits both of Christ and of the dead. From this treasury, the pope, who alone has the keys to it, can receive and dispense in proportion to the needs of the church. Some, like the bishops, do not have a general power over these but a limited one, and only through the dispensation of the supreme pontiff. Therefore it should be said that the pope properly does not absolve the dead from their punishment but, as it were, pays for them from the common treasury of the church. This is in one way like a creditor freeing a debtor when he absolves him of his debt, and in another way like the friend of a debtor when he pays the debt for him.” **





Arguments against indulgences.

§ 133. We say that these indulgences: (I) depend upon false hypotheses, and there are many of them, such as the merits of saints; works of supererogation; satisfactions still due for temporal punishment after the remission of fault; the fires of purgatory which those who truly believe in Christ and have been reconciled to God must still fear after death; a special treasury stored away in Rome in the churches of blessed Peter and blessed Paul the apostles, of blessed John Lateran, and of blessed Mary; the total and absolute power of the Roman pontiff on earth and in purgatory; etc.

** In bulls of earlier times, people would be summoned to the dwellings of the apostles, but as time passed, this treasury was imagined to have been found in the rest of the churches also. With what argument or evidence do they prove that the power of merits has been placed in those four named temples in Rome, since most of the saints did not even see Rome? Christ did not deposit the treasury of indulgences which He earned for us with His death at Rome, but rather He commanded repentance and forgiveness of sins to be preached among all nations (Luke 24:47). He did not establish only one steward or dispenser of these indulgences but rather gave an equal command to all the apostles: “Whosesoever sins you forgive,” etc. [John 20:23]. He did not give them a golden hammer but the hammer of the Law (Jer. 23:29) and the Keys to the kingdom of heaven (Matt. 16:19). **

As concerns the satisfaction of Christ Himself which they assign to this treasury, we acknowledge with a grateful heart and declare that the forgiveness of sins obtained by Christ’s precious blood is an inestimable and infinite treasure credited to the church, from which it dispenses true indulgences acceptable before God to the truly repentant who believe in Christ. The Roman pontiff does an injustice to this true and utterly complete satisfaction of Christ: since he adds the satisfactions of the saints to it, since he assumes for himself alone the dispensation of it, since he is unafraid to sell this heavenly treasury for money through an intolerable simony.

** In addition, indulgences lack any foundation in Scripture. But now, whatever the heavenly Father told Him, Christ has revealed this to His apostles (John 15:15). Paul revealed “the whole counsel of God” to the Ephesians (Acts 20:27). On this basis, the treasury of the church, which they call inexhaustible, would have been revealed. **

(II) These indulgences fight against Holy Scripture in many ways, to which the following bear witness. (1) “There is one Mediator between God and men, namely, Jesus Christ” (1 Tim. 2:5), who is “the propitiation for the sins of the whole world” (1 John 2:2), who “trod the winepress alone” (Isa. 63:3).

** Outside of Him there is no savior (Isa. 43:25), and there is salvation in none other (Acts 4:12). **

(2) Scripture testifies that the saints’ works are imperfect and stained by many weaknesses (Isa. 64:6). For this reason they, too, need the forgiveness of sins (Ps. 32:[5–]6) since no one is innocent before God (Exod. 34:7). Consequently, the saints cannot make satisfaction even for their own sins, much less for the sins of others; they cannot fulfill God’s Law perfectly, nor can they perform works of supererogation.

** All the saints are compelled to confess that they are “justified before God by the grace of Christ” (Acts 15:11). They all are compelled to pray: “Forgive us our debts” (Matt. 6:12). They are all compelled to pray that God’s judgment be turned aside (Ps. 143:2). **

For this reason, a clear difference between Christ’s suffering and the sufferings of the saints is established in Heb. 12:24: “Christ, the Mediator of a new covenant, speaks better things than Abel’s blood speaks,” namely, because the unpolluted blood of the martyrs demands vengeance, but Christ’s spotless blood gains pardon for sins. Leo (Letter 83): “The just have received crowns; they did not give them. Examples of patience but not gifts of righteousness were born from the strength of the faithful. Indeed, their deaths were singular, but no one has paid the debt of another with his own end.”

(3) From His free mercy, for the sake of Christ’s unique merit, God forgives both fault and punishment to those who believe in Him (Matt. 18:27), so that He no longer wants to remember our sins (Jer. 31:34), so that in this way grace abounds over sin (Rom. 5:20).

(4) Spiritual goods come to us freely. For this reason they cannot and should not be bought and sold (Matt. 10:8; Acts 8:20), for this is “peddling the Word of the Lord” [2 Cor. 2:17] and “by covetousness with feigned words making merchandise” [2 Pet. 2:3]. See the penitentiary tax in the book which contains the reasons for rejecting the Council of Trent [Caus. recusati concilii Tridentini].

(III) These indulgences conflict with the very hypotheses of the Papists. In fact, if through indulgences what takes place is the fullest indulgence of all sins, “remission from punishment,” as the pope says in his bull for the jubilee for the year 1600 [Bulla jubilaei anno 1600], how, then, will they order those who have received these indulgences to be still in doubt concerning the forgiveness of sins and the grace of God? If the Roman pontiff has absolute, free power to release whatever souls he wishes from purgatory, he who does not free wretched souls from there immediately must truly be utterly harsh, and he who allows them to be tormented longer because of monies to be spent first in the jubilee year must truly be utterly greedy.

** Ambrose (De Naboth.) writes: “O unhappy man who has the power to defend the souls of so many people from death and yet does not have the will to do it!” (He is speaking about the rich man, but one can transfer this to the pope, who sells indulgences so dearly.) In the Hours of the Blessed Virgin Mary for use at Salisbury [Horae B. Mariae Virg. ad usum Sarisbur.], an indulgence of a little less than eleven thousand millennia is offered for the recitation of certain little prayers. Samson of Milan is reported to have collected the sum of 1,200,000 ducats from the sale of the indulgences of Leo X. In his bull for the jubilee year 1600 [Bulla jubilaei anno 1600], the pope promises “the fullest indulgence of all sins, remission, and pardon for those who devoutly visit the four churches on certain days.” But Papist scholars add many restrictions, namely: (1) Indulgences “are not valid for the remission of mortal or venial fault” (Bellarmine, De indulg., bk. 1, ch. 7; and Dr. Förner, Vom Ablasz und Jubeljahr, p. 35). (2) “They are not valid for the remission of eternal punishment and do not benefit those who live in mortal sin and are outside the grace of God.” Why, then, does the pope promise the fullest indulgence of all sins? What else are “sins” than faults? What else are “all sins” than mortal and venial sins? What else is the “fullest indulgence” than the forgiveness of fault and punishment? (3) “They are not valid for the remission of the natural, civil, and divine punishments which are not subject to the Keys of the church.” What, then, are they good for? They respond: “For the remission of temporal punishment which remains after repentance which is to be paid in this life or in purgatory.” The generous promises of the papal bulls about the fullest remission of all sins very wickedly deceive wretched people. They will torment themselves violently in explaining the questions as to how indulgences are applied to the souls of the dead sweating in purgatory. Formerly, people believed—and some still today defend—the idea that papal jurisdiction is unlimited and extends into purgatory so that he can communicate indulgences to souls in purgatory through the means of absolution. (See Godescalc. Holem [Hollen], Sermon 2 for the Second Sunday after Easter; and Bonaventure, [Sent.,] bk. 4, dist. 20, q. 5.) Thus Dr. Theodoricus Morung, canon of Würzburg, Bamberg, and Eichstätt, was declared a heretic in 1489 because he was unwilling to concede this. (See the appendix to Fascic. temp., published by Johann Pistorius before his apostasy, Frankfurt, 1584.) Some of the Jesuits are even inclined toward this. In regard to this, see the debate held on indulgences in 1600 [Disputat. anno 1600. de indulgentiis habitam], in which thesis 52 reads: “Even though the opinion of those is probable, who assert that the power of bishops to grant indulgences to the dead has already been restricted and removed, nevertheless the opinion of those who deny this is equally probable. It is also probable that, when the pope uses all his power, he can bestow so many and such great indulgences upon the dead that all souls will evacuate purgatory and fly off to heaven.” In his Censura, Petrus Stevartius declares that this disputation is “elegant, learned, and in harmony with orthodox truth.” Yet all other Papist writers together claim that “the pope’s jurisdiction as the great dispenser of indulgences does not extend to purgatory” (Bellarmine, De indulgent., 1, ch. 14; Förner, Vom Jubeljahr, p. 207). How, then, can the pope communicate anything from that imagined treasury to souls in purgatory? No one can absolve or condemn those who are not subject to his own jurisdiction. They respond: “This does not happen by means of absolution but by means of suffrage [per modum suffragii], by helping.” But where is this means of suffrage set forth in Scripture or in the fathers? (See Heilbrunner, Papatus, p. 134, for how they describe the means of suffrage.) **

If Christ’s satisfaction is of infinite price and value, why do they add the satisfaction of the saints to it? If the saints have already received the fullest compensation for their works and sufferings, how can anyone apply their satisfactions to others? If the doctrine of the imputation of Christ’s merit through faith is a figment of Luther’s imagination which introduces putative justice, what is the audacity with which they claim that the works and sufferings of saints (under which title they also mean the self-chosen service of monks) can be applied to others? If the satisfaction which the confessor imposes is so very useful because “it forces one away from sinning, leads people to eradicate the inclinations to sin, and is conducive to pacifying God’s wrath” (as Bellarmine writes in just these words, De poenit., bk. 4, ch. 5), then surely indulgences must be harmful, since they are the remissions of those satisfactions, according to the definition of Toletus (De instruct. sacerd., bk. 6, ch. 22). If the Roman pontiff can send full indulgences to those who are absent, why does he order people to make a pilgrimage to Rome at such great expense?

(IV) These indulgences lack the testimony of the early church. Tertullian (De pudic., ch. 22): “If you are a sinner, how will the oil of your little lamp be enough for both of us?” Archbishop Antoninus of Florence (part 1, title 10, ch. 3): “In regard to indulgences, we have nothing expressly from Holy Scripture and not even from the statements of the ancient fathers, but only from those of modern men.” Sylvester Prieras, the adversary of Luther, expressly declared this proposition: “Indulgences did not become known to us by authority of Scripture but by that of the Roman Church and the Roman pontiffs.” Bishop Roffensis (Contra Lutherum, art. 18): “Who now can be surprised that at the beginning of the newborn church there was no use of indulgences?” Alphonsus de Castro (Contra haeres., bk. 8, p. 255): “Among all the matters about which we argue in this book there is none which Holy Scripture has published less openly and about which the ancient writers have said less.” Gregorius de Valentia (De indulgent., ch. 2): “One may be able to object that Gratian and Lombard, who lived four hundred years ago, mentioned nothing about indulgences. I respond. At the time when they lived, they were using a more severe penance. After that cooled down, the use of indulgences grew.” Bellarmine (De poenit., bk. 4, ch. 5): “They used to give Communion to the repentant at the point of death, even if no satisfaction or no full” (ecclesiastical) “satisfaction had preceded. Nevertheless they would be admonished to completely fulfill the penance imposed upon them if they should perhaps continue to live.” (From this one understands that the indulgences of the ancients were the relaxations of the ecclesiastical satisfactions either because of the weakness of nature or at the point of death, conceded without the intervention of any money. At this time nothing was known in regard to the treasury of Roman indulgences and the works of supererogation hidden in them.)

After considering all these things, Bellarmine concludes (De indulg. et jubil., bk. 2, ch. 10): “Indulgences and bulls can be sufficiently defended by the authority of the church, which would not have preached indulgences so constantly and approved them in ecumenical councils unless it was not unaware that this sort of power had been given to it by God.” (Yet Osorius contradicts them, Conciones in public. jubil., vol. 4, p. 285, as does also Salmeron, on 2 Corinthians, ch. 2, vol. 4, p. 285. These boldly claim that indulgences had been conceded since the time of the apostles.)

(V) These indulgences were attacked as soon as they were born. In regard to this point, see Wolf’s Centenarii, the Catalogus testium veritatis, and many other writers. Elizabeth, the German girl renowned for her prophetic spirit, thundered in God’s name against the greed of the Roman Curia in this way: “I tell you that the iniquities of the earth which you are hiding for the sake of silver and gold are rising before me like smoke from a fire. Are not the souls which you are suffocating in eternal fire because of your greed worth more than gold or silver?” etc.

John of Salisbury very often complains in his Polycraticum (especially on p. 296) that “they decorate their tables at Rome with gold and silver and take their pleasures in very vile ways because they are eating the sins of their people; they are clothed therewith and revel in them in many ways.” Three hundred years earlier Abbas Urspergensis sang: “Rejoice, O Rome, our mother, because floods of treasures are opened upon the earth so that rivers and piles of coins flow down to you in great abundance. Rejoice over the iniquity of the children of men because, in compensation for such great evils, they pay to you a price,” etc.

** The author of the Onus ecclesiae denies that “indulgences for the souls of the dead work to their good and that the benefit of indulgences can free those souls from the flames of purgatory” (ch. 15, § 5), “because Christ gave Peter power over the earth but not under the earth.” “What can the pope accomplish with the dead who have now gone out of his forum and have come to the tribunal of the just God? Nonetheless, under other fictions, the hawkers of indulgences proclaim the absurd scandal that they are eating the sacrifices of the dead when they say that as soon as a coin thrown into the collection plate rattles, the soul for which the coin was imposed flies out. Indeed, it is certain that when the coin rattles in the plate the profit can be increased, but the power of the pope or of the church stands on God’s judgment alone” (§ 15). The same author (ch. 15, § 29):


There are some who assert that indulgences are pious frauds by which foolish people are induced and called forth to visit churches and to do other good works in the hope of pleasing God and that otherwise they would not do them. Come now, by no means or arrangement should lies be told in order to increase the worship of God, especially in the case where the people are stirred to seek after the things of men instead of the things of Jesus Christ. For [in this case] a person is making himself and not God the end purpose in such a good work. For he ultimately intends to remove penance through indulgence and to have a rest for his indolent self rather than to seek glory for God. Similarly, those who preach indulgences are looking for a contribution of coins, not for the salvation of people. For even if money for indulgences is demanded under the pretense of piety—namely, for an expedition against the infidels or for sacred buildings or for some other pious cause—nevertheless the greater part of this money collected from indulgences and jubilee years up to now has been attached to the treasury rather than to Christ, and more has been spent on vanity than on piety.



In the Gravamina which the princes of the empire proposed to the pontifical nuncio in the Diet of Nuremberg in 1522:


The canons of the fathers have decreed that spiritual penance or satisfaction must be imposed on spiritual and manifest sins in such a way as to mean that the salvation of souls is being sought rather than the gain of money. But the judges and officials of the church misunderstand these canons and roughen, aggravate, and increase the aforementioned spiritual penance to the extent that, instead of this, the laity ensure immunity for themselves with their money before they become willing to take on the satisfaction. The laity then are much oppressed while the church officials are much enriched. For example: those who for their own private convenience make gifts both to parties and to judges, which is inconsistent with all laws. **



Nicolaus Kus (priest at Rostock, master and baccalaureate in theology) around 1511 wrote a long book printed in the Saxon tongue under the title De triplici funiculo, which contains an explanation of the Ten Commandments, the Creed, and the Lord’s Prayer. In that book he argues many points against the pope, especially these: “Indulgences are a pure deception of the devout and lucre” (just as the far older Thomas, [ST,] part 3, q. 25, art. 5, relates the opinion of some people who said that “indulgences are pious frauds”).

Friedrich Myconius (in his book titled Somnium) reports that his own father often said this, amid the darkness of the papacy: “Papal indulgences are the nets which catch the money of the simple.”

In 1522, in the Diet of Nuremberg, the princes of Germany complained: “Indulgences are being poured out with such a lavish hand that kingdoms are being plundered completely by them—not only of their money but even of their piety.”

** Wessel, who was such a brilliant doctor of theology that he was called “the light of the world,” very harshly reproached other doctors on many points. He testifies that “Albert the Great and Thomas and almost all theologians have rebuked and condemned indulgences,” and [here] he mentions Albert and Thomas, who say precisely this. Wessel also affirms that “among the theologians no certain, consistent, and harmonious opinions about indulgences can be discovered” (Flacius, De dissens. pontif., p. 91). Onus ecclesiae (published at Landshute in 1524 by Joh. Weissenburger): “Indulgences are flying everywhere from Rome and came to Germany ready to take their victims. Everywhere they are set out for sale in the markets of simony. For the papal indulgences today are being published indiscretely and wrongfully,” etc. See the sound judgment of Cassander concerning indulgences (in his Consult.). To the doctrine of indulgences Luther applies the prophet’s statement: “O Lord, I cannot eat human dung” [cf. Ezek. 4:12–15]. **

See also the Centum gravamina nat. German. (grav. 3). Finally, who can number all the public complaints about the Roman Curia?





The foundation for indulgences: from Colossians 1[:24].

§ 134. The Papists seek the main strength of their indulgences in the apostle’s statement (Col. 1:24): “I rejoice in my sufferings for you, and I fill up those things that are lacking in the suffering of Christ, in my flesh, for His Body, which is the church.” Therefore [as they argue] Paul and the rest of the saints benefit others with their sufferings in regard to satisfaction.

We respond. With these words the apostle is signifying that he, as one member of the mystical Body under Christ, its Head, fills up the sufferings not as if Christ’s Passion were an insufficient price which the saints’ sufferings must still complete, but rather since each member of the mystical Body is being given his own “portion” (so to speak) of the cross. These are the deficiencies that still must be filled up.

** In His own flesh Christ suffered hypostatically, but in His mystical Body He suffers relatively [σχετικῶς]. **

He was not doing this as a satisfaction for his own sins or for those of others or for the punishments for sins (which honor befits Christ alone), but rather that his sufferings might benefit the mystical Body for edification in the faith and in the word of the Gospel, that the faithful might be strengthened by the persecutions of the apostle in taking up the religion of Christ. That is the way the apostle explains himself (in 2 Cor. 1:6): “If we are afflicted, it is for your exhortation and salvation, which is effected in bearing the same sufferings that we suffer.” Phil. 1:12: “The things which happened to me have turned out rather for the furtherance of the Gospel.”

** The preposition pro [“for,” Col. 1:24] is usually used in five ways. (1) Sometimes it is the equivalent of the preposition de [“concerning”]. 1 Sam. 9:5: “He is concerned for us,” that is, concerning us. (See also Isa. 37:21; 1 Cor. 1:4; Phil. 1:7.) (2) It is often used for “in place of someone” and “instead of the other,” or as if it indicates an exchange. He gave “another seed for Abel” (Gen. 4:25), that is, “in place of Abel.” (See also Gen. 30:2; Exod. 7:1; Prov. 11:8.) (3) It sometimes indicates a benefit so that “to happen for someone” means to happen for his benefit. “You will never speak falsely for God” (Job 13:7), that is, “in favor of God or for His benefit.” “He who is not against us is for us” (Luke 9:50). “The good shepherd lays down his life for his sheep” (John 10:11). (4) Not rarely it indicates an efficient and moving cause, so that it is the same as propter [“because of ”]. “Abraham received this with difficulty for his son” (Gen. 21:11), that is, “because of his son.” (See Gen. 27:41; 1 Chron. 16:21; Acts 12:23; Eph. 5:31.) (5) It often includes merit and indicates not only benefit but also satisfaction. Thus sacrifices are said to be offered “for sin” (Lev. 4:3, etc.). In the same sense Christ is said to have suffered “for the life of the world” (John 6:51), “for the sins of the world” (1 John 2:2), “for all” (Rom. 8:32), etc. Therefore the Papist argument proceeds from mere particulars: “to suffer for another” sometimes denotes satisfaction; therefore Paul’s suffering for the church was satisfactory. The preposition pro indicates stead or satisfaction not always but only when the subject is Christ’s suffering and death, for He alone trod the winepress (Isa. 63:3) and made satisfaction perfectly for us (1 Tim. 2:6; Heb. 2:15). Paul is said to have suffered for the church not as though to redeem it or to make satisfaction for it (for in this sense he denies that he was crucified for the Corinthians, 1 Cor. 1:13) but only with respect to benefit and advantage. He suffered for the church, that is, because of the church and its increase, not unlike his statement (in 2 Cor. 12:15): “I will most gladly spend and be spent for you,” that is, “because of you and in your benefit.” Again, 1 John 3:16: “We ought to lay down our souls for the brethren,” surely not to redeem them but to strengthen them in faith through our death, to stir them up to steadfastness, and to provide other benefits. Paul himself declares (2 Tim. 2:10): “I endure everything because of the elect, that they also may obtain salvation,” namely, by imitating my faith and steadfastness. Christ’s sufferings are of two kinds. (1) His own, which He endured on the cross in His own body; these are satisfactory and utterly perfect. (2) Appropriated, which He suffers not in His own flesh but in His saints (Acts 9:4). The latter sufferings have not yet obtained every completion, and about these the apostle is speaking. **

Thomas Aquinas himself confirms our explanation ([ST,] part 3, q. 48, art 5, resp. to 3): “It must be stated that the sufferings of the saints benefit the church, certainly not in the manner of redemption, but in the manner of example and encouragement, according to the words: ‘Whether we be in tribulation, it is for your exhortation and salvation’ [2 Cor. 1:6].” The Glossa interlin.: “In the sufferings which I endure for you, namely, in confirming you in the truth of the Gospel.” Lyra (in the same place): “ ‘In the sufferings,’ that is, in prison, which I suffer for you Gentiles because I have preached the Gospel to the Gentiles to whom you belong. But Christ’s sufferings are spoken of in two ways: in one way in His own body, in which He suffered hunger, thirst, and death; taking it in this way, there was nothing left to be filled up. In another way He suffers in His members, which are the faithful, according to the statement: ‘Saul, Saul, why are you persecuting Me?’ [Acts 9:4]. That is how the apostle is speaking here.” Bellarmine himself (De indulg., bk. 2, ch. 5): “This meaning is observed and approved by many of our people.” Salmeron (commentary on Philippians 2): “Σπένδομαι [Phil. 2:17], that is, ‘I am being sacrificed on the sacrifice and offering of your faith.’ He calls death their liberation, not by which they would be reconciled to God but by which they would be strengthened in faith.”

** For their second argument they bring forth Job 6[:1–3]: “Oh, that my sins, for which I have deserved wrath, and the calamity which I endure were weighed in a balance. As the sand of the sea, this would appear heavier.” Therefore [as they argue] the saints endure more tribulations than they need for the expiation of their own sins. We respond. (1) It is a faulty translation. For where the Latin has “my sins, for which I have deserved wrath,” the Hebrew sources simply have ּכעׂשי, which means “my mockery and indignation,” just as the Septuagint translators and also the Chaldean have. (2) What Job means by his wrath or indignation is clear from chs. 3 and 7, where he bemoans the day of his conception and birth and complains very bitterly over his griefs because of the impatience of his flesh, even though the word ּכעׂשי (“my wrath”) can be explained quite conveniently in a passive sense, referring to God’s wrath. (3) The meaning is that he wants these complaints, groans, and sighs, along with their cause, which was in the extreme torments of body and soul, to be included in a book and examined on a balance. He then soon affirms that both of these would be of a heavier weight than the sand of the sea, that is, greater than can be tolerated by any man. (4) There is no proportion between the sins which offend the infinite righteousness of God and their temporal punishments. (5) Even if Job had evaluated his torments as weightier than his sins, he still would not have said this out of the inspiration of the Holy Spirit but out of the impatience of his flesh.

They also urge Eph. 3:13: “Do not faint because of my tribulations, which I am suffering for you.” We respond. Paul is saying that he endures his tribulations because of the Ephesians, because he preached the Gospel to them and to other Gentiles, because of which the Jews kept persecuting him and were sending him to Rome in chains, just as he wrote this to the Ephesians while he was in chains.

They also say that the word “indulgence” occurs in Scripture and in the fathers. We respond. They are speaking not of the pope’s indulgence but of God’s. “I will praise God because of all the good which He shows to the house of Israel according to His indulgence ( רַחֲמָיו )” (Isa. 63:7). “In His love and indulgence He redeemed them” (v. 9). “Having poured out our tears, let us beg His indulgence” (Judith 8:[14, Vg]). In these passages it means God’s mercy; elsewhere it is used for the forgiveness of faults and of eternal punishment. “He sent me to preach indulgence to the captives” (Isa. 61:1). The apostle uses it for “permission”: “I say this according to indulgence” (1 Cor. 7:6). In the early church it was used for the relaxation of canonical punishments, which usually were imposed upon sinners publicly. **





The papal jubilee.

§ 135. Boniface was first to institute and celebrate a jubilee year in the year of the Lord 1300 (according to Platina in his Vita of this pontiff; Polydorus Vergilius, De rerum invent., bk. 8, ch. 1; and other historians). This pope was especially addicted to greed. Therefore Crantzius (Histor., bk. 4, ch. 26) writes: “Boniface VIII was the first to institute the jubilee. Oh, that he had done it from piety alone! He wanted it to be celebrated also during the hundredth year, but Clement VI (and there is some doubt as to whether this was because of a love of money or a desire for the salvation of people) sanctioned it to be celebrated during the fiftieth year.” Sixtus V reduced it to every twenty-fifth year. They do not esteem this jubilee equally. Osorius (vol. 5, Conc. in publ. jubil.): “When a jubilee is connected to penance, the fullest indulgence is conceded, for at that time a person proceeds from it as if from the baptismal font, free from every sin, so that there is nothing to keep him from flying up into heaven, if he should depart from here.” “The jubilee can be called a third baptism. Just as Baptism is said to be the fullest indulgence, since every fault and punishment is wiped away in it, so also the jubilee can be called a baptism, since something similar happens in it” (p. 864). Clement VIII (in his bull of indiction [Bulla indictionis] of 1600) said: “The peaceable year of the Lord, the year of remission and pardon, is now approaching by the gift of God. Now the acceptable time and the days of eternal salvation are approaching for redeeming sins, for saving souls.” In the bull in which he appointed the jubilee year, Clement commanded the “angels in heaven to carry the soul of the pilgrim who dies on the way to Rome, and to bring it, absolved, from purgatory to eternal joys.” This is quite similar to that which Conradus Lagus of Danzig, who was sent as legate to the Russians, reported: “By unique privilege of the pope, the Russian bishops usually communicated this letter to everyone, if they ransomed it with money. They would then place it in the tomb of a dead person as a sort of provision so that if any dead person should come up to the gates of heaven, Peter would see this provision and permit him to enter without delay.” The form of the letter is as follows: “Makaria, by the grace of God archbishop of Kiev and Halych and in all of Russia, to our lord and friend St. Peter, doorkeeper of the omnipotent God, etc. We signify and command you that after a prince or N., a minister of God, has died at this or that time, at that very moment you look at this letter, put aside all delay, and immediately admit him into the very kingdom of God, for we have absolved him of all his sins and consequently grant him this as our Christian testimony of full absolution and exact remission, so that you may know to carry out these things,” etc. This is according to Wolf (Cent. 16, year 1580, p. 936).

** This is how Alexander Guaguinus of Verona, a gilded knight and captain of the infantry, considers it when he writes in his Descriptio of European Sarmatia these words about the religion of the Muscovites and of all the Ruthenes: “They arrange a sacred funeral service for the dead in such a way that by these intercessions they hope to gain a place more tolerable for the souls, where they can more easily await the last Day of Judgment. In fact, when a man of great authority dies, then the metropolitan or bishop writes a letter to St. Peter, seals it with his signet ring and hand, and places it on the breast of the dead man. This bears witness of his good and pious works and that he should be admitted more easily into heaven after Judgment Day, and that he acknowledges the catholic Christian religion.” **

In the jubilee year celebration of 1500, Alexander VI is said to have acquired three hundred thousand gold pieces.11 When his son, Caesar Borgia, had lost an immense sum of money playing dice, Alexander said as a joke: “What else have we lost than the sins of the Germans?” He knew that the money had come from indulgences, according to Hosea 4:8: “They will eat the sins of My people.”





The Christian jubilee.

§ 136. Against the Roman jubilee, which takes it origin from a misunderstanding of the Jewish jubilee but especially from the greed of the popes, we set forth the Christian jubilee. Concerning it the Savior says, “The Lord has sent Me to declare the year of Jehovah’s good-pleasure” (the acceptable or peaceable year, Isa. 61:2; Luke 4:18[–19]). This is nothing other than the joyful preaching of the Gospel brought forth from the bosom of the eternal Father by Christ. In this [preaching] the free liberation from all sins and from punishment for sin because of Christ’s unique merit is announced to all the truly repentant who believe in Christ. This benefit is offered to people by the ministry of the Word and Sacraments and by the ministry of private Absolution, and is applied by each person’s own faith. This does not happen in the hundredth or the fiftieth year but at any time from the beginning of the world after the promise was given about the woman’s Seed which would crush the serpent’s head [Gen. 3:15], but especially in the new testament now that Christ has been revealed and the Gospel has been preached throughout the world.





Who ought to repent?

§ 137. Let that suffice in regard to the parts of Papist repentance. Finally, let us return to the doctrine of true and salutary repentance which was begun above [§§ 33–61]. We have said that this repentance included contrition and faith in Christ, which new obedience follows. So it is asked: who ought to repent? Bellarmine (De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 9, prop. 4) writes: “Repentance is not a matter for all people but only for sinners, for God has not appointed repentance for the just, as we read in the Prayer of Manasseh. Also, the Lord says in Luke 15[:7]: ‘The just do not need repentance.’ ”

We, however, say that the message of repentance after the fall is universal and pertains to all people. This is demonstrated by the [following] clear testimonies of Scripture. (I) All of those testimonies in which repentance is commanded to be preached without any distinction. “Thus it was necessary that the Christ should suffer and rise again and that repentance and forgiveness of sins should be preached in His name to all nations, beginning from Jerusalem” (Luke 24:[46–]47). “God announces to men that all people everywhere should repent (πᾶσι πανταχοῦ μετανοεῖν παραγγέλλει), because He has fixed a day on which He will judge the world in equity” (Acts 17:30–31). Here three signs of universality occur.

(II) Testimonies of Scripture in which Christ and the saints performed the very act of calling all people to repentance: “Jesus began to preach and say, ‘Repent, for the kingdom of heaven has drawn near’ ” (Matt. 4:17; Mark 1:14–15). The preaching of John the Baptist was the same (Matt. 3:2; Mark 1:4), as was that of the apostles (Acts 2:38, etc.).

(III) Testimonies of Scripture in which all people are said to be sinners before God. Therefore surely repentance is necessary for all. “No one is innocent before God” (Exod. 34:7). “There is no man who does not sin” (1 Kings 8:46; 2 Chron. 6:36; Eccl. 7:[20]). “What is man, that he can be clean? Or he that is born of a woman, that he may be justified? Behold, God placed no stability in His holy ones, and the heavens are unclean in His sight. How much more abominable and contemptible is man, who drinks iniquity like water!” (Job 15:14–16). “Every saint shall pray unto You for the forgiveness of sin” (Ps. 32:6). “If You decided to impute sins, who shall stand it?” (Ps. 130:3). “Enter not into judgment with Your servant, for no man living will be justified before You” (Ps. 143:2). “Who can say, ‘I am clean in my heart; I am cleansed from sin’?” (Prov. 20:9). “There is no distinction, for all are sinners and lack the glory of God” (Rom. 3:[22–]23). “Through one man sin entered into the world” (Rom. 5:12). “If we say we have no sin, we are liars” (1 John 1:10). “We all stumble in many things [πολλὰ πταίομεν ἅπαντες]” (James 3:2). This is the confession of all the saints from the beginning of the world and their common voice: “Lord, forgive us our debts” [Matt. 6:12]. Briefly, “every sinner repents daily because he sins every day, not by committing crimes but by not doing the Law.”12 “For he lives in his opposing flesh until he dies, until his entire flesh perishes both bodily and spiritually.” “ Therefore contrition begins in the penitent, but it never stops throughout his entire life until death,” as Luther writes ([Latin ed.,] vol. 1, fol. 14).13





The Prayer of Manasseh [v. 8]: “Repentance is not set for the just.”

§ 138. Why, then, does Manasseh say, “Repentance is not set for the just, such as Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, etc., but only for sinners” [v. 8]?

We respond. (1) The Prayer of Manasseh is not in the canon because it stands in neither the Hebrew nor the Greek.

(2) The words are not meant absolutely and simply, as if Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and the rest of the saints were not conceived in original sin and were wholly free of it and of all actual sins, since not only the general statements of Scripture but also the specific history of each of them bear witness to the contrary.

(3) Rather, this must be understood comparatively, namely, in reference to notorious and atrocious sins, about the great heap and degree of sins into which Manasseh had hurled himself.





Luke 15[:7]: “Righteous persons need no repentance.”

Some people explain Christ’s statement in Luke 15:7 in the same way, namely, that He is establishing a distinction between those who live righteously and sinners on the basis of the filth of sins into which the latter had fallen and again emerged. Nevertheless it still does not follow from this that those who remain righteous are wholly clean from all inner sins and the stains of infirmity, since all people must say: “Who will understand his sins? From my secret ones cleanse me” (Ps. 19:[12]). But it would seem more in harmony with the text if it said that this refers to the works-righteous hypocrites, such as were the Pharisees who “trusted in themselves that they were righteous” (Luke 18:9) and rejected the rest, being swollen by a persuasion of their own righteousness.

** Gregory takes this to mean “the lukewarm righteous who remain indolent in exercising the chief works; others take it to mean the swollen Pharisees who presumed that they alone did righteous works and needed no repentance,” according to Barradius (vol. 3, bk. 3, ch. 19; in Conc., ch. 94, p. 672). Others take it to mean “the righteous not absolutely and simply so called, since we all must necessarily pray: ‘Forgive us our debts’ [Matt. 6:12]. Rather, [it means ‘righteous’] in a certain respect, namely, such as those who do not wantonly, stubbornly, and mortally sin and cut away God’s grace, who indeed are not immune from sins but are of that type of sins which do not exclude God’s grace,” as Lucas Brugensis says (tom. post., on Luke 15). Or [it means] those who have embraced the truth and have forgotten those things which are behind them, who extend themselves to the preestablished goal, but who must nevertheless pray “Forgive us our debts,” and who do not need the sort of repentance as those who are sinners overtly (Bucer, on Luke 15; Salmeron, Barradius, and Beza on this passage). **





When must repentance be done?

§ 139. When must repentance be done? From the foregoing the response is easily concluded. Bellarmine (De poenit., bk. 2, ch. 9, toward the end) writes about this subject: “Since the command about repentance is affirmative, it does not obligate at any time but only at certain times, as when we are involved in peril of our life, when we must come to confession, when God invites us with a special inspiration to repentance, etc.”

But Augustine writes much more correctly (Letter 105 ad Seleuc.): “Repentance is the daily penalty of good and humble believers, beating their breasts and saying, ‘Lord, forgive us our debts’ [Matt. 6:12]. With these words we humble our souls and in some way never cease our daily repentance.”

Jerome (on Matthew 10): “Let us never think that the ardor of our faith can be sufficient. The cross must always be carried so that we may always teach how to love Christ. That is how the apostle was always bearing the mortification of this flesh in his own body. Whoever does this always prays, always repents, at every time.” “Because we always sin, we must always repent and come to our senses” (Letter 45).

Gregory (on Kings, bk. 2, ch. 2): “Since we sin every day, let us run every day to the laments of repentance.”

The first of Luther’s theses ([Latin ed.,] vol. 1, Propos. de indulg., thes. 1) agrees with this: “When our Lord and Master Jesus Christ said, ‘Do penance,’ He wanted the whole life of the faithful to be repentance.”14 But this is the denial of ourselves, the mortification of the flesh, and the daily cross of the truly devout which Christ requires of all His people every day. Meanwhile, we are not opposed to the idea of a distinction between the daily repentance of the reborn and the special or solemn repentance which follows more serious lapses or that which precedes the communion of the Eucharist or that which is aroused by calamities. This special or solemn repentance by no means differs from daily repentance in essence, but only in degrees and perhaps in external actions.





The fruit of true repentance.

§ 140. What is the true and salutary fruit of repentance? There are certainly many, since the following come to us through true repentance. (1) The forgiveness of sins. “I said, I will confess my transgressions against myself, and You forgave me the iniquity of my sin” (Ps. 32:5). “Write in the book all the words I have spoken to you. It may be that the house of Judah will hear all the evil I intend to do to them, so that everyone may turn from his evil way and that I may be gracious to their iniquity and their sin” (Jer. 36:2–3). “You have filled Your sons with good hope, that You give repentance for sins” (Wisdom 12:19). Luther [translates this as]: “that You want to accept repentance for sins.” Others translate it: “in sins You give a place of repentance.” “John preached a Baptism of repentance for the forgiveness of sins” (Mark 1:4). “Thus it was necessary for Christ to suffer, and that repentance and forgiveness of sins should be preached in His name” (Luke 24:[46–]47). “Repent and be converted, that your sins may be blotted out” (Acts 3:19). “God exalted Christ to give repentance to Israel and forgiveness of sins” (Acts 5:31).

(2) God’s grace. “The Lord has sent Me to bind up the contrite of heart, to preach freedom to the captives and the opening of prison to the bound, to preach the year of the good-pleasure of Jehovah” (Isa. 61:1[–2]; Luke 4:18[–19]). “There will be joy in heaven over one sinner who repents more than over ninety-nine righteous persons who need no repentance” (Luke 15:7). This is stated in the same place [Luke 15] very beautifully in the parable of the prodigal son, whom his father received with joy.

(3) Righteousness before God. The publican in Luke 18:13 lamented in true and earnest repentance: “God, be merciful to me, a sinner!” Immediately, then, is added: “He went down to his house justified” [v. 14].

(4) The giving and indwelling of the Holy Spirit. “Thus said the high and lofty One who inhabits eternity, whose name is holy, etc. I dwell with him who is of a contrite and humble spirit to revive the spirit of the humble and to revive the heart of the contrite” (Isa. 57:15). “Repent and be baptized, every one of you for the forgiveness of sins, and you will receive the gift of the Holy Spirit” (Acts 2:38).

(5) The hearing of prayers. “If our hearts do not condemn us, we have confidence toward God, and we shall receive from Him whatever we ask” (1 John 3:21[–22]).

(6) Salvation and eternal life. “Then to the Gentiles also God has given repentance unto life” (Acts 11:18).

(7) Freedom from temporal punishments, or at least the easing of them. “I will suddenly speak against a kingdom, to root out and break down and destroy it. But if that nation against which I have spoken turns from its evil, I will repent of the evil I intended to do to it” (Jer. 18:7–8). “Because they were humbled, the Lord’s wrath was turned away from them, and they were not wiped out completely” (2 Chron. 12:12). “God saw their” (the Ninevites’) “works, that they had turned from their evil way, and He repented of the evil that He had said He would do to them, and He did not do it” (Jon. 3:10). “Amen I say to you: unless you repent, you will all perish together” (Luke 13:3, 5). Therefore, from the contrary sense, impending evils can be averted through true repentance.

We have spoken above about the new obedience, which is also a fruit and consequence of repentance [§ 55]. But here the following must be noted. (a) These things are to be attributed to repentance not by reason of contrition, as if that is a merit and cause for the forgiveness of sins, but by reason of faith, which is an essential part of repentance and which apprehends Christ and in Christ freely receives the grace of God, the forgiveness of sins, righteousness, the gift of the Holy Spirit, and eternal life. That which is the property of a part—and, in fact, of a primary part—is assigned, in the usual expression of Scripture, to the whole, especially since true, saving faith is connected with true contrition and a zeal for new obedience with an unbreakable and inseparable connection.

(b) Through true repentance the forgiveness of sins and reconciliation with God is always obtained. Meanwhile, in God’s good and wise counsel, the truly devout are sometimes subject in this life to the cross and to calamities both common and unique. In fact, sometimes they are forced to labor under the weight of the cross to the very last breath of life. The causes for this are very just and fair, are consistent with God, and are extremely useful to us, as shall be taught in its own place [cf. On Death (Commonplace XXIX), §§ 199–200, 283]. Here the statement of Augustine (De civit. Dei, 2, ch. 23) pertains: “The judgments of God cannot be fully comprehended, cannot be justly reproached.”





What should arouse us to repent.

§ 141. Finally, what more effective “stimulus” and “incentive” [ὁρμητήριον ac incentivum] (as they say) can there be for repenting than the manifold usefulness of true conversion? But there are other reasons of no little importance and weight, such as the following. (I) The majesty of God, who commands: “Return to Me, rebellious Israel, said the Lord. Be converted, O rebellious sons, said the Lord” (Jer. 3:12, 14). “Be converted to Me with all your heart” (Joel 2:12). Such commands exist throughout Scripture in both the Old and New Testaments; in fact, the sum of all the messages delivered by the patriarchs, the prophets, Christ Himself, John the Baptist, and the apostles is this: “Repent and believe the Gospel” [Mark 1:15]. “God commands all people everywhere to repent, because He has fixed a day on which He will judge the world in righteousness” (Acts 17:30–31). This command of God bears witness of His goodwill, that He is pleased by the repentance of the sinner. “As I live, says the Lord, I do not want the death of the sinner, but that he be converted and live” (Ezek. 33:11). Tertullian (De poenit., p. 554):


I believe it is audacity to argue about the goodness of a command of God. We should take heed to it not because it is good but because God has commanded it. The majesty of God’s power is prior to the showing of obedience. The authority of the person commanding is prior to the usefulness of the one who serves. Is repentance good or not? Why do you turn this over in your mind? God commands it. But He does not merely command it, He also urges it. He invites salvation with a reward, swearing and also saying to the living person that He wants him to believe in Him. How blessed are we in whose case God swears! How wretched we are if we do not believe the Lord when He swears! Therefore what God recommends so strongly, what He testifies under oath in human fashion, we surely ought to approach and keep with the utmost seriousness.



Those are the words of Tertullian. Just as God holds sin in the greatest hatred, so also He takes His greatest delight in man’s repentance. Just as he who attacks and destroys a man’s deadly foe pleases him very much, so also he who attacks and drives out his sin through repentance very much pleases God. Sin is the greatest shamefulness, the greatest deformity and wickedness, worthy of extreme hatred. God is the greatest good, the greatest blessedness, the greatest beauty, to be loved and honored above all things. From this one may gather how pleasing and acceptable to God is man’s repentance, through which he is turned from the greatest evil to the greatest good.

(II) The kindness of God, who promises. The most kind Lord not only stirs us to repentance with His commands but also invites us to use it with His promises. “Be converted from your evil ways; why will you die, O house of Israel?” (Ezek. 33:11). “Return to Me, and I will return to you, says the Lord of Sabaoth” (Mal. 3:7). “Come to Me, all you who labor and are heavy laden, and I will refresh you” (Matt. 11:28). Tertullian (De poenit., p. 553): “He who has appointed punishment through judgment has also promised pardon when He said to the people: ‘Repent, and I will save you.’ And again: ‘I live, says the Lord; and I want repentance rather than death’ [Ezek. 33:11]. Therefore repentance is life when it is placed ahead of death.” Cyprian (Sermon de coena): “He does not allow the sacrifice of a contrite heart to be rejected. As often as I see you sighing before the Lord’s face, I do not doubt the inbreathing of the Holy Spirit. When I see you weeping, I sense Him pardoning.”

The long-suffering [μακροθυμία] of God must be assigned here, too, by which He awaits the conversion of a person and receives him with joy when he returns to Him (Rom. 2:4; Luke 15:20). Ambrose (De poenit., 1, ch. 4, p. 155): “God is waiting for our groans, but only our temporal ones, that He may remit our eternal ones. He awaits our tears that He may pour out His pity. He awaits our conversion that we may turn back to Him for grace.” Tauler often repeats: “God is after us so vehemently, as if His divine essence were going to flow away.” Raymundus de Sabunde (Theolog. natural., ch. 301, p. 359):


God sees how a person behaves in his own house, that is, in his own heart: that he is a better and nobler member of mankind but still a deadly foe of God. He not only holds on to that which God hates the most and which displeases God the most, but he also defends it, nourishes it, conceals, increases, and intentionally brings it into his house—indeed, not only into his own house but even into God’s house. For on the basis of true righteousness he is the dwelling place of God and belongs to God. What is worse, man makes Him the enemy which He was not before and always plans how he will be able to multiply this. But God sees all these things, etc. Thus it is strange and beyond all miracles how God so patiently sustains His mortal enemies. God’s limitless clemency and goodness thus appear to sustain and feed the receivers and concealers of His enemy



(sin).


He could not have planned greater goodness. From this it is clear that God does not want people to perish but waits for them to repent. Because of God’s great goodness and waiting, man should run to repent and immediately drive out from himself the enemy of himself and of God, etc.



In the explanation of Song of Songs (ch. 5[:2], “Open to me, my sister”), it is read that Rabbi Issa said: “The holy and blessed God says: ‘My children, open to Me the one entryway of repentance. It is as large as the eye of a needle. Then I will open for you the entries to My mercy through which chariots have been able to pass.’ ” The apostle’s sweet statement belongs here: “We are ambassadors for Christ, as though God were exhorting through us. We beseech you for Christ, be reconciled to God” (2 Cor. 5:20). You hear that God not only offers us reconciliation but also asks us with a sort of overflowing goodness that we return to grace with Him.

(III) The delight and the joy of the angels. Christ says (Luke 15:10): “I say to you, there will be joy before the angels of God over one sinner who repents.” The reason for this joy is stated in the German postil for the Third Sunday after Trinity. God takes pleasure in a man’s conversion, so why not also an angel, whose will is completely in harmony with the divine will? The love of the angels is sincere and perfect. What is so strange about their rejoicing over a man’s conversion? They rejoice over the restoration to their fellowship of those whom they had seen placed in the darkness of hell and in Satan’s power. Tertullian (De poenit., p. 558): “The heavens and the angels present there rejoice over a man’s repentance. Also you who sin intentionally, you see where the rejoicing will be over you,” etc. Hence the ancients constantly repeat: “The tears of the repentant are the wine of the angels. While we wholeheartedly weep over what we have committed, the angels appoint a feast day in the court of heaven. As often as we do good, the angels rejoice and the devils weep. As often as we leave the path of good, we make the devil happy and cheat our angels out of their joy.”

(IV) The frail and fleeting character of our life. “Jehovah, make me to know my end and the measure of my days, what it is. Behold, You have made my days a few handbreadths, and my lifetime is as nothing before You” (Ps. 39:[4–5]). “Teach us to know the number of our days, that we may walk with a wise heart” (Ps. 90:12). “What is our life? It is a mist that appears for a short time and then vanishes” (James 4:14). It is not within a man’s power to add the space of even one hour to his life. Therefore since nothing is more certain to us than death and since nothing is more uncertain than the hour of our death, how will anyone knowingly and willingly dare to remain in such great peril, through which he can incur eternal punishment and endless sadness? Let us not increase our sins by despairing. The gate of repentance has been set before us. Let us not increase our sins by hoping; the uncertain day of death has been appointed. “He who has promised forgiveness to the penitent has not promised a tomorrow to him who continues securely in sins,” as Prosper says (Sentent. August.). Cyprian’s statement (Contra Demetr., tract. 1, p. 105) pertains here: “When a man has died, there is no longer an opportunity for repentance, no effect of satisfaction. Here, life is either lost or kept. Here, the worship of God and the fruit of faith provide eternal salvation.”

Therefore let us not put off our return to God until death throws us into the coffin, lest God turn the raven toward us tomorrow. As it stands in Sarc.: “. . . so that life does not turn into vapor and the body turn into a corpse.” Just as the raven left the ark of Noah and did not return again but rested on dead bodies, so also he who puts off his repentance does not return to the church but defiles himself with the offal of worldly lusts. Augustine (on Psalm 102): “God is not looking for delay in the raven’s croak but confession in the dove’s cooing.”

(V) The harm and ugliness of the life of the impenitent. “Do you despise the riches of divine goodness and patience and long-suffering? Do you not know that God’s kindness is leading you to repentance? But according to your hardness and impenitent heart you are storing up wrath in the day of wrath and of the revelation of God’s just judgment” (Rom. 2:4–5). (Θησαυρίζειν [“to store up”] indicates piling up God’s wrath little by little so that at last it is all stored up like a treasury. “Is not this laid up in store with Me, sealed in My treasuries? Vengeance is Mine; I will repay,” Deut. 32:34–35. “The Lord has opened His treasuries and brought out the weapons of His wrath,” Jer. 50:25.) What else is the way of the impenitent but a perilous alienation from God, an offense to the angels, and slavery to Satan? Basil (Orat. exhortat. ad bapt.): “Satan attempts to commit sin today and persuades righteousness for tomorrow, saying, ‘Today belongs to me; tomorrow belongs to God.’ ”

** [Basil again] (vol. 1, p. 448): “The serpent is cunning in his deception, for he understands how we people freely accept the present time. All human action hurries into the present and watches. Therefore he steals today’s time from us cleverly and makes the hope of a tomorrow. After tomorrow comes, the wicked divider again asks that we give him today and give God tomorrow.” **

Christ’s blood was shed for the sins of the whole world. Therefore He cries out to all sinners that they should come to repentance and accept the fruit of this precious blood, namely, cleansing from sins. Therefore anyone who continues in impenitence treads, so to speak, upon Christ’s blood.

** Christ teaches in Luke 24 that there is no place for the forgiveness of sins without repentance. He connects “the preaching of repentance and of the remission of sins” [Luke 24:47]. “I said I will confess against myself my unrighteousness to the Lord, and You forgave the impiety of my sin” [Ps. 32:5]. A very beautiful type of this is set forth in Leviticus 16, where on one and the same day the Israelites afflict their souls on the Day of Atonement and a goat carries off their iniquities into the wilderness. **

As the balsam tree does not put forth its powers if it is planted on a hard rock, so Christ’s blood does not wash a hard and impenitent heart of its sins. Just as repentance glorifies God (in fact, through it we give testimony of God’s righteousness and mercy), so also the impenitent life brings disgrace to God since it does not acknowledge that God is the just judge and severe avenger of sinners. “They did not repent, that they might give glory to God” (Rev. 16:9). Furthermore, a bad conscience is always connected with the impenitent heart. What is more wretched and bitter than that? “God dwells in the contrite and humbled heart” (Isa. 57:15), but “our sins” which are not removed through repentance “separate God and us” (Isa. 59:2). Ephraem (De compunct. cordis, bk. 1, ch. 2): “Tell me: if someone throws you into the mud and filth and forces you to stay there always, will you bear that freely? If, when you are worm and ashes, you cannot bear this, how is it that you want the unstained God, who usually remains with and in His saints, to dwell in you, who are all befouled and filled with muddy horror?”

(VI) The enormity of the offense given to others. He who loves iniquity kills his own soul; he kills not only his own soul with guilt but also his neighbor’s soul with his wrongful example. “Woe to the man by whom scandal is given!” (Matt. 18:7).





Repentance must not be deferred.

§ 142. All these things not only command one to repent but also forbid delaying and deferring repentance. For though no repentance is too late for one who is still living in this world, provided it is true repentance, the golden statement of Cyprian (from his Sermon de coena Domini, fol. 503) applies here: “No greatness of sin, no brevity of time, no extremity of hour, no wickedness of life” (if the contrition is true and the change of desires is pure) “excludes one from pardon. But in the breadth of her bosom mother love receives her returning prodigals, and, whether or not the heretic Novatus agrees, God’s grace accepts the penitent at any time.” The statement of Fulgentius (Letter 7, p. 555) also pertains: “No great extent of time rules out either God’s equity or His pity. Repentance before God is never too late. In His sight both the past and the future are considered as the present.” In fact, even the words of Rabbi Samuel in the Medras Thehillim applies: “Sometimes the gates of prayer are closed, and sometimes they are open, but the gates of conversion are never closed, as it is written: ‘The hope of all the ends of the earth and afar off on the sea’ [Ps. 65:5]. For as the sea is open and anyone can wash himself in it, so also whenever someone is converted, God receives him with open arms,” according to Weidner (in the preface to his book in which he explains the principal points of the Christian faith [Loca fidei Christianae praecipua], p. 28).

Nevertheless we must by no means misuse this doctrine for carnal security, since many people are usually deceived by very late repentance. (See Augustine, De vera et falsa poenitentia, ch. 17.) For that which is very late is rarely true. Therefore the Holy Spirit gives us a serious exhortation (Ps. 95:7–8): “Today, if you hear His voice, do not harden your heart.” From this, Heb. 3:12–13 concludes as follows: “Take heed, brethren, lest perhaps there be in any of you an evil, unbelieving heart that would depart from the living God. But exhort one another every day, while it is called ‘today,’ that none of you may be hardened by the deceitfulness of sin.” “Do not delay to be converted to the Lord, nor delay it from day to day, for the Lord’s wrath will suddenly burst forth. When you feel secure, you will be wasteful and will perish on the day of vengeance” (Sirach 5:[7]).

** Ambrose (Exhort. ad poenit.): “If one does penance at the end and if he dies reconciled, I do not know whether he dies secure. I am not secure. I can give repentance; I cannot give security. Pay attention to what I say. I shall explain this quite plainly, lest anyone understands me badly. Do I ever say, ‘He will be condemned’? I do not say that, but I also do not say, ‘He will be delivered.’ Will you tell me something else, holy bishop? I do not know what to tell you. I have said: I do not presume; I do not promise. I certainly do not know about the will of God. My brother, do you want to be free from doubt? Do you want to escape from what is uncertain? Repent while you are well.” Cyprian (Letter 52, sect. 15, f. 119): “The person who does not think he is going to die is unworthy to receive solace, nor also he who first begins to pray in illness or in danger. For then it is not repentance for his sin but the admonition of an urgent death which is compelling him to pray.” Augustine (Homily 41, vol. 10, f. 526): “If you are willing to repent at the time when you cannot sin, your sins have abandoned you, not you them.” Salvianus (De avarit., bk. 1, p. 35): “That person does not stop sinning who is forced when he is near death to recede from his sins only by impossibility but not by the will. For the person who departs from his wicked activities only at death does not abandon his sins but rather is abandoned by his sins. Cut off from his sins by this necessity, I think he still sins when he has quit because he has not stopped as far as his mind is concerned.” **

Bernard (Sermon 1 Epiphanius, col. 69): “Just as the kindness” (of God) “has appeared [Titus 3:4], beyond all hope, beyond all estimate, so also we can expect a similar difficulty of judgment. Do not, then, hold God’s mercy in contempt if you do not want to feel justice but wrath, but indignation, but fury. For that you might know how great a difficulty will take place, such a gentleness occurs first. Consider the greatness of the vengeance from the greatness of the indulgence. For God is limitless and infinite in His justice, just as He is in His mercy. He is frequent in pardoning, frequent in avenging,” etc.

Therefore it is extremely dangerous to postpone repentance to the very end of life. (1) The longer one defers repentance, the more difficult it is to return later (Prov. 22:6).

(2) Repentance should proceed from a filial love for God, not from the servile fear of punishment; and yet, in his last moments, the penitent is very often drawn to repent by his fear of death and hell.

(3) He who finally repents at the hour of his death does not so much appear to abandon his sins as to be abandoned by his sins.

(4) Sometimes illnesses include very intense pains and delirium. So how can a person in such a condition truly be concerned about repentance?

** Lud. Granatensis (Eighteenth Sunday after Pentecost, Conc. 1, p. 323):


Those who have surrendered themselves entirely to their lusts all their lives, who have nourished their hearts in pleasures and luxuries, who have been willing to be called away from their wicked life by no threats of God, no promises, no beatings, no kindnesses, no warnings: will they repent in salutary fashion as they are almost abandoned now by that life in the very last act of life? I ask you: what is more preposterous than for you to want to begin a new life when there is no longer time to live? If you were to have a still longer span of life, would you persist longer in your iniquity just as you have done as long as you have been living? **



(5) At the time when they look at their wives, children, kin, and all the temporal things they will be deserting in a moment, very many people are so upset by their desire that, unless their heart first be taken out of them, it cannot be lifted up to God.





Things to be considered so as to stir up contrition.

§ 143. Furthermore, in order that contrition of heart and grief about the sins committed may increase in true repentance, we ought to embrace the following in our consideration and set them before ourselves.

(1) The inestimable punishments of hell which we have deserved because of our sins. Our finite intellect cannot comprehend their gravity, diversity, and eternity.

(2) The inestimable glory and happiness of eternal life, the hope of the possession of which is given up through our sins. We also cannot comprehend “the eternal weight of its glory beyond all comparison” (2 Cor. 4:17).

(3) The severity of the final judgment in which the hidden things of darkness and the purposes of the heart will be revealed (1 Cor. 4:5). Then all things will be clear to God’s pure eyes and those of His angels, as if written by the rays of the sun.

(4) The multitude of sins. “Who understands sins?” (Ps. 19:[12]). “My iniquities have overtaken me; they are multiplied more than the hairs of my head” (Ps. 40:12). There must be a careful consideration of each of the commandments of the Decalogue, in what ways and in how many ways we have sinned. Inner and outward sins must be considered, sins of commission and omission, of ignorance, weakness, and malice, our own and those of others in which we participate.

(5) The enormity of our sins, which can become obvious on the basis of many considerations. Through mortal sins all this is lost: God’s grace, the indwelling of the Holy Spirit, peace of conscience, salvation, and eternal life. Therefore as great as these goods are, so great must the evil of sin be by which we are deprived of all those goods. God is the greatest good, the infinite good. But now, through our sin we offend God. Surely, then, sin must be the infinite evil. Granatensis (Memorial., bk. 2, ch. 6, p. 28):


As often as we sin its practical judgment is being exercised in our heart, though we do not immediately feel it. On the one hand, we see the ease of sin, that is, the pleasure and advantage on account of which we sin; and, on the other hand, [we see] the offense with which we provoke God, and His friendship which we lose through sin, so that on the one side of the scale we put God and, on the other, the temporary advantage or momentary pleasure. The person who stands in the middle selects the loss of God’s friendship rather than the absence of a tiny advantage or pleasure. What more terrible thing can a person think up than to place so cheap a thing ahead of God the Creator?



God pursues sin with an infinite and, to us, an incomprehensible hatred, which the eternal and infinite punishments of the condemned reveal. Therefore, how much more fitting is it for us to hate it in ourselves with an infinite hatred (if that were possible)?

(6) The abundance of divine benefits, which we cannot understand with thinking nor express with words. As many creatures as there are in the whole universe, as many members of the body as there are, so many testimonies do we have of divine kindness. What shall we say about the benefit of redemption, calling, preservation from evil, etc.? Therefore must not the fact that we offend so benevolent and generous a Father with our sins, that we repay Him with such bad grace for His countless blessings, be detested? When each and every one of these points is considered distinctly and plainly, let the sinner turn to the Lord by devout prayers, humbly acknowledge and deplore his sins, and pray suppliantly that they be forgiven him. In this matter devout minds will be able to be served by the Enchiridion of meditations and prayers which we published a short time ago and also by the Hortulus animae published by Mr. Cramer.





Things fittingly considered for stirring up and strengthening faith.

§ 144. Faith must be conjoined to this true and serious contrition, that is, confidence in the divine mercy promised to us for the sake of Christ the Mediator. To stir up, increase, and strengthen this faith, the contrite heart should consider: (1) God’s infinite mercy. “God’s mercy is as great as His majesty” (Ecclus. 2:[18]). “God is love” (1 John 4:16). Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 11, col. 518): “God’s piety is greater than any iniquity.” “He is called ‘the Father of mercies’ because those on whom He takes pity belong to Him. For He takes the material from Himself and is like a seedbed of pitying” (Sermon 5 in die natalis, col. 60). Therefore the emphatic statements of Scripture which speak about God’s immense mercy and love must be gathered up, set before our heart, and fixed there well.

(2) Christ’s infinite merit. Indeed, since in the unity of person He is the God-man, He was able and actually did perform the equivalent ransom for our sins. Here again, the chief statements of Scripture which speak of the fruit of Christ’s Passion and death should be gathered up. Christ’s bloody sweat, the scourging, the spit, the club, the cross, the spear, etc., should be considered in turn so that the faithful soul can say (from Song 1:13): “My beloved is a bag of myrrh that shall remain between my breasts.” Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 22, col. 555): “Redemption before God is plenteous, completely plenteous, because it is not a drop but a flood of blood which flowed generously through the five parts of the body.”

(3) The universality of the Gospel promises. “God wants all people to be saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth; for there is one God and one Mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus, who gave Himself as the price of the redemption for all” (1 Tim. 2:4–6). “God does not want any to perish but that all should return to repentance” (2 Pet. 3:9). Since these promises are universal, let us, in serious torments of conscience, determine that they pertain also to us.

(4) The signs and the marks of the promise—that is, the Sacraments—instituted to stir up and strengthen faith. Through repentance the way is open for us to return to the original covenant that was made with us in Baptism. In fact, in the Supper we feed on the precious pledge of salvation, namely, Christ’s body and blood. The rite of private Absolution, too, belongs to this; in it those who truly repent have the remission of sins announced to them specifically, which is valid before God in heaven (Matt. 18:18).

(5) The examples of those who have truly turned back to God and who, regardless of the wickedness and seriousness of their sins, received forgiveness, such as the examples of our first parents, of Aaron, of David, of Manasseh, of Peter, of the publican, etc. “The saying is faithful and worthy of full acceptance, that Christ Jesus came into the world to save sinners, of whom I am the first. But I received mercy for this reason: that in me, first, Christ might display all patience, for an example [πρὸς ὑποτύπωσιν] to those who were to believe in Him for eternal life” (1 Tim. 1:15–16). Augustine (Sermon 10 de verb. apost.): “Christ received Paul, His bitter enemy. Since He has cleansed him, let no one despair in other matters.” Thus all these items should be distinctly, clearly, and exactly considered so that “in the sight of God we may be able to lift up our heart” and have peace (1 John 3:19) and conceive a firm faith in the forgiveness of sins.

** Ambrose (Prec. 2. praeparante ad missam, vol. 5, p. 168): “Oh, how I have offended and how I do offend in many things, but desperation does not creep in when I see the publican justified in the temple, the thief confessing on the cross and passing from the cross to paradise, Mary washed clean in the font of piety after many faults of sins, Peter recovering the grace of apostleship after his denial. But I ask You, O infinite Piety, that You grant the groans of the publican, the confession of the thief, the tears of the prostitute, and the weeping of the denying apostle to him who has received confidence from You by such examples.” **





The definition of repentance.

§ 145. From the things stated thus far we collect the following definition: True and salutary repentance is the kind of turning to God by which the sinner is moved inwardly by the grace of the Holy Spirit and by the ministry of the Word to acknowledge his sins from the Law, to grieve earnestly because of the wrath of God against them, and in turn to lift himself up by faith in Christ, which has been conceived from the Gospel. Because of Him, he considers it certain that his sins are forgiven him, and this faith is followed by his intent and zeal for a better life and by good works as fruits pleasing to God and worthy of repentance.

Convert us, O God, that we may be converted to You. Bind up the wounds of our souls that we may be healed. Amen.
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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.

actuality, primary (actus primus). This term can be taken in two ways. Sometimes it means “potentiality,” which is contrasted with “actuality.” For example, “The boy is a grammarian in primary actuality,” because as time passes he can become a grammarian, though he is not actually one now. But sometimes it means an inherent quality or habitus that one possesses, but that does not exert itself. “Primary actuality” in this sense is contrasted with “secondary actuality” or “operation.” For example, “Priscian, even in his sleep, is a grammarian in primary actuality, though he is not exerting this grammatical knowledge in secondary actuality.” In both cases, primary actuality refers to a power or potential that is not currently actualized. See actuality, secondary.

actuality, secondary (actus secundus). The actual operation of a thing. For example, “Priscian, when exercising his grammatical knowledge, is a grammarian in secondary actuality.” 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 (such as wisdom in a man), they can also be substances (such as wine in a bottle).

argument from nondistributed to distributed. A fallacious argument that moves from what is unspecified to what is specified. It starts from the premise of what holds true for part of a set, and then concludes that this same thing holds true for the entire set. “Distributive particles” are words such as “none, all, some.” These words tell us specifically what part of a set is being discussed.

cause, contributory. A “contributory cause” or “co-cause” is a nonprincipal cause which, nevertheless, is required by the principal cause.

cause, efficient. Something by means of which something else happens and on which the effect of that happening depends; that which brings about an effect.

cause, formal. The same as the “form” of something. 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, the form of fire is what gives to fire the being of fire, or makes it what it is. A formal cause gives being to an effect by forming a material.

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

cause, instrumental. Also called a “secondary cause,” “organic cause,” or “ministerial cause.” In producing an effect, the instrumental cause makes a specific contribution, but it operates only in virtue of motion or power given it from the principal cause. See cause, principal.

cause, ministerial. Seecause, instrumental.

cause, principal. Also called a “primary cause.” In producing an effect, the principal cause is not an instrument of some cause that is higher or more primary in its class or genus. See cause, instrumental.

definition, formal (ratio formalis). What makes a thing to be what it is.

end. Aim, purpose, goal. An end is the cause for which a doer acts or that for whose sake something happens.

fallacy of cause. This sort of fallacious argument posits a false cause (or rationale) for a given fact and deduces a conclusion on the basis of that false cause.

fallacy of the consequent (or “fallacy of the conclusion”). Committed by confusing the antecedent and consequent parts of a conditional sentence. For example, it is true that if Joe is a man, he is an animal. But it is a fallacy of the consequent to say that if Spot is an animal, he is a man.

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, the form of fire is what gives to fire the being of fire, or makes it what it is.

habit, innate and acquired. 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.

material. Matter, the potential and determinable part of a composite, i.e., that from which something arises or of which it consists; the second cause—natural, internal, and essential—from which bodies are made and consist.

mode, fourth. See property in the fourth mode.

prescription of time. The allegation of long and immemorial time for the purpose of demonstrating the possession of something. Continuation of possession through a period of time defined by law is a way to attain possession of something. Here, the Pharisees claimed that their corrupt interpretations were genuine by using the “prescription of time,” the claim that these interpretations were ancient and therefore correct.

property in the fourth mode. The strongest manner in which something can belong properly to, or be the property of, a species. In the “fourth mode,” something is the property only of the individuals of a species, of all of them, and always.

πρὸς ἕν (“to one”). The term was used by Aristotle when speaking about an “imperfect genus,” a category of things in which a quality could not be predicated equally about all members of the category; the quality would belong more to one species than to another.

reduction. To practitioners of logic, reductio is the technique of making an imperfect syllogism perfect either by providing more evidence or by a “reduction to absurdity.”

refutation (elenchus). A syllogism that disproves something. There are either true refutations or sophistical, deceptive refutations.

related things (or correlated things or correlatives). Among the rules governing relations, Micraelius states: “Related things are together both in nature and in recognition, so that when one is posited, the other is posited too, and when one is recognized, the other is recognized too.” Micraelius uses “father” and “son” as an example (Lexicon Philosophicum, s.v. “Relatio”). Thus, upon learning that Isaac is a son, you know that there must be a father. The one implies the other.

subject (subjectum). A “subject” was usually the subject of a proposition, a something or someone about which something is stated. From there, a “subject” could be defined as anything that can receive an accident or an adjunct. Gerhard uses the term to refer to what something is in and of itself.

subordinates. 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.

term, middle. In a syllogism, the “middle term” appears in both the major and minor premises. For example, in the syllogism “All X is Y; but all Y is Z; therefore all X is Z,” the middle term is Y.
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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 (§).



Acesius, 18.14

Acosta (José de Acosta), 18.108

Adolph (provost of Merseburg), 18.127

Agricola, Johannes, 17.105, 17.106

Albert the Great (Albertus Magnus), 18.133

Alexander VI, 18.135

Alexander of Hales (Alexander Alesius, Alensis, or ab Ales), 18.16, 18.123

Alexandrinus, Peter, 18.100

Alfonsus, 17.127

Alliaco, Petrus de. See d’Ailly, Pierre

Almainus, Jacobus (Jacques Almain, Almarius), 18.23

Ambrose of Milan, 17.16, 17.54, 17.56, 17.69, 17.87, 17.97, 17.100; 18.2, 18.8, 18.12, 18.13, 18.14, 18.15, 18.16, 18.17, 18.18, 18.25, 18.34, 18.36, 18.40, 18.43, 18.45, 18.46, 18.52, 18.91, 18.95, 18.109, 18.111, 18.113, 18.117, 18.121, 18.133, 18.141, 18.142, 18.144

Andegavensis, Fulco (count), 18.127

Angelus de Clavisio (Angelus Clavetus, Carletus, Clavisius), 18.108, 18.123

Anselm of Canterbury, 17.27, 17.50, 17.54, 17.92, 17.103, 17.113, 17.129; 18.16, 18.36, 18.72, 18.119, 18.121, 18.124

Anselm of Laon (Anselmus Laudunensis), 17.13

Antoninus of Florence (Antonio Pierozzi; Antoninus Florentinus), 17.58; 18.117, 18.123, 18.133

Aquinas, Thomas. See Thomas Aquinas

Arator Subdiaconus, 18.114

Aristophanes, 17.4

Aristotle, 17.87; 18.57

Arminius, Jacobus, 17.71

Arndt, Johann, 17.128

Asilus, Petrus, 18.111

Athanasius, 18.114

Augustine of Hippo, 17.4, 17.16, 17.36, 17.42, 17.48, 17.54, 17.59, 17.60, 17.62, 17.64, 17.67, 17.68, 17.70, 17.80, 17.85, 17.93, 17.95, 17.97, 17.98, 17.101, 17.103, 17.122, 17.125, 17.128; 18.2, 18.3, 18.4, 18.8, 18.9, 18.11, 18.12, 18.14, 18.16, 18.17, 18.18, 18.23, 18.26, 18.29, 18.36, 18.43, 18.46, 18.53, 18.55, 18.71, 18.87, 18.94, 18.96, 18.97, 18.101, 18.104, 18.109, 18.112, 18.113, 18.114, 18.116, 18.119, 18.120, 18.121, 18.122, 18.125, 18.128, 18.131, 18.139, 18.140, 18.141, 18.142, 18.144

Azpilcueta Navarrus, Martinus (Martín de Azpilcueta), 18.107

Balduin, Friedrich, 18.125

Bandinus, 18.3

Baronius (Cesare Baronio), 18.114

Barradius, Sebastianus (Sebastião Barradas), 17.17, 17.64; 18.92, 18.138

Bartholomaeus Brixiensis, 18.103

Bartholomaeus de Chaymis (Chaimis), 18.117

Basil of Caesarea, 18.14, 18.71, 18.91, 18.101, 18.114, 18.121, 18.124, 18.141

Basil the Great. See Basil of Caesarea

Bede (Beda Venerabilis), 17.54, 17.56, 17.87; 18.36, 18.113

Bellarmine, Robert (Roberto Bellarmino), 17.18, 17.19, 17.20, 17.21, 17.22, 17.23, 17.24, 17.25, 17.26, 17.27, 17.28, 17.36, 17.59, 17.60, 17.61, 17.62, 17.63, 17.65, 17.82, 17.85, 17.86, 17.87, 17.88, 17.89, 17.90, 17.91, 17.93, 17.94, 17.95, 17.96, 17.97, 17.98, 17.99, 17.100, 17.101, 17.102, 17.103, 17.104, 17.105, 17.127; 18.3, 18.4, 18.6, 18.14, 18.16, 18.19, 18.20, 18.21, 18.22, 18.23, 18.24, 18.25, 18.26, 18.27, 18.28, 18.29, 18.30, 18.31, 18.32, 18.33, 18.34, 18.37, 18.44, 18.45, 18.46, 18.47, 18.48, 18.49, 18.50, 18.51, 18.52, 18.53, 18.54, 18.56, 18.57, 18.58, 18.59, 18.61, 18.74, 18.75, 18.76, 18.77, 18.78, 18.79, 18.80, 18.81, 18.82, 18.83, 18.84, 18.85, 18.86, 18.87, 18.88, 18.89, 18.90, 18.91, 18.92, 18.93, 18.94, 18.95, 18.96, 18.102, 18.103, 18.104, 18.105, 18.106, 18.108, 18.109, 18.110, 18.111, 18.112, 18.113, 18.114, 18.115, 18.117, 18.118, 18.119, 18.120, 18.122, 18.124, 18.125, 18.126, 18.127, 18.128, 18.129, 18.130, 18.131, 18.132, 18.133, 18.134, 18.137, 18.139

Bernard of Clairvaux, 17.16, 17.56, 17.87, 17.98, 17.113, 17.129; 18.12, 18.15, 18.36, 18.43, 18.48, 18.51, 18.55, 18.72, 18.121, 18.142, 18.144

Beza, Theodore, 17.49; 18.6, 18.7, 18.45, 18.51, 18.56, 18.100, 18.101, 18.138

Biel, Gabriel, 17.17, 17.58; 18.23, 18.25, 18.37, 18.103, 18.105, 18.106, 18.111, 18.120, 18.123, 18.124, 18.131

Bonaventure, 17.17, 17.58; 18.25, 18.76, 18.85, 18.103, 18.105, 18.107, 18.118, 18.123, 18.133

Boniface VIII (pope), 18.135

Borgia, Caesar, 18.135

Brantius, Bernhardus (Bernhard Brant), 18.101

Brenz, Johannes, 17.47, 17.96; 18.90

Brixiensis, Bartholomaeus. See Bartholomaeus Brixiensis

Brugensis, Franciscus Lucas. See Lucas Brugensis, Franciscus

Bucanus, Guilielmus (Guillaume Bucanus), 17.31, 17.105, 17.118, 17.119, 17.123; 18.6, 18.7, 18.35, 18.45, 18.49, 18.56, 18.69, 18.101

Bucer, Martin, 18.138

Burgensis, Paulus (Paulus de Burgos, Pablo de Santa María), 18.5

Cajetan, Thomas (Thomas de Vio Caietanus), 18.25, 18.113, 18.123, 18.124

Calvin, John, 17.35, 17.49, 17.101, 17.119; 18.44, 18.45, 18.49, 18.56, 18.100, 18.101

Canisius, Petrus, 18.92, 18.114

Canus, Melchior, 18.91, 18.107

Capreolus, Joannes, 17.63

Cassander, Georgius, 18.107, 18.109, 18.120, 18.121, 18.133

Cassian, John, 18.109

Cassiodorus, Flavius Magnus Aurelius, 18.36

Castro, Alphonsus de (Alfonso de Castro), 18.21, 18.114, 18.133

Catharinus, Ambrosius (Lancelotto Politi), 18.113, 18.118

Cecilia, 17.48

Celsus, 17.103

Charlemagne (Carolus Magnus), 17.16

Charles V (emperor), 17.127

Chemnitz, Martin, 17.4, 17.8, 17.19, 17.22, 17.36, 17.38, 17.61, 17.64, 17.65, 17.78, 17.83, 17.97, 17.101, 17.102, 17.103, 17.107, 17.116, 17.119, 17.123, 17.125, 17.126; 18.20, 18.28, 18.37, 18.90, 18.94, 18.115, 18.122, 18.125, 18.128

Chromatius of Aquileia, 17.56

Chrysostom (John Chrysostom), 17.4, 17.16, 17.48, 17.56, 17.57, 17.103, 17.129; 18.7, 18.12, 18.15, 18.16, 18.21, 18.43, 18.52, 18.55, 18.71, 18.92, 18.100, 18.101, 18.109, 18.111, 18.113, 18.114, 18.120, 18.121, 18.122, 18.125, 18.130, 18.131

Chytraeus, David, 18.125

Cicero, Marcus Tullius, 17.4; 18.131

Clavisio. See Angelus de Clavisio

Clement (pope), 18.129

Clement VI (pope), 18.132, 18.135

Clement VII (pope), 18.122

Clement VIII (pope), 18.135

Clement of Alexandria, 17.102, 17.129; 18.14, 18.43

Cluniacensis, Petrus. See Petrus Cluniacensis

Conradus de Lichtenau (Abbas Urspergensis), 18.133

Constantine, 17.48; 18.14

Costerus, Franciscus (François de Coster), 18.76

Cramer, Daniel, 18.143

Crantzius, Albertus (Albertus Krantzius; Cranzius; Albert Kranz), 18.135

Cyprian (Thascius Caecilius Cyprianus), 17.95; 18.14, 18.90, 18.91, 18.98, 18.100, 18.101, 18.111, 18.115, 18.128, 18.131, 18.141, 18.142

Cyril of Alexandria, 17.54, 17.56; 18.14, 18.16, 18.43, 18.111, 18.113, 18.124

d’Ailly, Pierre (Petrus de Alliaco, Petrus Aliacensis Cardinalis Cameracensis), 18.37

Damascenus (John of Damascus), 18.8, 18.18

Danaeus, Lambertus (Lambert Daneau), 18.7

Daventria, Johannes à, 17.127

Dietrichstein, Franz von (Cardinal à Dietrichstein), 18.107

Dionysius the Areopagite, Pseudo-, 18.16

Dominic de Guzmán, 18.106

Dorotheus of Cyprus, 17.6

Durandus de Sancto Porciano (Durand of Saint Pourçain), 18.25, 18.44, 18.57, 18.76, 18.85, 18.123, 18.124

Eck, Johannes, 18.3, 18.114

Eckhard, Heinrich (Eckhardi, Eckard), 18.76

Eisleben. See Agricola, Johannes

Elizabeth (German prophetess), 18.133

Eniedinus (György Enyedi), 18.16

Ephraem the Syrian (Ephraem Syrus), 18.36, 18.72, 18.121, 18.141

Epiphanius of Salamis, 17.56, 17.82; 18.7, 18.14, 18.15, 18.16, 18.100

Episcopius, Simon, 17.71

Erasmus, Desiderius, 17.96; 18.3, 18.23, 18.103, 18.114

Eusebius of Caesarea (Eusebius Pamphili), 17.16, 17.56, 17.57, 17.102; 18.14, 18.15, 18.21, 18.98, 18.114, 18.122, 18.128

Euthymius Zigabeni, 18.113

Fabricius, Guido (Gui le Fèvre de la Boderie), 17.4

Fabricius Leodius, Andreas (André Lefèvre), 17.127

Fagius, Paul, 18.97

Felinus. See Sandeus, Felinus

Flacius Illyricus, Matthias, 18.5, 18.43, 18.65, 18.133

Förner, Friedrich, 18.133

Förster, Johann (Forsterus), 18.130

Francis of Assisi, 18.106

Fricius Modrevius, Andreas (Andrzej Frycz Modrzewski), 18.109

Fulgentius of Ruspe, 17.15; 18.36, 18.43, 18.71, 18.142

Funccius, Johannes (Johann Funck), 17.32, 17.124

Garthius, Helvicus, 17.15

Gastius, Johannes (Johann Gast), 18.117

Gaudensis, Magdalius Jacobus, 18.34

Geiler von Kaisersberg, Johann (Johannes Geyler Keisersbergius), 18.107, 18.132

Gellius, Aulus, 18.3

Gerhard, Johann, 17.14, 17.24, 17.35, 17.41, 17.61, 17.71, 17.85, 17.86, 17.126; 18.16, 18.32, 18.37, 18.38, 18.76, 18.77, 18.85, 18.86, 18.87, 18.93, 18.95, 18.106, 18.124, 18.125, 18.141, 18.143

Gerlach, Stephanus, 17.15

Gerson, Jean, 17.92; 18.36, 18.62, 18.103, 18.107

Gesner, Salomon, 18.125

Gordianus, 18.98

Gorranus, Nicholas, 18.34

Granatensis, Ludovicus (Luis de Granada), 18.20, 18.36, 18.37, 18.59, 18.142, 18.143

Gratian (Gratianus de Clusio), 18.14, 18.46, 18.60, 18.103, 18.109, 18.131, 18.133

Gregorius de Valentia. See Valentia, Gregorius de

Gregory I (“The Great,” pope), 17.95; 18.18, 18.36, 18.46, 18.91, 18.92, 18.95, 18.112, 18.113, 18.138, 18.139

Gregory XIII (pope), 18.122

Gregory Nazianzen (of Nazianzus). See Nazianzen, Gregory

Gregory of Nyssa, 18.111

Gretserus, Jacobus (Jakob Gretzer), 18.16, 18.127

Gropperus, Johann, 17.119

Grynaeus, Johann Jacob, 17.49, 17.119; 18.100

Guaguinus, Alexander, 18.135

Guillermus, 18.53

Haymo of Halberstadt (Haimo Halberstadiensis), 17.54, 17.56

Heilbrunner, Jakob, 18.133

Hemmingius, Nicolaus, 17.105; 18.7

Hesshusius, Tilemann, 18.117, 18.125

Hilary of Poitiers (Hilarius Pictaviensis), 17.57, 17.72, 17.97; 18.55, 18.92, 18.95

Hoffmann, Christopher, 18.108

Hollen, Godescalcus (Holem), 18.132, 18.133

Homer, 17.4

Hosius, Stanislaus, 18.114

Hugh of St. Victor (Hugo de Sancto Victore), 18.3, 18.16, 18.55

Ignatius of Antioch (Ignatius the Martyr), 17.16; 18.1, 18.32

Innocent, 18.129

Irenaeus, 17.30, 17.38, 17.53, 17.57, 17.65, 17.68, 17.92, 17.97, 17.122, 17.123, 17.124, 17.129; 18.8, 18.43, 18.55, 18.98, 18.111, 18.115, 18.131

Isidore, 18.55

Isidore of Pelusium (Isidorus Pelusiota), 17.95

Isidore of Seville (Isidorus Hispalensis), 18.3, 18.12, 18.63

Issa (rabbi), 18.141

Jacobus de Voragine, 18.34

Jerome (Sophronius Eusebius Hieronymus), 17.16, 17.56, 17.87, 17.93, 17.95, 17.97, 17.103; 18.13, 18.43, 18.64, 18.101, 18.111, 18.121, 18.122, 18.139

John Cassian. See Cassian, John

John of Damascus. See Damascenus

John of Salisbury (Johannes Sarisburiensis), 18.133

Jonathan the Chaldean, 17.35

Josephus, Flavius, 17.65, 17.82

Julian the Apostate (Roman emperor), 17.103

Jungius, Hadrianus, 17.127

Junius, Franciscus, 17.35

Justin Martyr, 17.53, 17.56, 17.102; 18.11, 18.12, 18.16, 18.43

Keckermann, Bartholomäus, 18.56

Keisersbergius, Johannes. See Geiler von Kaisersberg, Johann

Kimchi, David, 17.65

Kirchner, Timotheus, 18.125

Kus, Nicolaus, 18.133

Lactantius, Lucius Caecilius Firminianus, 18.2, 18.5, 18.12, 18.18, 18.43, 18.55

Lagus, Conradus, 18.135

Lambertus, Franciscus (François Lambert), 17.101

Landsperger, Johannes (Johannes Justus Landsberg), 18.121

Ledisma, Iacobus (Diego de Ledesma, Ledesima), 18.107

Leo I (“The Great,” pope), 17.29, 17.50; 18.103, 18.109, 18.115, 18.133

Leo X (pope), 18.133

Leontius of Byzantium, 18.14, 18.113

Leyser, Polycarp, 17.87; 18.125

Lindanus, Guilelmus (Willem van der Lindt), 17.119; 18.114

Lombard, Peter. See Peter Lombard

Lorinus (Jean de Lorin), 18.114

Lubertus, Sibrandus (Lubbertus), 18.45

Lucas Brugensis, Franciscus, 18.138

Luther, Martin, 17.1, 17.20, 17.23, 17.32, 17.35, 17.52, 17.54, 17.55, 17.59, 17.96, 17.105, 17.106, 17.108, 17.111, 17.113, 17.114, 17.127; 18.1, 18.4, 18.5, 18.33, 18.37, 18.44, 18.51, 18.59, 18.63, 18.65, 18.71, 18.77, 18.80, 18.83, 18.96, 18.97, 18.98, 18.101, 18.105, 18.113, 18.114, 18.117, 18.120, 18.122, 18.125, 18.127, 18.132, 18.133, 18.137, 18.139, 18.140

Lyra, Nicolaus of, 17.93; 18.91, 18.113, 18.121, 18.134

Macarius the Egyptian, 18.15, 18.121

Makaria, 18.135

Maldonatus, Ioannes (Juan de Maldonado), 18.21, 18.103, 18.105, 18.113

Marcus (a Valentinian heretic), 18.98, 18.115

Marinarius, Antonius, 18.43, 18.121

Marsilius Patavinus (Marsilius of Padua, Marsiglio da Padova), 18.111

Martyr. See Vermigli, Peter Martyr

Mathesius, Johannes, 17.32

Maximinus Thrax (Roman emperor), 18.14

Maximus, 18.43

Meisner, Balthasar, 17.15, 17.21; 18.3, 18.76

Melanchthon, Philipp, 17.105, 17.117, 17.127; 18.44, 18.54, 18.101, 18.125

Meletius, 18.100

Montanus, 18.21

Morung, Theodoricus, 18.133

Muhammad, 17.71

Musculus, Wolfgang, 18.6

Myconius, Friedrich, 18.133

Navarrus. See Azpilcueta Navarrus, Martinus

Nazianzen, Gregory (Gregory of Nazianzus), 17.30, 17.31; 18.12, 18.15, 18.125

Nectarius, 18.109, 18.110, 18.115

Netter Waldensis, Thomas, 18.110

Nicephorus Callistos Xanthopulus, 17.6; 18.15, 18.110, 18.115

Nicolaus de Orbellis, 18.103

Nicolaus of Lyra. See Lyra, Nicolaus of

Novatus, 18.14, 18.21, 18.142

Occam. See William of Occam

Oecumenius, 18.16

Optatus of Milevis, 17.103

Orbellis, Nicolaus de. See Nicolaus de Orbellis

Origen, 17.97; 18.17, 18.95, 18.101, 18.115, 18.131

Osiander, Andreas (1562–1617), 18.114

Osorius, Joannes (Ozorius), 18.133, 18.135

Ostorodus, Christophorus (Christoph Ostorodt), 17.77

Pacian (Pacianus episcopus Barcinonensis), 18.21

Paludensis. See Petrus Paludanus

Panormitanus, Abbas (Nicolaus de Tudeschis), 18.103, 18.123

Paraeus, David (David Pareus), 17.35, 17.105

Patavinus, Marsilius. See Marsilius Patavinus

Paulinus of Nola (Pontius Meropius Paulinus), 17.98

Pelagius, 17.36

Pellikan, Konrad, 17.35

Pererius (Benito Pereyra), 18.4, 18.125

Peter Lombard (Petrus Lombardus), 17.58; 18.3, 18.14, 18.18, 18.19, 18.23, 18.25, 18.30, 18.32, 18.46, 18.60, 18.76, 18.85, 18.107, 18.111, 18.114, 18.133

Petrus Cluniacensis (Petrus Venerabilis, Petrus Mauritius), 18.43

Petrus de Alliaco. See d’Ailly, Pierre

Petrus Paludanus (Petrus de Palude, Paludensis), 18.105, 18.124

Pezelius, Christoph (Christoph Pezel), 17.105

Phavorinus. See Varinus (Guarinus Phavorinus)

Philip, son of Gordianus, 18.98

Philipp. See Melanchthon, Philipp

Philippus Presbyter, 17.16

Philo, 17.102

Philosopher, the. See Aristotle

Pinellus, Lucas (Lucas Pinelli), 18.128

Piscator, Johannes, 17.35; 18.56, 18.100

Pistorius, Johannes, 18.133

Pius V (pope), 18.122

Platina, Bartholomaeus, 18.135

Plato, 18.10

Plutarch, 17.4

Polanus (Amandus von Polansdorf), 18.56

Potho (Boto Pruveningensis), 17.56

Presbyter, Philippus. See Philippus Presbyter

Prieras, Sylvester, 18.133

Primasius of Hadrumetum, 17.16, 17.56

Procopius, 17.93

Prosper of Aquitaine, 18.76, 18.121, 18.141

Rabanus Maurus, 17.16

Radecke, Matthaeus, 18.14

Raymundus de Sabunde (Raimundus de Sebunda), 18.141

Remigius, 18.53

Rhegius, Urbanus, 18.117

Rhenanus, Beatus, 18.14, 18.28, 18.98, 18.101, 18.103, 18.105, 18.107, 18.109, 18.115

Richard of Middleton (Richardus de Mediavilla), 18.23, 18.85, 18.103, 18.105, 18.107, 18.109, 18.111, 18.123

Richardus. See Richard of Middleton

Ripa, Joh. (Giovanni Francesco Ripa), 18.109

Roffensis, Ioannes (John Fisher, bishop of Rochester), 18.96, 18.133

Rosarius, 18.129

Runge, David (David Rungius), 18.60

Rupert, Abbot. See Rupert of Deutz

Rupert of Deutz (Rupertus Tuitiensis), 18.7, 18.113

Salmeron, Alfonsus (Alfonso Salmerón), 17.17, 17.48, 17.63, 17.83, 17.105; 18.91, 18.114, 18.133, 18.134, 18.138

Salvianus Massiliensis (Salvian of Marseilles), 18.142

Samson of Milan, 18.133

Samuel (rabbi), 18.142

Sandeus, Felinus (Felino Maria Sandeo), 18.103

Scaliger, Julius Caesar, 18.53

Schmaltzius, Valentinus (Valentin Schmalz), 17.34

Scotus, Johannes Duns, 17.58, 17.63; 18.3, 18.22, 18.23, 18.25, 18.37, 18.44, 18.85, 18.103, 18.104, 18.105, 18.106, 18.107, 18.111, 18.123, 18.124

Scotus Hyberniensis, Sedulius, 18.16

Sedulius. See Scotus Hyberniensis

Selnecker, Nicholas, 18.125

Senensis, Sixtus (Sisto da Siena), 18.92

Sibrandus. See Lubertus, Sibrandus

Sisinnius, 18.14

Sixtus V (pope), 18.135

Sleidanus, Johannes, 18.132

Socinus, Faustus (Fausto Sozzini), 17.71

Socrates, 18.14, 18.15, 18.110

Sommer, Johannes, 18.14, 18.15

Soto, Petrus à (Pedro de Soto), 17.119; 18.85, 18.102, 18.107, 18.110, 18.114

Sozomen, 18.110, 18.115

Stapleton, Thomas, 18.91

Stella, Didacus (Diego Estella), 18.91

Stevartius, Petrus, 18.133

Suarez, Franciscus (Francisco Suárez), 18.105

Suidas, 17.4

Tapperus, Ruardus (Ruard Tapper), 18.114, 18.118, 18.123

Tarasius of Constantinople, 18.12

Tataretus, Petrus, 18.123

Tauler, Johannes (Taulerus), 18.43, 18.107, 18.127, 18.141

Tertullian (Quintus Septimus Florens Tertullianus), 17.57, 17.103; 18.4, 18.5, 18.6, 18.9, 18.12, 18.13, 18.14, 18.15, 18.18, 18.28, 18.32, 18.34, 18.43, 18.46, 18.55, 18.68, 18.98, 18.101, 18.103, 18.105, 18.107, 18.109, 18.111, 18.115, 18.120, 18.122, 18.133, 18.141
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	17.9



	4:4
	17.77
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	22
	17.9
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	18.125, 18.141
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	17.91



	119:36
	17.79



	119:133
	17.81



	119:173
	17.93



	127:4–5
	17.93
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	17.77



	26:11
	18.55



	27:4
	17.77



	27:23
	18.113
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18.90





	4:27
	18.90, 18.130



	9:3
	18.65



	9:5
	18.40, 18.97



	9:7
	18.90, 18.127



	9:9
	18.40



	9:17
	18.126, 18.127



	9:18
	18.40, 18.90



	9:24
	17.9




Hosea





	1:7
	17.35



	2:19
	18.13



	4:8
	18.135



	4:15
	17.74



	5
	18.7



	5:15–6:1
	18.71



	6:1–2
	18.40



	6:5
	18.62



	11:8–9
	18.17



	13:14
	17.4, 17.9, 17.34; 18.120




Joel





	1:14
	18.65



	2
	18.44, 18.125



	2:12
	18.61, 18.65, 18.141



	2:12–13
	18.41



	2:12–14
	18.34



	2:13
	18.15, 18.34, 18.65, 18.66, 18.76



	2:14
	18.17




Amos





	4:9–11
	18.71



	5
	18.81



	5:2
	17.101




Jonah





	2
	17.72



	3:5
	18.34, 18.65, 18.66



	3:5–6
	18.51, 18.65



	3:6
	18.65



	3:6–10
	18.30



	3:7–8
	18.58



	3:9
	18.17, 18.52, 18.78, 18.125



	3:10
	18.9, 18.55, 18.88, 18.140




Micah





	2:1–2
	17.79



	2:4
	17.122



	4:2
	17.53



	5:2
	17.9, 17.66



	7
	18.71



	7:9
	18.63



	7:19
	17.9; 18.121




Nahum





	1:6
	18.63



	1:15
	17.3



	2:7
	18.65




Habakkuk





	2:4
	18.43



	3
	17.72




Haggai





	2:8
	17.9




Zechariah





	9:9
	17.9



	9:11
	17.4, 17.122



	11:7
	17.1



	13:1
	17.9




Malachi





	1:11
	17.9



	2:15
	17.78



	3:1
	17.9, 17.35



	3:6
	18.9



	3:7
	18.15, 18.141



	4:2
	17.9




APOCRYPHA

Verse enumeration follows the Latin Vulgate.

Tobit

18.90





	12:9
	18.90




Judith





	6:13
	17.76



	8:14
	18.134




Wisdom
(Wisdom of Solomon)

17.94





	1:11
	17.80



	3:13–14
	17.94



	3:14
	17.93, 17.94



	5:3
	18.7, 18.34



	12:19
	18.140




Sirach (Ecclesiasticus)





	2:18
	18.144



	3
	17.16, 17.56



	4:29
	17.80



	5:7
	18.142



	5:14
	18.34



	7:12–13
	17.80



	23:9–14
	17.74



	23:17
	17.74



	26:9
	17.78



	27:14
	17.74



	33:25
	17.76




Baruch





	1:5
	18.65




Prayer of Manasseh

18.137, 18.138





	5
	18.63



	8
	18.138



	10
	18.63



	12
	18.63




1 Maccabees





	3:47
	18.65




2 Maccabees





	10:25
	18.65



	13:12
	18.65




NEW TESTAMENT

Matthew

17.4, 17.13, 17.16,
17.57; 18.34, 18.95,
18.131





	1:21
	17.10



	3
	18.6, 18.7, 18.23



	3:1–2
	18.42



	3:2
	17.17; 18.6, 18.15, 18.26, 18.34, 18.137



	3:5–6
	18.26



	3:6
	18.63, 18.98, 18.100, 18.113



	3:7
	18.26



	3:8
	18.6, 18.42, 18.53, 18.81, 18.130



	3:9
	17.93



	3:10
	18.130



	3:11
	18.6, 18.43



	4:17
	17.17; 18.137



	5
	17.19, 17.56, 17.57, 17.58, 17.65, 17.93, 17.103; 18.122



	5–7
	17.61, 17.83, 17.93



	5:3
	17.7; 18.63



	5:17
	17.14, 17.19, 17.64



	5:18
	17.91



	5:19
	17.19; 18.1



	5:20
	17.22



	5:21
	17.65, 17.71



	5:21–28
	17.65



	5:22
	17.19, 17.20, 17.57



	5:23–24
	18.98, 18.122



	5:27
	17.65, 17.71



	5:27–28
	17.101



	5:28
	17.19, 17.57, 17.81



	5:31–32
	17.65



	5:32
	17.19



	5:33
	17.65, 17.71



	5:33–37
	17.84



	5:34
	17.19, 17.74



	5:34–37
	17.65



	5:38
	17.19, 17.65



	5:38–48
	17.84



	5:39
	17.19, 17.65, 17.77



	5:39–40
	17.57



	5:43
	17.77



	5:44
	17.19, 17.65



	5:44–45
	17.24



	6
	18.122



	6:2
	18.127



	6:7–8
	18.93



	6:9–13
	17.72



	6:12
	17.87, 17.91, 17.93, 17.104; 18.31, 18.99, 18.105, 18.114, 18.121, 18.133, 18.137, 18.138, 18.139



	6:14
	17.23



	6:16
	18.34



	7
	18.3



	7:1–6
	17.84



	7:6
	18.100



	7:7
	17.99



	7:17–18
	18.43



	7:19
	17.20



	7:28–29
	17.19



	7:29
	17.19



	8:4
	18.113



	8:11
	17.93



	8:12
	17.93



	9
	18.15, 18.26, 18.30, 18.100, 18.125



	9:1–8
	18.26



	9:2
	18.26, 18.100, 18.104



	9:9
	17.98



	9:12
	17.45; 18.26, 18.41



	9:12–13
	17.44; 18.40



	9:13
	17.10; 18.6, 18.10, 18.14



	9:18
	18.24



	10
	18.131, 18.139



	10:8
	18.133



	10:22
	17.24



	11:4–5
	17.19



	11:5
	17.6, 17.7, 17.10, 17.44, 17.54, 17.55; 18.51, 18.63



	11:5–6
	17.3



	11:21
	18.10, 18.65



	11:22
	17.46



	11:25
	17.45



	11:28
	17.19, 17.41, 17.44; 18.40, 18.41, 18.141



	11:28–29
	17.10



	11:30
	17.63, 17.90



	12:31
	18.16



	12:39
	17.101



	13:8
	17.95; 18.130



	13:37
	17.45



	15:9
	17.84



	15:19
	18.65



	16
	18.111



	16:18
	17.50



	16:19
	18.15, 18.103, 18.111, 18.117, 18.133



	16:24
	17.98



	18
	18.111, 18.121, 18.122



	18:7
	18.141



	18:18
	18.100, 18.128, 18.144



	18:22
	18.98



	18:27
	18.121, 18.133



	19
	17.23, 17.86, 17.97



	19:8
	17.78



	19:10
	17.96



	19:11
	17.99



	19:11–12
	17.96



	19:12
	17.96, 17.99



	19:13
	18.24



	19:16
	17.23



	19:17
	17.17, 17.23, 17.86, 17.87



	19:20
	17.23, 17.97



	19:21
	17.57, 17.97, 17.98



	19:23
	17.97; 18.16



	19:26
	18.16



	19:27
	17.97, 17.98



	19:28
	17.97



	19:29
	17.97



	20:1–16
	17.24



	20:28
	17.14, 17.40



	21:12–13
	17.73



	21:29
	18.6, 18.7



	21:32
	18.7, 18.42



	22:2
	17.12



	22:4
	17.12



	22:36–40
	17.68



	22:37
	17.85, 17.91



	22:37–38
	17.84



	22:39
	17.88



	23:4
	18.116



	25:1
	17.101



	25:14
	17.100



	25:30
	17.87



	26
	18.15, 18.100, 18.125



	26:13
	17.10



	26:27–28
	17.120



	26:52
	17.77



	26:75
	18.42, 18.65



	27:3–4
	18.42



	27:3–5
	18.34



	27:4
	18.61



	27:45
	18.72



	27:46
	18.72



	27:51
	18.72



	28:19
	17.41, 17.122; 18.104



	28:20
	17.6, 17.106




Mark





	1:1
	17.6, 17.39, 17.107



	1:1–2
	17.38



	1:4
	18.11, 18.26, 18.137, 18.140



	1:5
	18.63, 18.113, 18.114



	1:14–15
	18.137



	1:15
	17.7, 17.15, 17.17, 17.107; 18.6, 18.10, 18.40, 18.42, 18.50, 18.141



	1:22
	17.19



	2:7
	18.111



	2:17
	17.10, 17.44; 18.14



	2:22
	17.68



	3:29
	18.16



	5:18
	17.98



	5:19
	17.98



	5:23
	18.24



	8:35
	17.46



	9:38
	17.98



	10:21
	17.97



	10:29
	17.97



	10:29–30
	17.46, 17.60



	12:34
	17.97



	14:9
	17.10



	14:24
	17.120



	16:15
	17.6, 17.32, 17.41, 17.106; 18.104, 18.111



	16:15–16
	17.10



	16:16
	17.33, 17.43; 18.111




Luke

17.6; 18.52, 18.91, 18.109





	1:16
	18.35



	1:17
	18.26



	1:25
	17.93



	1:68
	17.50



	1:70
	17.30, 17.50



	1:74
	17.4, 17.24



	1:77
	17.45



	1:77–78
	17.50



	1:79
	18.35



	2:10
	17.15



	2:10–11
	17.10, 17.15, 17.32



	3:11
	18.130



	3:13
	18.130



	3:14
	18.130



	4:18
	17.3, 17.15, 17.19, 17.54; 18.30, 18.51, 18.63



	4:18–19
	18.136, 18.140



	4:21
	17.15



	4:22
	17.15, 17.45



	4:32
	17.19



	5:25
	18.26



	5:31–32
	17.44



	5:32
	17.10



	6:46
	18.1



	7
	18.26, 18.30, 18.91, 18.125



	7:22
	17.10



	7:36–50
	18.26, 18.48



	7:38
	18.48, 18.65, 18.98



	7:42
	18.91



	7:47
	18.91



	7:48
	18.40, 18.100, 18.104



	7:50
	18.40, 18.43, 18.91



	8
	17.97; 18.125



	9:23
	17.98



	9:48
	17.97



	9:50
	18.134



	9:58
	17.98



	9:59
	17.98



	9:60
	17.98



	10
	17.23, 17.60, 17.83



	10:13
	18.65



	10:17
	18.114



	10:25
	17.23



	10:25–26
	17.60



	10:26
	17.23



	10:28
	17.22, 17.23, 17.60



	10:29
	17.23, 17.97



	10:34
	17.1; 18.40



	12:10
	18.16



	12:48
	17.100



	13:3
	17.107; 18.2, 18.140



	13:5
	18.2, 18.71, 18.82, 18.140



	14:16–17
	17.12



	15
	18.15, 18.138, 18.140



	15:7
	18.137, 18.138, 18.140



	15:10
	18.6, 18.14, 18.141



	15:18
	18.104



	15:19
	18.58



	15:20
	18.141



	15:20–24
	17.12



	15:21
	18.58



	16:25
	17.93



	17
	17.87



	17:4
	18.98



	17:7–10
	17.87



	17:9
	17.87



	17:10
	17.87, 17.104; 18.121



	18:9
	17.23; 18.138



	18:9–14
	18.58



	18:13
	18.34, 18.58, 18.65, 18.114, 18.140



	18:14
	18.140



	18:18
	17.23



	19
	18.15, 18.125



	19:8
	18.104



	19:9
	18.104



	19:10
	18.35



	21:28
	17.20



	22
	18.34, 18.36, 18.121



	22:61
	18.36



	23:28
	18.72



	23:43
	18.121



	23:48
	18.65



	24
	18.43, 18.141



	24:27
	17.35



	24:44
	17.121



	24:46–47
	18.137, 18.140



	24:47
	17.35, 17.106, 17.115; 18.6, 18.15, 18.27, 18.30, 18.40, 18.128, 18.133, 18.141



	24:47–48
	18.111




John

17.48, 17.54, 17.56, 17.67, 17.68, 17.122; 18.16, 18.23, 18.26, 18.55, 18.103, 18.111, 18.125





	1
	17.48, 17.54



	1:1
	17.30



	1:5
	18.35



	1:12
	17.4, 17.10, 17.14, 17.45; 18.26



	1:14
	17.10



	1:16
	17.10, 17.13



	1:17
	17.38, 17.45, 17.64



	1:18
	17.10, 17.30, 17.54



	1:29
	17.10, 17.14, 17.32, 17.35; 18.25, 18.26, 18.40, 18.43, 18.59, 18.118, 18.119, 18.120, 18.130



	1:36
	17.10, 17.14, 17.32; 18.26



	3:1
	17.23



	3:16
	17.15, 17.41, 17.50, 17.129



	3:17
	17.64



	3:18
	17.20



	3:36
	17.15, 17.45, 17.110, 17.111; 18.43



	4:2
	18.104



	5:14
	18.21



	5:19
	17.31



	5:24
	17.10, 17.20; 18.11



	5:25
	18.86



	5:27
	18.104



	5:39
	17.34



	5:45
	17.64



	5:46
	17.35



	6:40
	17.10



	6:44
	18.35



	6:51
	18.134



	6:65
	18.35



	7:38–39
	17.14



	8:24
	18.41



	8:34
	18.76



	8:34–36
	17.63



	8:36
	18.76



	8:37
	17.96



	8:51
	17.10



	8:56
	17.35



	10:11
	18.134



	11:25–26
	17.10



	11:43
	18.112



	11:44
	18.112, 18.113



	13:17
	17.23



	13:34
	17.68, 17.88



	13:35
	17.24



	14
	18.21



	14:6
	18.86



	14:10
	17.30



	14:11
	17.30



	14:24
	17.30



	15
	18.14



	15:2
	18.130



	15:5
	17.45



	15:10
	17.24



	15:13
	17.88



	15:14
	17.23; 18.1



	15:15
	18.133



	15:16
	17.99



	16:8
	17.115; 18.35



	16:23
	18.31



	17:3
	17.10



	19:30
	17.63; 18.120



	20
	18.24, 18.26, 18.111



	20:21
	18.30, 18.104, 18.111



	20:22
	18.112



	20:22–23
	18.100, 18.111



	20:23
	18.15, 18.17, 18.30, 18.31, 18.103, 18.111, 18.117, 18.133



	20:31
	17.10




Acts

18.104, 18.111, 18.114





	1
	17.16



	1:24
	18.112



	2:4
	17.20



	2:14
	17.20



	2:22–23
	17.20



	2:23
	17.20



	2:37
	17.20; 18.76



	2:37–38
	17.20



	2:38
	17.70; 18.6, 18.27, 18.104, 18.137, 18.140



	3:19
	18.11, 18.27, 18.42, 18.82, 18.140



	3:20
	17.20



	3:21
	17.20



	4:12
	17.35, 17.107, 17.116; 18.133



	4:32
	17.102



	5:31
	18.35, 18.140



	7:38
	17.53



	7:53
	17.122



	8:12
	17.11



	8:13
	18.112



	8:17
	18.24



	8:20
	18.133



	8:22
	18.17



	9:4
	18.134



	9:12
	18.24



	9:18
	18.63



	10:24
	17.15



	10:36
	17.11



	10:43
	17.11, 17.35; 18.25, 18.27, 18.50, 18.59, 18.78



	11:18
	18.10, 18.11, 18.35, 18.42, 18.140



	12:23
	18.134



	13:32–33
	17.11



	13:38
	17.11; 18.111



	13:38–39
	17.51; 18.27



	13:46
	17.11, 17.43



	13:48
	17.45



	14:15
	18.40



	14:22
	17.24



	15:9
	18.81, 18.86, 18.130



	15:11
	17.15, 17.35, 17.62; 18.25, 18.133



	16
	18.100



	17:30
	18.15



	17:30–31
	18.137, 18.141



	19
	18.103



	19:4
	18.6, 18.42



	19:6
	18.24



	19:18
	18.113, 18.114



	20
	18.101



	20:20–21
	18.40



	20:21
	17.107, 17.108; 18.6, 18.10, 18.40, 18.42, 18.50



	20:24
	17.54



	20:27
	17.51; 18.133



	20:31
	18.100



	21:9
	17.102



	24:14–15
	17.34



	24:16
	17.100



	24:25
	17.20



	26
	18.27



	26:17–18
	18.35, 18.40



	26:18
	18.8, 18.11, 18.18, 18.27



	26:20
	18.8, 18.18, 18.27, 18.39, 18.40, 18.42, 18.53, 18.130



	26:22
	18.25, 18.27



	28:8
	18.24



	28:11
	17.73




Romans

17.105; 18.16





	1
	17.16, 17.56



	1–2
	17.20



	1:1–2
	17.6, 17.15



	1:2
	17.20, 17.38, 17.50



	1:2–3
	17.15



	1:2–4
	17.11



	1:3
	17.39



	1:5
	17.67



	1:16
	17.7, 17.11, 17.20, 17.47, 17.49, 17.55



	1:16–18
	17.20



	1:17
	17.15, 17.50, 17.63, 17.109



	1:18–19
	17.20



	2
	17.56



	2–3
	17.60



	2:4
	18.141



	2:4–5
	18.82, 18.141



	2:9
	17.55



	2:11
	18.15



	2:12
	17.20



	2:15
	17.54



	2:16
	17.6, 17.20



	3
	17.54; 18.40, 18.125



	3:8
	17.128



	3:12–18
	18.119



	3:19
	17.60



	3:20
	17.19, 17.20, 17.54, 17.107; 18.70, 18.73, 18.77



	3:20–22
	17.26



	3:21
	17.15, 17.20, 17.50, 17.55, 17.60, 17.109



	3:21–22
	17.11, 17.15, 17.35, 17.63



	3:22–23
	18.137



	3:24
	17.40; 18.119



	3:24–25
	18.128



	3:25
	18.130



	3:26
	17.11



	3:27
	17.15, 17.53, 17.54, 17.66, 17.100, 17.116



	3:28
	17.128; 18.93



	3:31
	17.19, 17.27, 17.53, 17.128



	4
	17.103; 18.121



	4:2
	17.100



	4:2–3
	17.35



	4:3
	18.78



	4:4
	17.100



	4:4–5
	17.15



	4:5
	17.45; 18.20



	4:6
	18.78, 18.85



	4:11
	17.13, 17.70; 18.29



	4:13
	17.15, 17.40, 17.62



	4:15
	17.1, 17.15, 17.20, 17.54, 17.64, 17.107; 18.70, 18.73, 18.78



	4:16
	17.41, 17.54, 17.129; 18.53, 18.106, 18.121



	4:23–24
	17.35



	4:23–25
	17.39



	5:1
	18.50, 18.88, 18.121



	5:5
	17.63



	5:8
	17.50, 17.113



	5:12
	18.137



	5:15
	17.26; 18.16



	5:20
	17.128; 18.16, 18.78, 18.95, 18.133



	5:21
	17.14



	6:4
	18.16



	6:14
	17.64



	6:19
	18.59



	7
	17.54



	7:6
	17.24



	7:7
	17.19, 17.81, 17.86; 18.70



	7:7–8
	17.64



	7:8
	18.70, 18.96



	7:9
	18.96



	7:11
	17.64



	7:12
	17.53



	7:13
	18.96



	7:14
	17.81, 17.100, 17.104; 18.121



	7:17
	17.100



	7:23
	17.100



	7:25
	17.22, 17.86



	8:1
	17.14



	8:1–2
	18.120



	8:2
	17.45, 17.53



	8:3
	17.40, 17.53, 17.55, 17.126



	8:5
	17.24



	8:12–13
	17.24



	8:13
	17.24



	8:14
	17.27



	8:16
	18.16



	8:17
	17.24



	8:32
	18.134



	8:34
	18.124



	9:7
	17.93



	10:3
	17.22



	10:4
	17.11, 17.14, 17.22, 17.45, 17.64, 17.125



	10:5
	17.15



	10:8
	17.11, 17.15, 17.28, 17.66



	10:14–15
	17.34



	10:15
	17.3



	10:17
	17.28, 17.33, 17.45, 17.49, 18.76



	10:18
	17.11



	11:6
	17.15, 17.26, 17.40; 18.20, 18.85, 18.88, 18.106



	11:29
	18.13



	12:6
	17.99, 17.104



	12:17
	17.77



	12:18–19
	17.77



	12:19
	17.77



	13:3–4
	17.77



	13:9
	17.68



	13:11
	17.38



	13:12
	17.25, 17.37



	15:4
	18.106



	15:8
	17.37, 17.50, 17.109



	15:16
	17.4



	16:25
	17.29, 17.45



	16:25–26
	17.11, 17.38, 17.54



	16:26
	17.67




1 Corinthians

17.48, 17.103; 18.125





	1:4
	18.134



	1:6
	17.11, 17.39



	1:13
	18.134



	1:18
	17.11, 17.39, 17.47



	1:21
	17.11, 17.46



	1:23
	17.46



	1:24
	17.50



	1:29
	17.100



	1:29–30
	17.11



	1:30
	17.111; 18.120



	2:1–2
	17.11



	2:4
	17.11



	2:7
	17.11



	2:7–8
	17.46



	2:11
	18.109



	2:14
	17.46



	4:1
	18.100, 18.111, 18.112



	4:4
	17.100



	4:5
	18.143



	4:11
	17.46



	4:13
	17.46



	5
	18.15



	5:5
	18.98, 18.128



	6:9–10
	18.119



	6:11
	18.119



	6:20
	17.40, 17.87, 17.101



	7
	17.95, 17.99



	7:1
	17.99



	7:2
	17.96, 17.99



	7:6
	18.134



	7:7
	17.96, 17.99



	7:8
	17.99



	7:9
	17.96, 17.99



	7:10
	18.103



	7:12
	18.103



	7:17
	17.99



	7:23
	17.87



	7:25
	17.96, 17.99, 17.103



	7:26
	17.96, 17.99



	7:27
	17.99



	7:28
	17.89, 17.99



	7:32
	17.99



	7:32–33
	17.96



	7:34
	17.99



	7:34–35
	17.99



	7:35
	17.89, 17.99



	7:40
	17.103



	8:4
	17.73



	9
	17.69, 17.100



	9:12
	17.100



	9:18
	17.83



	9:18–19
	17.100



	9:21
	17.69



	9:24
	17.24



	9:27
	18.127



	10:1
	17.126



	10:19
	17.73



	10:23
	17.100



	10:27–29
	17.73



	11
	18.125



	11:1
	17.98



	11:28
	18.127



	11:28–29
	18.100



	11:29
	18.125



	11:32
	18.71, 18.125



	11:34
	18.125



	12:4
	17.99



	13:3
	17.88, 17.97



	13:9
	17.87



	13:12
	17.87



	15:1–4
	17.11



	15:10
	17.104



	15:56
	17.107



	16:2
	17.102




2 Corinthians

18.133





	1:3
	18.45



	1:6
	18.134



	1:12
	17.100



	1:19–20
	17.11



	2:4
	18.45



	2:6
	17.11



	2:7
	18.98



	2:9
	17.11



	2:14–16
	17.11



	2:17
	18.133



	2:18
	17.11



	3
	17.16, 17.54, 17.56



	3:3
	17.122



	3:5
	17.26; 18.35



	3:6
	17.16, 17.56, 17.115



	3:6–9
	17.120



	3:6–11
	17.122



	3:7
	17.64; 18.78



	3:8
	17.45; 18.35



	3:13
	17.104



	3:14
	17.121



	4:3–4
	17.46



	4:5–6
	17.11



	4:6
	17.33



	4:17
	18.143



	5:15
	17.129



	5:17
	17.126



	5:18
	18.17, 18.111



	5:18–19
	17.14



	5:18–20
	17.11; 18.27



	5:19
	18.59, 18.114



	5:19–20
	18.114



	5:20
	18.35, 18.111, 18.141



	5:21
	17.14



	7
	18.3



	7:9
	18.45



	7:10
	17.114; 18.11, 18.34, 18.42, 18.45, 18.63



	7:11
	18.130



	8:13
	17.102



	8:18
	17.6



	9:7
	17.102



	11
	17.100



	11:2
	17.101



	11:8
	17.100



	11:12
	17.100



	12:11
	17.100



	12:13–14
	17.100



	12:15
	18.134



	12:16
	17.100



	13:5
	18.112




Galatians

18.27





	1:4
	17.11



	1:11–12
	17.11



	1:16
	17.11



	2
	17.52, 17.111; 18.117



	2:14
	17.11



	2:16
	17.11, 17.26; 18.73



	2:17
	17.64



	2:20
	17.11



	2:21
	18.59, 18.78



	3
	17.20, 17.23, 17.27, 17.54, 17.55, 17.56; 18.77



	3:2
	17.11, 17.15, 17.18, 17.27, 17.28, 17.45, 17.54, 17.62, 17.66; 18.81, 18.86



	3:5
	17.28, 17.45



	3:8
	17.11, 17.15



	3:10
	17.15, 17.91



	3:11–12
	17.13



	3:12
	17.7, 17.15, 17.22, 17.54, 17.60, 17.110



	3:13
	17.11, 17.14, 17.64; 18.119, 18.120



	3:14
	17.37



	3:16
	17.109



	3:18
	17.15, 17.40



	3:19
	17.122



	3:21
	17.53, 17.84



	3:22
	17.111



	3:24
	17.125



	4:4
	17.26, 17.124



	4:4–5
	17.29, 17.87



	4:5
	17.4, 17.64



	4:6
	17.14, 17.45



	4:19
	18.27



	4:24
	17.120, 17.121, 17.122



	4:24–25
	17.122



	4:26
	17.120, 17.122



	5:5
	17.14



	5:6
	17.27



	5:22
	18.130



	5:24
	18.51



	6
	17.69



	6:2
	17.69



	6:7
	18.112




Ephesians





	1:4–5
	17.11



	1:5
	17.14



	1:5–6
	17.51



	1:6
	17.13, 17.26



	1:7
	17.50



	1:9
	17.11



	1:11
	17.11



	1:12
	17.51



	1:13
	17.11, 17.45



	2:1
	18.35, 18.86



	2:5
	18.35



	2:8–9
	17.26, 17.93



	2:9
	17.100, 17.104



	2:10
	17.126



	2:17–19
	17.11



	3:4
	17.39



	3:4–5
	17.11, 17.38



	3:8
	17.11



	3:9
	17.29, 17.54



	3:10
	17.11, 17.50



	3:13
	18.134



	4:1
	18.130



	4:8
	17.3



	4:22–24
	17.25



	5:1
	17.98



	5:2
	18.72, 18.89



	5:8
	18.35



	5:9
	18.130



	5:14
	18.11



	5:31
	18.134



	5:32
	17.101



	6:15
	17.45




Philippians





	1:7
	18.134



	1:11
	18.130



	1:12
	18.134



	1:27
	17.27, 17.46; 18.130



	2
	18.134



	2:6–7
	17.129



	2:16
	17.45



	2:17
	18.134



	3:8–9
	17.100



	3:9
	17.111



	3:12
	17.84, 17.87




Colossians





	1:5
	17.11



	1:6
	17.32



	1:10
	18.130



	1:12–14
	17.11



	1:13
	17.4, 17.14



	1:19–20
	17.14



	1:23
	17.32



	1:24
	18.134



	1:26
	17.29, 17.54



	2:12–13
	18.11



	2:14
	18.119, 18.124



	2:15
	17.4



	2:17
	17.122



	2:23
	18.127



	3:9–10
	17.25



	3:13
	18.121




1 Thessalonians





	1:10
	17.20; 18.120



	2:12
	18.130




2 Thessalonians





	1:7–8
	17.46



	2:16
	17.45




1 Timothy

17.129





	1
	18.15



	1:9
	17.54, 17.55



	1:11
	17.105



	1:15
	17.11



	1:15–16
	18.144



	1:19
	18.13



	2:4
	17.41, 17.43



	2:4–6
	18.144



	2:5
	18.30, 18.119, 18.133



	2:6
	18.134



	4:1
	17.96



	4:6
	17.15, 17.45



	4:8
	17.60, 17.89



	4:16
	17.49; 18.112



	6:18
	17.102




2 Timothy





	1:1
	17.15, 17.37



	1:8–10
	17.11



	1:9
	17.29



	2:8
	17.6



	2:10
	18.134



	2:11–12
	17.24



	2:12
	18.13



	2:15
	17.52



	2:19
	18.11



	2:25–26
	18.11, 18.35



	2:26
	18.36



	4:7
	17.24




Titus





	1:2
	17.29



	1:2–3
	17.11



	2:8
	17.45



	2:14
	17.11, 17.24; 18.119



	3:4
	18.142



	3:4–8
	17.11



	3:5
	18.16



	3:6–7
	17.87




Philemon





	13
	17.46




Hebrews

17.67, 17.74; 18.7, 18.16, 18.113, 18.120





	1:1
	17.31



	1:3
	18.121, 18.124



	1:6
	18.16



	2:2
	17.67



	2:2–3
	17.67



	2:14
	18.120



	2:15
	18.134



	3:1–3
	17.67



	3:2–3
	17.67



	3:5–6
	17.67



	3:6
	18.112



	3:12–13
	18.142



	4:2
	17.33



	4:15–16
	18.128



	6
	18.16, 18.43



	6:1
	18.11



	6:4–5
	17.11



	6:4–6
	18.16



	6:5
	17.45



	6:6
	18.16



	6:9
	18.16



	6:16
	17.74



	7:18
	17.126



	7:19
	17.64



	7:22
	17.120, 17.122



	8:5–7
	17.120



	8:6
	17.122



	8:7
	17.126



	8:13
	17.120, 17.122, 17.126



	9
	18.119



	9:14
	18.119



	9:15
	17.122



	9:15–16
	17.120



	9:18–20
	17.120



	9:19
	18.16



	9:24
	18.16



	10
	18.16



	10:1
	17.122



	10:3
	18.16



	10:4
	17.64



	10:5
	17.3; 18.16



	10:9
	17.122



	10:14
	18.113, 18.119, 18.120



	10:16
	18.16



	10:26
	18.14



	10:26–31
	18.16



	11
	18.109



	11:1
	18.125



	11:4–40
	17.35



	11:6
	18.42, 18.76, 18.78



	11:21
	18.16



	12:7
	18.125



	12:17
	18.4, 18.7, 18.10, 18.17, 18.34



	12:24
	17.120; 18.133



	13:4
	17.94, 17.101



	13:8
	17.35, 17.62



	13:17
	17.67



	13:20
	17.120




James





	1:18
	17.45



	2:8
	17.24



	2:10
	17.112



	2:19
	18.48



	3:2
	18.15, 18.137



	3:17
	18.130



	4:14
	18.141



	5:1
	17.20



	5:16
	18.34, 18.98, 18.103, 18.114




1 Peter





	1:2
	17.67



	1:4
	17.45



	1:8–9
	17.11



	1:9
	17.51



	1:10
	17.35



	1:11
	17.30



	1:12
	17.11



	1:18–19
	18.119



	1:19
	17.40



	2:5
	18.113



	2:8
	17.46



	2:13–14
	17.77



	2:16
	17.128



	2:20–21
	17.46



	2:21
	17.98



	2:22–23
	17.98



	2:24
	18.119, 18.120



	3:10
	17.60



	3:13
	17.60



	3:21
	18.114



	4:17
	18.125




2 Peter





	1:11
	17.24



	2:3
	18.133



	2:22
	18.55



	3:9
	17.41; 18.6, 18.144




1 John

18.96





	1:7
	17.84; 18.92, 18.119



	1:8
	17.87; 18.103



	1:9
	17.24; 18.11, 18.31, 18.34, 18.63, 18.98, 18.99, 18.114



	1:10
	18.137



	2:1–2
	18.128



	2:2
	17.11, 17.41; 18.124, 18.130, 18.133, 18.134



	2:3
	17.24



	2:6
	17.98



	2:7
	17.68



	2:24–25
	17.11



	2:25
	17.15



	3:4
	17.20, 17.91; 18.124



	3:14
	18.91



	3:16
	17.88; 18.134



	3:17
	17.102



	3:19
	18.144



	3:21–22
	18.140



	3:23
	17.67



	3:23–24
	17.11



	4:9
	17.50



	4:10
	18.91



	4:11
	17.129



	4:14–15
	17.11



	4:16
	18.121, 18.144



	4:18
	17.87; 18.96



	5
	17.86



	5:3
	17.63, 17.86



	5:9
	17.11



	5:11–13
	17.11



	5:14
	18.31



	5:16
	18.16




2 John





	5
	17.68




Jude





	14–15
	17.20




Revelation

17.32, 17.101





	1:2
	17.11



	1:5
	17.66



	1:5–6
	17.11



	1:6
	18.113



	2:5
	18.6, 18.53, 18.82



	3:5
	17.24



	3:9
	18.35



	3:21
	17.24



	7
	17.101



	7:3
	17.101



	7:9
	17.101



	13:8
	17.35, 17.62; 18.25



	13:10
	17.77



	14:3–4
	17.101



	14:4
	17.101



	14:6
	17.20, 17.29, 17.35



	14:6–7
	17.32



	14:7
	17.20



	14:8
	17.101



	16:9
	18.141



	19:9
	17.20



	19:16
	17.66



	20:6
	18.11
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	Abbreviation
	Full Title



	AC
	Augsburg Confession



	ACW
	Ancient Christian Writers: The Works of the Fathers in Translation. Westminster, MD: Newman, 1946–89; New York: Paulist, 1990–



	AE
	Luther’s Works. American Edition. Vols. 1–30 edited by Jaroslav Pelikan. Vols. 56–75 edited by Christopher Boyd Brown and Benjamin T. G. Mayes. St. Louis: Concordia, 1955–. Vols. 31–55 edited by Helmut T. Lehmann. Philadelphia: Muhlenberg/Fortress, 1957–86



	ANF
	Ante-Nicene Fathers. Edited by A. Roberts. Reprint: Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1950–51



	Ap
	Apology of the Augsburg Confession



	BSLK
	Die Bekenntnisschriften der evangelisch-lutherischen Kirche. 12th edition. Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1998



	CCSL
	Corpus Christianorum: Series latina. Turnhout: Brepols, 1953–



	Chemnitz’s Works
	Martin Chemnitz. Chemnitz’s Works. 9 Volumes. St. Louis: Concordia, 2009–15.



	Concordia
	Concordia: The Lutheran Confessions. 2nd ed. Edited by Paul T. McCain et al. St. Louis: Concordia, 2006



	CR
	Corpus Reformatorum. Halle, Braunschweig, Berlin, 1834–



	CSEL
	Corpus scriptorum ecclesiasticorum latinorum. Vienna: Austrian Academy of Sciences, 1866–



	CWE
	Collected Works of Erasmus. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1974–



	E ex
	D. Martini Lutheri exegetica opera latina. Erlangae: sumtibus Caroli Heyderi, 1829–86



	FC
	The Fathers of the Church. Edited by R. J. Deferrari. New York, 1947ff.



	FC Ep
	Epitome of the Formula of Concord



	FC SD
	Solid Declaration of the Formula of Concord



	GCS
	Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller. Leipzig, 1897ff.



	KJV
	King James or Authorized Version of the Bible



	LCC
	Library of Christian Classics. Edited by J. Baillie, J. T. McNeill, H. P. van Dusen. Philadelphia, 1953ff.



	LCL
	Loeb Classical Library. London: Heinemann; Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1912–



	LFC
	Library of the Fathers of the Holy Catholic Church. Edited by Pusey, Ekble, and Newman. Oxford: John Henry Parker, 1800–1881



	LXX
	Septuagint



	NPNF1
	A Select Library of Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church. Series 1. 14 volumes. Edited by Ph. Schaff and H. Wace. Reprint, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1952



	NPNF2
	A Select Library of Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church. Series 2. 14 volumes. Edited by Ph. Schaff and H. Wace. Reprint, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1952



	PG
	Patrologiae cursus completus: Series graeca. Edited by J.-P. Migne. Paris: Migne, 1857–66



	PL
	Patrologiae cursus completus: Series latina. Edited by J.-P. Migne. Paris: Garnier, 1844–65



	SA
	Smalcald Articles



	SC
	Small Catechism



	SC
	Sources Chrétiennes. Edited by H. de Lubac and J. Daniélou. Paris, 1941ff.



	SCH
	Studies in Church History. London: Ecclesiastical History Society, 1964ff.



	Triglotta
	Triglot Concordia: The Symbolical Books of the Ev. Lutheran Church, German-Latin-English. St. Louis: Concordia, 1921



	Vg
	Latin Vulgate translation of the Bible



	WA
	D. Martin Luthers Werke: Kritische Gesamtausgabe. 73 volumes in 85. Weimar: Hermann Böhlau, 1883–



	WA Br
	D. Martin Luthers Werke: Briefwechsel. 18 volumes. Weimar: H. Böhlau, 1930–



	WA DB
	D. Martin Luthers Werke: Deutsche Bibel. 12 volumes in 15. Weimar: H. Böhlau, 1906–



	WSA
	The Works of Saint Augustine: A Translation for the 21st Century. Edited by J. E. Rotelle. New York: New City Press, 1990–








	ad object.
	to the objection



	art.
	article



	arts.
	articles



	bk.
	book



	c. or can.
	canon



	cf.
	confer



	ch.
	chapter



	chs.
	chapters



	class.
	class



	col.
	column



	cols.
	columns



	conc.
	conclusion



	d.
	died



	disp., disput., disputat.
	disputation



	dist. or distinct.
	distinction



	dub.
	doubt, dubitation



	f. or fol.
	folio



	ff. or fols.
	folios



	grav.
	gravamen (complaint)



	ibid.
	ibidem (in the same place)



	loc. cit.
	loco citato (in the aforementioned place)



	mend. or mendac.
	mendacium (lie)



	no.
	number



	op. cit.
	opere citato (in the aforementioned work)



	orat.
	oration



	pos.
	positio (proposition, thesis)



	prop.
	proposition



	reg.
	rule



	resp. or respons.
	response



	p.
	page



	pp.
	pages



	q..
	question



	qq.
	questions



	s.d.
	without a date



	sec. or sect.
	section



	ses. or sess.
	session



	s.l.
	without a place



	s.n.
	without a name



	s.v.
	under the word



	thes.
	thesis



	tom.
	tome



	tom. post.
	latter tome



	tract.
	treatise



	v.
	verse



	vv.
	verses



	vol.
	volume



	§
	paragraph



	§§
	paragraphs








Acosta (José de Acosta)

De procuranda Indorum salute • De natura novi orbis libri duo et de promulgatione Evangelii apud barbaros, sive de procuranda Indorum salute libri sex. Coloniae Agr.: Mylius; Birckmann, 1596





Admonitio Neostadiensis

[Zacharias Ursinus]. De Libro Concordiae quem vocant, A quibusdam Theologis, nomine quorundam Ordinum Augustanae Confessionis, edito, Admonitio Christiana, Scripta a Theologis et Ministris Ecclesiarum in ditione Illustrißimi Principis Iohannis Casimiri Palatini Rhenum Bauariae Ducis. Nevstadii In Palatinatv: Matthaeus Harnisch, 1581





Agricola, Johannes

De muliere peccatrice • Außlegung deß heiligen seligmachenden Evangelii von der armen geengsten und doch heiligen Büsserinnen Marien Magdalenen Luce 7. Franckfurt am Mayn: Rab, 1562





Albert the Great (Albertus Magnus)

Compendium theologiae veritatis • Compendium totius theologicae veritatis VII libris digestum. Lugduni: Rovillius, 1569





Alexander of Hales (Alexander Alesius, or Alexander ab Ales)

Sent. • Glossa in quatuor libros sententiarum Petri Lombardi. Quaracchi Florentiae: Coll. S. Bonaventurae, 1951–57





Alliaco, Petrus de. See d’Ailly, Pierre

Almainus, Jacobus (Jacques Almain)

Sent. • 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





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 • See Pauline Epistles

2 Corinthians • See Pauline Epistles

Ad virginem lapsam

De fuga seculi • De fuga saeculi (PL 14; CSEL 32) • Flight from the World (FC 65)

De Naboth. • De Nabuthe Jezraelita Liber Unus (PL 14)

De poenit. • De poenitentia libri duo (PL 16) • Concerning Repentance (NPNF2 10)

De poenit. unic. • De Poenitentia Liber Unus (PL 17:1059–94)

De Spiritu s. • De Spiritu Sancto (CSEL 79) • On the Holy Spirit (NPNF2 10)

Exhort. ad poenit. • De Poenitentia Liber Unus (PL 17:1059–94)?

Galatians • See Pauline Epistles

Letters • Epistulae (PL 16; 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

Offic. • De officiis Ministrorum Libri Tres (PL 16) • On the Duties of the Clergy (NPNF2 10)

Pauline Epistles • Ambrosiaster, Commentarius in epistulas Paulinas (CSEL 81/1–3) • Commentaries on Romans and 1–2 Corinthians. Translated by G. L. Bray. Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2009; Commentaries on Galatians–Philemon. Translated by G. L. Bray. Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2009

Prec. 2. praeparante ad missam • Precationes Duae Hactenius Ambrosio Attributae (PL 17:751–62)

Psalm 118 • Expositio Psalmi CXVIII (CSEL 52)

Romans • See Pauline Epistles

Sermon 45 de latrone





Angelus de Clavisio (Angelus Clavetus)

Summa angelica • See Summa casuum conscientiae

Summa casuum conscientiae • Summa Angelica de casibus conscientie. Nürnberg: Anton Koberger, 1492; Summa angelica de casibus Conscientialibus… Cum additionibus quam commodis… Iacobi Ungarelli… Novissime Vero Ab Innvmeris Erroribus tam in textu, quàm in allegationibus, & aliis annotationibus, cura ac industria D. Petri Vendramaeni, Veneti Iurisconsulti pristinae integritati restituta, Ac Decisionibus Sacrosancti Concilij Tridentini, nec non Catechismi, iuxtà materiarum exigentiam ab eodem aucta & decorata. Venetiis: Ad cadentis salamandrae insigne, 1578





Anselm of Canterbury

Collected works • Opera omnia quatuor tomis comprehensa. Cologne: Peter Cholinus, 1612

2 Corinthians • See Pauline Epistles

Cur Deus homo (PL 158) • “Cur Deus homo.” In Anselm, Basic Writings. Translated and edited by Thomas Williams. Indianapolis: Hackett, 2007

De concep. virg. • De Conceptu Virginali Et Originali Peccato (PL 158)

De miseria hominis • “De miseria hominis.” In Opuscula beati Anselmi archiepiscopi Cantuariensis ordinis Sancti Benedicti. [Basel: Johann Amerbach, not after 1497]

De simil. • Liber de similitudinibus: Accessit autoris Operi de excell. Mariae. Duacium, 1605

Enarr. evang. • Omnia D. Anselmi Cantuariensis Archiepiscopi Theologorum Omnium Sui Temporis Facile Principis opuscula: Cum luculentissimis eiusdem in aliquot euangelia enarrationibus. Venetiis: Signum Spei, 1549

Galatians • See Pauline Epistles

Hebrews • See Pauline Epistles

Lib. meditat. • Liber Meditationum et Orationum (PL 158) • St. Anselm’s Book of Meditations and Prayers. Pages 136–51. London: Burns & Oates, 1872

Pauline Epistles • In omnes Pauli Apostoli Epistolas enarrationes. Coloniae: Gennepaeum, 1545





Anselm of Laon (Anselmus Laudunensis)

Matthew • Enarrationes In Evangelium Matthaei (PL 162)





Antoninus of Florence (Antonio Pierozzi)

De confess. • Summa confessionalis. Lugduni: Boyerius, 1564

Summa theologica. Venetiis, 1487





Apol. Confess. Wirteberg. See Brenz, Johannes, Apolog. Confess. Wirtenberg.

Apology of the Augsburg Confession

Die Apologie des Augsburger Bekenntnisses (BSLK, pp. 139–404) • The Apology of the Augsburg Confession (Concordia, pp. 67–251)





Aquinas. See Thomas Aquinas

Arias Montanus, Benedictus (Benito Arias Montano)

Chaldaic paraphrase • Biblia Sacra hebraice, chaldaice, graece, et latine. Antwerp: Plantinus, 1569–72





Aristophanes

Plutus (LCL 180) • The Plutus (LCL 180)





Aristotle

Collected works • Operum… Graecè & Latinè. [Geneva:] Guillaume Laimarie, 1597

Analyt. • Organi… pars prima eaq. Analytica. Basel: Eusebius Episcopius, 1577 • Prior Analytics (LCL 325)





Arminius, Jacobus

Collected works • Opera Theologica. Leiden: Govert Basson, 1629

Disp. de legis et evang. comp. • Disputationum Theologicarum Quarto Repetitarum Decima–Septa De Legis & Evangelii comparatione. Lugduni Batavorum: Patius, 1605





Arndt, Johann

De vero Christianismo • Christianismvs genuinus: Ex S. S. Scriptvra, Vnici Nostri Salvatoris Vita; Interno Conscientiae, externoque Naturae testimonio repraesentatus. Strasbourg: Paul Ledertz, 1615; De vero Christianismo libri quatuor. Luneburg: J. H. Stern, 1625; Das erste [–vierte] Buch Vom wahren Christenthumb. Magdeburg: Francke, 1628 • True Christianity; Or, the Whole Economy of God towards Man, and the Whole Duty of Man, towards God. Translated by A. W. Boehm. Boston: Lincoln & Edmands, 1809





Asilus, Petrus

De tyrann. pontificum • Tyrannis Antichristi, Dn. Petri Asili, iureconsulti acutissimi, de Romanorum pontificum tyrannide et decretorum eorundem vanitate ac inutilitate, commentarius, ex sacris literis et jure canonico nervosè disputans, ad Antichristum cognoscendum perquam utilis ac necessarius. Francofurti [ad Moenum:] Peter Kopf, 1594





Augsburg Confession

Die Augsburgische Konfession (BSLK, pp. 31–137) • The Augsburg Confession (Concordia, pp. 27–63)





Augustine of Hippo

Collected works • Omnivm Opervm Primvs Tomvs [–Decimvs]. Paris: Claude Chevallon, 1531

1 John • In epistulam Joannis ad Parthos tractatus (SC 75) • Tractates on the First Letter of John (FC 92)

Ad Bonif. • Contra duas epistolas Pelagianorum, ad Bonifacium Romanae ecclesiae episcopum (PL 44) • A Treatise against Two Letters of the Pelagians (NPNF1 5)

Confess. • Confessiones (CCSL 27) • Confessions (NPNF1 1)

Contra Adimant. Manich. • Contra Adimantum Manichei discipulum (CSEL 25/1) • Against Adimantus, a Disciple of Mani (WSA 1/19)

Contra Donatistas • Contra Donatistas post conlationem (CSEL 53)

Contra Faustum Manichaeum (CSEL 25/1) • Against Faustus, a Manichee (NPNF1 4)

De C. D. • See De civitate Dei

De catechizandis rudibus (CCSL 46) • On the Instruction of Beginners (ACW 2)

De civitate Dei (CCSL 47–48) • The City of God (FC 8, 14, 24)

De consensu Evangelistarum (CSEL 43) • On Agreement among the Evangelists (NPNF1 6)

De doctrina Christiana (CCSL 32) • On Christian Teaching (WSA 1/11; NPNF1 2)

De dogmatibus ecclesiast. • 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 fide ad Petrum • See Fulgentius of Ruspe, De fide ad Petrum

De fide et operibus (CSEL 41) • On Faith and Works (ACW 48)

De gratia et libero arbitrio (PL 44) • On Grace and Free Will (FC 59; NPNF1 5)

De haeres. ad Quodvultdeum • De haeresibus (CCSL 46) • On Heresies (WSA 1/18)

De mend. ac cons. • De mendacio (CSEL 41) • On Lying (FC 16)

De moribus eccles. cathol. • De moribus ecclesiae catholicae et de moribus Manichaeorum (CSEL 90) • On the Catholic and the Manichean Ways of Life (NPNF1 4)

De natura et gratia (PL 44; CSEL 60) • On Nature and Grace (NPNF1 5)

De opere monachorum (CSEL 41) • On the Work of Monks (FC 16)

De peccat. merit. et remiss. • De peccatorum meritis et remissione et de baptismo parvulorum (PL 44; CSEL 60) • On the Merits and Forgiveness of Sins and on Infant Baptism (NPNF1 5)

De peccat. remis. et mer. • See De peccat. merit. et remiss.





Augustine of Hippo, cont.

De poenit. • Sermon 351 (PL 39:1535–49). Cf. S. Augustini Duo Ad pietatem & seriam pœnitentiam rectè tum docendam, tum agendam utilissimi Tractatus, Alter De Medicina Poenitentiæ, hujusque triplici genere… Alter De Vere Poenitentibus, eorumque qui in exitu vitae constituti sunt periculosa resipiscentia… Editi atque ex Scriptura, ipso Augustino alijsque antiquis Patribus, ut et recentioribus quibusdam Theologis, paulò prolixioribus Notis… pio studio illustrati A Johanne Latermanno. Francofurti: Gerlachius, 1652

De sancta virginitate (CSEL 41) • On Holy Virginity (FC 27)

De spiritu et litera • De spiritu et littera (CSEL 60) • On the Spirit and the Letter (LCC 8)

De Trinitate libri XV (CCSL 50, 50A) • The Trinity (NPNF1 3)

De vera et falsa poenitentia (PL 40)

Enarratio • See Psalms

Enchiridion ad Laurentium, de fide, spe et caritate (CCSL 46) • A Handbook on Faith, Hope, and Love (ACW 3)

Expos. inchoat. on Romans • Epistulae ad Romanos inchoata expositio (PL 35; CSEL 84) • Unfinished Commentary on the Letter to the Romans (WSA 1/17)

Homily 41 • Sermo 393 (PL 39:1713–15) (authenticity doubtful)

John • In Johannis evangelium tractatus (CCSL 36) • Tractates on the Gospel of John (NPNF11 4)

Letters • Epistulae (CCSL 34, 44, 57, 58, 88) • Epistles (NPNF11 1)

Meditat. • Meditationes, Soliloquia, Et Manuale. Cologne: Arnold Mylius, 1604 (PL 40) • The Meditations of St. Augustine, His Treatise of the Love of God, Soliloquies, and Manual. Translated by George Stanhope. London, 1818

Psalms • Enarrationes in Psalmos (CCSL 38–40) • Explanations of the Psalms (ACW 29–30)

Retract. • Retractiones (PL 32; CCSL 57) • Reconsiderations (FC 60)

Sermon 7 de temp. • Sermo 117* (PL 39 Appendix, cols. 1977–81)

Sermon 10 de verb. apost. • Sermo 176 (PL 38:949–53)

Sermon 15 de verb. apost. • Sermo 83 (PL 38:514–19)

Sermon 18 de verb. apost. • Sermo 88 (PL 38:539–53)

Sermon 16 de verb. Dom. • Sermo 158 (PL 38:862–67)

Sermon 141 de temp. • Sermo 231 (PL 38:1104–7)

Sermon de bapt. ad Neoph. • Sermo 272 (PL 38:1246–48)

Soliloq. • Meditationes, Soliloqvia, Et Manvale. Cologne: Arnold Mylius, 1604 (PL 32; CSEL 89) • The Soliloquies (NPNF1 7; FC 2)





Balduin, Friedrich

Romans • Catechesis Apostolica: hoc est, S. Apostoli Pauli Epistola Ad Romanos, Commentario perspicuo illustrata. Wittenberg, 1620; Commentarius In Omnes Epistolas Beati Apostoli Pauli, I. Ad Romanos.… Nec non XI. ad Hebræos. Francofvrti, 1654





Bandinus

Libr. 4 sententiarum • Bandini sententiarum theologicarum libri quattuor. Viennae Pannoniae, 1519





Barradius, Sebastianus (Sebastião Barradas)

Comment. in Concord. evang. • Commentaria in concordiam et historiam evangelicam. Moguntiae: Mylius, 1618

Conc. • See Comment in Concord. evang.

Concord. evangel. • See Comment in Concord. evang.

Luke • See Comment. in Concord. evang.





Bartholomaeus de Chaymis (Chaimis)

Interrogatorium S. Confessionale. Heidelberg: H. Knoblochtzer, [ca. 1480]





Basil of Caesarea

Collected works • Απαντα Τα… Βασιλειου… 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 (PG 29–32)





Basil of Caesarea, cont.

Conc. de baptism. • See Orat. exhortat. ad bapt.

Isaiah • Commentarius in Isaiam Prophetam (PG 30) • Commentary on the Prophet Isaiah. Translated by Nikolai A. Lipatov. Mandelbachtal: Ed. Cicero, 2001

Orat. exhortat. ad bapt. • Homilia 13, exhortatoria ad sanctum baptisma (PG 31:423–44)

Sermon de poenit.

Sermon Quod Deus non sit auctor mali • Homilia quod Deus non est malorum auctor (PG 31:329–54)





Basil the Great. See Basil of Caesarea

Bede (Beda Venerabilis)

Collected works • Opera… omnia. Cologne: Gymnich & Hierat, 1612

Ezra • In Esdram Et Nehemiam Prophetas Allegorica Expositio (PL 91)

John • In Joannis Evangelium Expositio (PL 92)

Luke • In Lucae evangelium expositio (PL 92)

Psalms • “Commentaria in Psalmos” in Opera Bedae Venerabilis Presbyteri Anglosaxonis: Viri In Divinis Atque Humanis literis exercitatissimi: omnia in octo Tomos distincta. Volume 8. Basileae: Herwagen, 1563; De Psalmorum Libro Exegesis (authorship uncertain) (PL 93)





Bellarmine, Robert (Roberto Bellarmino)

Collected works • Opera omnia: nunc postremo ab ipso authore recogn. et in 7 tomos distributa. Coloniae Agrippinae: Gualterus, 1617–20

Compend. theolog. • See Albert the Great Compendium theologiae veritatis

De amiss. grat. et stat. peccati • “De amissione gratiae et statu peccati,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De baptism. • “De Sacramento Baptismi,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De gratia et libero arbitrio • “De gratia et libero arbitrio,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De indulg. et jubil. • De indulgentiis, et jubileo libri duo. Coloniae: Antonius Hierat, 1599

De indulgent. • “Tractatus de indulgentiis,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De justificatione • “De iustificatione impii,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De laicis • “De laicis sive saecularibus,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De liber. arbit. • See De gratia et libero arbitrio

De matrim. • “De Sacramento Matrimonii,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De monachis • “De monachis,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De poenit. • “De poenitentia,” in Disputationes de controversiis	

De sacramentis in genere • “De Sacramentis in Genere,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De verbo Dei • “De Verbo Dei,” in Disputationes de controversiis

Disputationes de controversiis • Disputationum… De controversiis christianae fidei, adversus huius temporis haereticos opus. Ingolstadii: Adam Sartorius, 1601

Judic. de libro Concord. • Judicium de libro, quem lutherani vocant Concordiae. Ingolstadt: Sartorius, 1585





Benedictionale ecclesiae et dioecesis Ratisbonensis

Obsequiale sive benedictionale secundum consuetudinem ecclesie et dyocesis Ratisponensis. Nuremberg, 1491





Bernard of Clairvaux

Collected works • Opera… omnia. Basel: Johann Herwagen, 1552 (PL 182–85; Sancti Bernardi Opera. Edited by J. Leclercq. Romae: Ed. Cistercienses, 1957–98)

Annunt. • See De annunt. b. Mariae

De 7 panib. • Sermo 3 Dominica VII post Pentecostem (PL 183)

De annunt. b. Mariae • Sermones De Sanctis. In Festo Annuntiationis Beatae Mariae Virginis (PL 183)

De modo bene vivendi • Ad sororem modus bene vivendi. [Paris: J. Petit, 1514] (PL 184) • A compendius and a moche fruytefull treatyse of well livynge. Translated by Thomas Paynell. London: Th. Petyt, [1545]

De verb. Orig. • Sermo 34, de verbis Origenis in Levit. x, 9 (PL 183:630–34)





Bernard of Clairvaux, cont.

Medit. devotiss. • Meditationes Piissimae De Cognitione Humanae Conditionis (PL 184) • S. Bernard’s pious meditations: Written originally in the Latin tongue, and now translated into English, for the use and benefit of all serious Christians. Translated by R. Warren. London: N. Boddington, 1700

Psalm 31

Sermon 1 Epiphanius • Sermones De Tempore: In Epiphania Domini (PL 183)

Sermon 3 de annunt. • See De annunt. b. Mariae

Sermon 3 in die nat. • See Sermons in die natalis

Sermon 3 in natal. • See Sermons in die natalis

Sermon 3 in solenni Petri et Pauli • Sermones De Sanctis. In Festo SS. Petri Et Pauli Apostolorum (PL 183)

Sermon 5 in die natalis • See Sermons in die natalis

Sermon de tripl. custodia • Sermo 17, de triplici custodia, manus, linguae & cordis (PL 183:583–87)

Sermon de verb. Orig. • Sermo 34, de verbis Origenis in Levit. x, 9 (PL 183:630–34)

Sermons in die natalis • Sermones De Tempore: In Nativitate Domini (PL 183) • Sermons for Advent and the Christmas Season. Translated by I. Edmonds, W. M. Beckett, and C. Greenia. Edited by J. Leinenweber. Kalamazoo: Cistercian, 2007

Song of Songs • Sermones in Cantica canticorum (PL 183) • On the Song of Songs. Translated by Kilian Walsh. Kalamazoo: Cistercian, 1971–80

Super verba Ego vitis • Vitis Mystica, seu Tractatus de Passione Domini Super, Ego sum vitis vera (PL 184) • “Vitis mystica,” or, The True Vine: A Treatise on the Passion of Our Lord. Translated by W. R. Brownlow. London: R. Washbourne, 1873

Tract. de pass. Domini • See Super verba Ego vitis





Bertoldus Chiemensis (Berthold Pürstinger)

Onus ecclesiae. Landßhute: Weyssenburger, 1524





Beza, Theodore

Absters. calumniarum Heshusii • Dialogi Duo De Vera Communicatione corporis & sanguinis Domini, aduersus Tilemanni Heshusii somnia. His Accessit, Abstersio aliarum calumniarum quibus aspersus et Ioannes Caluinus ab eodam Heshusio. Perspicua explicatio controuersiae de Coena Domini. Geneva, 1561

Annot. • Annotationes maiores in novum DN. Nostri Iesu Christi Testamentum. In duas partes, quarum prior explicationem in quatuor Evangelistas et Acta Apostolorum: Posterior vero in Epistolas et Apocalypsin continet. 1594

Letters • Epistolarvm Theologicarum Theodori Bezæ Vezelii, Liber Vnvs. Genevae: Vignon, 1573

Luke • Annotationes maiores in novum DN. Nostri Iesu Christi Testamentum. In duas partes, quarum prior explicationem in quatuor Evangelistas et Acta Apostolorum: Posterior vero in Epistolas et Apocalypsin continet. 1594

Oper. theol. • Volvmen Tractationum Theologicarum, In Qvibvs Pleraqve Christiana Religionis dogmata aduersus haereses nostris temporibus renouatas solidè ex Verbo Dei defenduntur. Anchora: Vignon, 1576

Resp. ad colloq. Mompelg. • Ad Acta Colloqui Montisbelgardensis… Responsionis, Pars prior [–Altera]. Geneva: Jean LePreux, 1589





Biel, Gabriel

Sentent. • Collectorium circa quattuor libros sententiarum. Tübingen, 1501. Reprint, Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, [1973–92]





Bonaventure

Sent. • Prima [–Quarta] pars… librum Sententiarum. [1510]





Brantius, Bernhardus (Bernhard Brant)

Exam. apostasiae Cudsemii • Examen Quadripertitum: Apostasiae hoc est I. Epistolae ad D. Iohan. Rasfeldium. II. Apologiae ad Senatum Vvesaliensem. III. Epistolae ad D. Iohan. Brantium. IV. Tractatus de desperata Calvini causa M. Petri olim Samuelis Cudsemi. . . In quo Apostatarum huius temporis inanes praetextus ad vivum resecantur: & Sputa Evangelicis Ecclesiis adspersa deterguntur. Frankfurt am Main: Jonas Rosa, 1610





Brenz, Johannes

Collected works • Opervm. . . Tomus Primus [–Tertius, Sextus–Octavus]. Tübingen: Gruppenbach, 1576–90

Apolog. Confess. Wirtenberg. • Apologiae Confessionis Illustrissimi Principis ac Domini, D. Christophori ducis Vuirtenbergensis &c. Francoforti: Brubachius, 1555

Confess. Witebergens. • “Confessio Wirtembergica.” In Johannes Brenz. Opervm. . . Tomus Octauus. Jn Qvo Continentur Polemica Scripta Contra Petrum à Soto, & Sacramentarios. Tübingen: Georg Gruppenbach, 1590





Breviarium praedicatorum

Breviarium Predicatorum lectionibus per ferias refertum ac etiam cum quotionibus in margine psalmorum, hymnorum… nuperime figuris… impressum est. Venetiis: L. A. de Giunta, 1508





Brugensis, Franciscus Lucas. See Lucas Brugensis, Franciscus

Bucanus, Guilielmus (Guillaume Bucanus)

Instit. • 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.

Loci theol. • See Instit.

locus • See Instit.





Bucer, Martin

Luke • Enarrationes perpetuae in sacra quattuor evangelia. Strasbourg: Georg Ulricher, 1530





Bulla jubilaei anno 1600. See Bullarium Romanum

Bullarium Romanum

Flavius Cherubinus, ed. Canonici Compendium Bullarii… Ab Leone Primo Usque Ad Paulum V. 3 volumes. Venetiis: apud Antonium Pinellum, 1623





Burgensis, Paulus (Paulus de Burgos, Pablo de Santa María)

Addition. ad Lyram • Textus biblie: Cum glosa ordinaria, Nicolai de Lyra postilla, moralitatibus eiusdem, Pauli Burgensis additionibus, Matthie Thoring replicis. [Basileae]: Froben & Petri, 1506

Genesis • Textus biblie: Cum glosa ordinaria, Nicolai de Lyra postilla, moralitatibus eiusdem, Pauli Burgensis additionibus, Matthie Thoring replicis. [Basileae]: Froben & Petri, 1506





Cajetan, Thomas (Thomas de Vio Caietanus)

Collected works • Opuscula omnia Thomae de Vio Caietani. . . in tres distincta tomos. Lugduni, 1581

In Thom. • Summa Sacrae Theologiae:… Divo Thoma Aqvinate Doctore Angelico autore, in tres… partes… divisa… Thomae a Vio Caietani… commentariis illustrata. Lugduni: Iunta, 1562

Sent.

Tract. de contrit. • “De Attritione, & Contritione.” In Opuscula omnia Thomae de Vio Caietani. . . in tres distincta tomos. Volume 1. Lugduni, 1581





Calvin, John

Def. secund. contra Westphalum • Secunda Defensio Piae Et Orthodoxae De Sacramentis Fidei Contra Ioachimi Westphali calumnias. [Geneva:] 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. Translated by Henry Beveridge. 2 volumes. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2013





Canisius, Petrus

De virg. deipara • De Maria virgine incomparabili, et dei genitrice sacrosancta. Editio secunda. Ingolstadii, 1583





canon law. See Ius canonicum

Canus, Melchior (Melchior Cano)

Loci theologici • Locorum Theologicorum Libri duodecim. Coloniae Agripp.: apud haeredes Arnoldi Birckmunni, 1574





Cassander, Georgius

Consult. August. confess. • De Articvlis Religionis Inter Catholicos Et Protestantes Controversis Consvltatio. Coloniae: Aquensius, 1577





Cassian, John

Coll. • Conlationes XXIV (CSEL 13) • The Conferences (NPNF2 11)





Cassiodorus, Flavius Magnus Aurelius

Historia tripartita • Historiae Ecclesiasticae Qvam Tripartitam Vocant Libri XII. Frankfurt am Main: Feyerabend, 1588 (PL 69)

Psalms • In Psalterium expositio [Basel: Johann Amerbach, 1491] (CCSL 97–98)





Castro, Alphonsus de (Alfonso de Castro)

Adv. haeres. • Adversus omnes haereses libri XIV. Coloniae, 1549

Contra haeres. • See Adv. haeres.





Catalogus testium veritatis. See Flacius Illyricus, Matthias, Catalogus testium veritatis

Catech. Trident. See Catechismus Romanus

Cateches. Racoviens.

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. Translated by Thomas Rees. London: Longman, Hurst, 1818





Catechesis. See crypto-Calvinists of Wittenberg, Catechesis

Catechismus Romanus

Catechismvs Romanvs, Ex Decreto Concilii Tridentini… editus. Cologne: Peter von Brachel, 1611 • The Catechism of the Council of Trent. London: Baronius, 2006





Catharinus, Ambrosius (Lancelotto Politi)

200 errores • “De erroribus annotatis Caietani Commentarijs.” In John Eck, Enchiridion locorvm communium aduersus Lutherum, & alios hostes Ecclesiae. Coloniae: Borckmann, 1567; Annotationes in Commentaria Caietani. Lvgdvni: Bonhomme, 1542





Caus. recusati concilii Tridentini

Brevis Expositio causarum, ob quas orthodoxi germani concilium Tridentinum eiusque definitiones adhuc recusent: Unacum Protestatione nullitatum contra Concilium Trident. confirmata ex authenticis aliquot monumentis. Offenbachium, 1610





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





Centum gravamina nat. German. See Gravamina, Diet of Nuremberg, 1522

Cerem. pontif.

Pontificale romanum: ad omnes pontificias caeremonias, quibus nunc utitur sacrosancta Romana ecclesia, accommodatum. Venetiis: Iunta, 1572





Chaldaic paraphrase. See Arias Montanus, Benedictus; Fagius, Paul; Targum

Charlemagne (Carolus Magnus)

De imagin. • Opus contra synodum, quae in partibus Graeciae pro adorandis imaginibus stolide sive arrogantur gesta est: Item, Paulini Aquileiensis Episcopi adversus Felicem Urgelitanum, & Eliphandum Toletanum episcopos libellus. [Paris,] 1549 (PL 98)





Chemnitz, Martin

Evangelicae historiae harmonia • Libri Tres Harmoniae Evangelicae. Francofurti Ad Moenum: Porssius; Spiessius, 1608 • The Harmony of the Four Evangelists. Translated by Richard Dinda. Malone, TX: Center for the Study of Lutheran Orthodoxy, 2011–

Examen Concil. Trident. • Examinis Concilii Tridentini. . . opus integrum. Frankfurt am Main: s.n., 1599 • Examination of the Council of Trent. Translated by Fred Kramer. Chemnitz’s Works 1–4. St. Louis: Concordia, 1971–86

Harm. evangel. • See Evangelicae historiae harmonia

Judicium de controv. • 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 theologici

Loci theologici. Wittenberg: Meisnerus, Bergerus, Schûrerus, 1615 • Loci Theologici. Translated by J. A. O. Preus. Chemnitz’s Works 7–8. St. Louis: Concordia, 2009





Chromatius of Aquileia

Matthew • In V. & VI. caput Matthaei dissertatio, atque in eodem genere declamatio. Basileae: Adamus Petrus, 1528





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)

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)

Ad pop. Antioch. • Ad populum Antiochenum homiliae 21 (De statuis) (PG 49) • Homilies on the Statues (NPNF1 9)

De B. Philogonio • Oratio de b. Philogonio (PG 50)

De incompreh. Dei natura • Contra Anomoeos de incomprehensibili Dei natura homiliae (PG 48; SC 28) • On the Incomprehensible Nature of God (FC 72)

De Lazaro • Conciones VII de Lazaro (PG 48)

De poenitent. • Homiliae de paenitentia (PG 49)

Hebrews • In Epistulam ad Hebraeos argumentum et homiliae (PG 63) • Homilies on the Epistle to the Hebrews (NPNF1 14)

Homily de Philogonio • See De B. Philogonio

Homily de poenitent. et confess. • See De poenitent.

Hypomn. on Isaiah • See Isaiah

Isaiah • In Isaiam 1–8, 10 (PG 56)

John • In Iohannem homiliae 88 (PG 59) • Commentary on Saint John the Apostle and Evangelist (FC 33)

Letters • Epistolae (PG 52) • Letters (NPNF1 9, abridged)

Matth. imperf. oper. • Ps.-Chrysostom, Opus imperfectum in Matthaei evangelium; D. Joannis Chrysostomi Archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani Opera, quae hactenus versa sunt omnia. Volume 3: In quo Homiliae in Matthaeum & Joannem; praeterea Commentarij. . . in Matthaeum incerto autore. Basileae: Froben, 1530 (PG 56) • Incomplete Commentary on Matthew (Opus Imperfectum). Translated by James A. Kellerman. Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2010

Matthew • In Matthaeum homiliae (PG 57–58) • Homilies on the Gospel of St. Matthew (NPNF1 10)

Orat. quod unus et idem legislator

Psalm 50 • In psalmum 50 homiliae (PG 55)





Chrysostom (John Chrysostom), cont.

Romans • In Epistulam ad Romanos homiliae 32 (PG 59) • Homilies on Paul’s Epistle to the Romans (NPNF1 11)





Chytraeus, David

Leviticus • In Leviticvm, Sev Tertivm Librvm Mosis. Wittenberg: Johann Krafft, 1569





Cicero, Marcus Tullius

Collected works • Opera omnia, quae exstant [Tomus I–II]. Paris: Jacque Du Puis, 1566

Epist. ad Attic. • Ad Atticum (LCL 7, 8, 97) • Letters to Atticus (LCL 7, 8, 97)

Letters ad famil. • Letters ad familiares (LCL 205, 216, 230); M. Tulii Ciceronis Epistolarum libri sexdecim Vbertini Clerici Cresentinatis Ciceronis epistolas commentarii Martini Philetici in quasdam epistolas electas commentarii Georgi Merulae. . . in epistolam ad Lentulum Spintherem accurata interpraetatio Addita sunt etiam nonnulla alia loca in libro miscelanearum per Angelum Politianum interpraetata. Venice: Simone Bevilacqua, 1497





Clavisio (Clavisius). See Angelus de Clavisio

Clement VI, pope

jubilee bull • Cf. “Extravagantes Communes” 5.9.2. In Aemilius Friedberg, ed. Corpus Iuris Canonici, editio Lipsiensis secunda. Columns 1304–6 in volume 2. Graz: Akademische Druck- u. Verlagsanstalt, 1959 • “Unigenitus (1343).” Page 52 in Denis R. Janz, ed. A Reformation Reader: Primary Texts with Introductions. Minneapolis: Fortress, 1999





Clement VIII, pope

Bulla indictionis, 1600 • See Bullarium Romanum





Clement of Alexandria

Collected works • T. Flavii Clementis Alexandrini… opera omnia. Paris: Officina Nivelliana, 1612

Paedagog. • Παιδαγωγός (GCS 12) • The Instructor (ANF 2)

Stromat. • Stromata (SCH 30) • Carpets (ANF 2)





Cluniacensis, Petrus. See Petrus Cluniacensis

Compend. theol. verit. See Albert the Great, Compendium theologiae veritatis

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) • Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils. Edited by Norman P. Tanner. London: Sheed & Ward, 1990 (NPNF2 14)





Conradus de Lichtenau (Abbas Urspergensis)

Chron. • Conradi a Lichtenau abbatis Urspergensis chronicon absolutissimum a Nino Assyriorum rege usque ad tempora Friderici II. Imp. Quo omnes fere veteres, potissimum vero rerum Germanicarum et Gallorum historici continentur. Paraleipomena rerum memorabilium a Friderici II. usque ad Carlum V. Augustum, per studiosum historiam vinem candidum, magna diligentia et accuratione collecta. Basiliae: apud Petr. Pernam, 1569

Inst. • “Institutiones.” In Paulus Krueger and Theodor Mommsen, eds. Corpus Iuris Civilis. Volume 1: Institutiones, Digesta, editio stereotypa quinta decima. Berolini: apud Weidmannos, 1928

Novell. • “Novellae.” In Rudolfus Schoell and Guilelmus Kroll, eds. Corpus Iuris Civilis. Volume 3: Novellae, editio sexta lucis ope expressa. Berolini: apud Weidmannos, 1959





Costerus, Franciscus (François de Coster)

Enchiridion Controversiarum Praecipuarum Nostri Temporis, De Religione. Coloniae Agrippinae: Mylius, 1608





Council of Milevis. See Concil.

Council of Rome. See Concil.

Council of Trent

See Concil. • Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils. Edited by Norman P. Tanner. Volume 2. London: Sheed & Ward, 1990





Cramer, Daniel

Hortuli animae • Flores Fragrantissimi meditiationum precumque sacrarum: Ex Hortulo Animae Veteri. Hamburg: ex Bibliopolio Frobeniano, 1611





Crantzius, Albertus (Albertus Krantzius; Cranzius; Albert Kranz)

Histor. • Ecclesiastica Historia, Sive Metropolis. De primis Christianae religionis in Saxonia initijs, deque eius episcopis, & horum vita, moribus, studijs & factis. Jtem de aliarum nationum, regum & principum rebus gestis. Francofurti: Wechelus, Marnius & Aubrius, 1590





crypto-Calvinists of Wittenberg

Catechesis Continens Explicationem Simplicem Et Brevem, Decalogi: Symboli Apostolici: Orationis Dominicae: Doctrinae De Poenitentia Et De Sacramentis. Contextam ex Corpore Doctrinae Christianae, Quod Amplectuntur Ac tuentur Ecclesiae regionum Saxonicarum et Misnicarum… Edita In Academia Witebergensi: & accommodata ad usum Scholarum puerilium. Wittenberg: Johann Schwertel, 1571

theses





Cyprian (Thascius Caecilius Cyprianus)

Collected works • Opera… unà cum annotationunculis. Basel: Johann Froben, 1520

Ad Quirinum • Ad Quirinum: testimoniorum libri III (CSEL 3/1) • To Quirinus: Three Books of Testimonies (ANF 5)

Contra Demetr. • Liber ad Demetrianum (CSEL 3/1) • To Demetrian (ANF 5; FC 36)

De lapsis (PL 4) • On the Lapsed (ANF 5)

Letters • Epistolae (PL 4; CSEL 3/2) • (ANF 5)

Sermon de coena Domini • Coena (PL 4) (spurious)

Sermon de eleemosyn. • De opere et eleemosynis (CSEL 3, 1) • On Works and Alms (ANF 5)





Cyril of Alexandria

Collected works • Opera… In Tomos Qvinqve digesta. Basel, 1566

Isaiah • Commentarius in Isaiam prophetam (PG 70) • Commentary on Isaiah. Translated by R. C. Hill. Brookline, MA: Holy Cross Orthodox Press, 2008–

John • Commentarii in Iohannem (P. E. Pusey, ed. S. P. N. Cyrilli… in d. Joannis evangelium. Oxford, 1872) • Commentary on John. Translated by David R. Maxwell. Edited by Joel C. Elowsky. 2 volumes. Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2013–15

Leviticus • Eximii patris Cyrilli Alexandrini commentarii in Leuiticam: sexdecim libris digesti, In quibus uarios sacrificiorum antique legis ritus primum ad allegoricum sensum accommodat: ostendens omnes illos aliquod mysticum designasse/ quod in Christo completum est, Deinde uero eosdem/ ad sensum moralem et instituendam hominum uitam congruentissime applicat [Paris: Wolfgang Hopyl], 1514 (spurious)

Thesaurus • Thesaurus de sancta et consubstantiali Trinitate. In Opus… Thesaurus nuncupatus, quatuordecim libros complectens: et de consubstantialitate filii & spiritus sancti cum patre, contra hereticos luculentur disserens. [Paris: Wolfgang Hopyl], 1514 (PG 75)





d’Ailly, Pierre (Petrus de Alliaco, Petrus Aliacensis Cardinalis Cameracensis)

Sent. • Quaestiones super libros sententiarum cum quibusdam in fine adjunctis. Strasbourg, 1490; reprint, Frankfurt: Minerva, 1968





Damascenus (John of Damascus)

Collected works • Ιωαννου Του Δαμασκηνου Εργα… Ioannis Damasceni Opera Omnia… Item, Ioannis Cassiani eremitae non prorsus Dissimilis Argvmenti Libri Aliqvot. Basel: [Sixtus & Sebastian Henricpetri, 1575]

De orth. fid. • See Orth. fid.

Orth. fid. • Expositio fidei orthodoxae (PG 94) • Exposition of the Orthodox Faith (NPNF2 9; FC 37)





Danaeus, Lambertus (Lambert Daneau)

Collected works • Opuscula omnia theologica. Geneva: Eustathius Vignon, 1583

Isag. Christ. • Christianae Isagoges ad Christianorvm Theologorvm locos communes, libri II. Geneva: Vignon, 1586–88

Oper. • See Collected works





Daventria, Johannes à

Refutatio Augustanae confessionis • 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





Diet of Nuremberg, 1522. See Gravamina, Diet of Nuremberg, 1522

Dietrichstein, Franz von (Cardinal à Dietrichstein)

Liber confessionum • Beichtspiegel Und Warer Wegweiser/ Eine rechte heilsame Beicht anzustellen. 1607





Disputat. anno 1600. de indulgentiis habitam

Albert von Stinglhaim. Theologica Disputatio, De Indvlgentiis Ecclesiasticis In Alma Ingolstadiensi Academia Ad Pvblicam disputationem die Martij proposita. Ingolstadii: Angermayer, Eder, 1600





Disputationes Gissens.

Johannes Winckelmann and Balthasar Mentzer, eds. Disputationum Theologicarum, De Praecipuis Horum Temporum Controversiis, in Academia Giessena publicè habitarum, Tomus II. [–VII.]. Giessen: Nikolaus Hampel, 1609–20





Durandus de Sancto Porciano (Durand of Saint Pourçain)

Sent. • In Petri Lombardi sententias theologicas commentarium libri IV. Venetiis: Ex typogr. Guerraea, 1571





Eck, Johannes

preface to M. Bandinus, Libr. 4 sententiarum • See Bandinus, Libr. 4 sententiarum





Eckhard, Heinrich (Henricus Eckhartus, Eckhardi, Eckard)

De poen. • Dilucidatio controversiarum theologicarum de poenitentia et quaestionibus cognatis, theologiae studiosus in Academia Giessena publice proposita. Giessae: Casparus Chemlinus, 1610





Eisleben. See Agricola, Johannes

Eniedinus (György Enyedi)

Explicationes locorum Veteris & Novi Testamenti ex quibus Trinitatis dogma stabiliri solet (?)





Ephraem the Syrian (Ephraem Syrus)

Collected works • Sancti Ephraem Syri, Patris et Scriptoris Ecclesiae Antiqvissimi Et Dignissimi Opera Omnia: Quotquot in insignioribus Italiae Bibliothecis, praecipue Romanis, Graece inueniri potuerunt, in tres Tomos digesta. . . Nunc recèns. . . D. Doct. Gerardo Vossio, Editio secunda, priore auctior & accuratior. Cologne: Arnoldum Quentelium 1603

De compunct. cordis • De compunctione cordis. Freiburg: Kilian Fischer, 1490 (PG 86b)





Epiphanius of Salamis

Adv. Catharos • See Contra Octoaginta Haereses Opus, Panarium

Contra Catharos • See Contra Octoaginta Haereses Opus, Panarium

Contra Octoaginta Haereses Opus, Panarium, Sive Arcula, Aut Capsula Medica appellatum. Basel: Robert Winter, 1543 (PG 41–42) • The Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis. Translated by Frank Williams. Leiden: Brill, 1987, 1994

Haeres., Greek edition • Του Αγιου Επιφανιου Επισκοπου Κωνσταντειας Της Κυπρου, Κατα Αιρεσεων Ογδοηκοντα τὸ ἐπικληθὴν Πανάριον… D. Epiphanii Episcopi Constantiae Cypri, Contra Octoginta haereses Opus… Omnia graece conscripta, nuncque primùm in lucem edita. Basileae: [Ioannes Oporinus, 1544] • The Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis. Translated by Frank Williams. Leiden: Brill, 1987, 1994





Episcopius, Simon

Disp. • Collegivm Dispvtationvm Theologicarvm in Academiâ Leydensi privatim institutarum. Dordrecht: Jan Leendert Berewout, 1618





Episcopius, Simon, cont.

Disp. de conven. et discr. V. et N. T. • Disputatio theologica de convenientia et discrimine Veteris et Novi Testamenti. Lugduni Bat., 1616





Erasmus, Desiderius

2 Corinthians • In Epistolas Apostolicas Paraphrasis. Lyon: Sébastian Gryphius, 1544 • Paraphrases on the Epistles to the Corinthians, the Epistles to the Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, and Thessalonians (CWE 43)

Annotationes • In Novvm Testamentvm… Annotationes. Basel: Johann Froben, 1519 • Annotations on the New Testament (CWE 42–44)

Letter de concord. eccles. • Liber de sarcienda ecclesiæ concordia deque sedandis opinionum dißidijs, cum alijs nonnullis lectu dignis. Lipsiae: Faber, 1533 • (CWE 65)

Matthew • Tomus primus Paraphraseon Desiderati Erasmi. . . in novum Testamentum, videlicet in quatuor evangelia & Acta apostolorum, postremum ab autore. . . recognitus. Basileae: Froben, 1540 • Paraphrase on the Gospel of Matthew (CWE 45)





Et omnis utriusque sexus. See Omnis utriusque sexus

Eusebius of Caesarea (Eusebius Pamphili)

Collected works • Historiae Ecclesiasticae Scriptores Graeci, Nempe, Eusebii, cognomento Pamphili, Caesareae Palaestinae Episcopi, historiae Ecclesiasticae libri X; Eiusdem de vita Constantini Magni lib. IV. Constantini Magni oratis ad sanctorum coetum Eiusdem Eusebii oratio in laudem Constantini Magni… Nunc primùm Graecè in lucem missa. Socratis Scholastici Constantinopolitani historiae Eccles. lib. VII. Theodoriti Cyrensis Episcopi lib. V. Theodori Lectoris collectaneorum lib. II. Hermiae Sozomeni Salaminij lib. IX. Euagrij Scholastici Epiphanensis lib. VI. Graecolatine nunc primùm editi, ex interpretatione Joannis Christophorsoni. Coloniae Altobrogum, 1612

De demonstr. evang. • Demonstratio evangelica (GCS 23; PG 22) • The Proof of the Gospel. Translated by William John Ferrar. London: SPCK, 1920

De praepar. evangel. • De Evangelica praeparatione [Venice: Ottaviano Scoto II., 1500] (PG 21) • Preparation for the Gospel. Translated by Edwin Hamilton Gifford. Oxford: Clarendon, 1903

Demonstrat. evang. • See De demonstr. evang.

Hist. eccles. • Eusebii Pamphili, Ruffini, Socratis, Theodoriti, Sozomeni, Theodori, Evagrii, et Dorothei ecclesiastica historia, sex propè seculorum res gestas complectens. . . chronographia insuper & lectionis sacrae historiae luculenta methodo exornata. Basel: Episcopius, 1570; Eusebii Pamphili Episcopi Caesariae Palaestinae, Ecclesiasticae historiae lib. X, Wolfgango Musculo interprete. Basel: Froben et Episcopius, 1557; Historiae Ecclesiasticae libri decem, partim Ruffino in nouem prioribus libris, partim Ioanne Christophorsono, libri ultimi, interpret. Basileae: Petrinus, 1579 (GCS 9) • The Ecclesiastical History (FC 19)





Fabricius, Guido (Gui le Fèvre de la Boderie)

Lexicon Syro-Chaldaicum • Dictionarium Syro-Chaldaicum. Antverpiae: Plantin, 1572





Fabricius Leodius, Andreas (André Lefèvre)

Harmon. • Harmonia Confessionis Augustanae, Doctrinae Evangelicae Consensum Declarans. Coloniae: Cholinus, 1587





Fagius, Paul

Chaldaic paraphrase • Thargum, hoc est, paraphrasis Onkeli Chaldaica in Sacra Biblia. Argentorati: Machaeropoeus, 1546

Paraph. Chald. • See Chaldaic paraphrase





Fascic. temp. See Pistorius, Johann, Fascic. temp.

Felinus. See Sandeus, Felinus

Flacius Illyricus, Matthias

Catalogus testium veritatis • Catalogus testium veritatis, qui ante nostram aetatem, Pontificum Romanorum Primatui variisque Papismi superstitionibus, erroribus, ac impiis fraudibus reclamarunt:… Acc. appendix rerum & testimoniorum insignium ab anno 1517. ad annum 1600. Nova editio. [Geneva:] Stoer & Chouet, 1608





Flacius Illyricus, Matthias, cont.

Clavis • 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

De dissens. pontif. • De sectis, dissensionibus, contradictionibus et confusionibus doctrinae, religionis, scriptorum & doctorum pontificiorum liber. Basel: Paul Queck, 1565





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, pp. 772–1103) • The Formula of Concord (Concordia, pp. 503–619)





Förner, Friedrich

Vom Ablasz und Jubeljahr • Vom Ablaß und Jubeljar Orthodoxischer und Summarischer Bericht In welchem nicht allein auß H. Göttlicher der H. Vätter vnd Kirchenlehrer Schrifften, auch allgemeinen Concilien vnd andern vil mehr Beweisungen, wider der Lutheraner vnnd Caluinisten falsch erdichte Calumnien mit sattem. . . Grund der Wahrhait vnwidertreiblich behauptet. . . wirdt, Sonder auch die meiste zweifelhafftige Fragpuncten… erläutert seynd. Ingolstatt: Angermayer, 1599

Vom Jubeljahr • See Vom Ablasz und Jubeljahr





Förster, Johann (Forsterus)

Lexicon • Dictionarium Hebraicum novum. Basileae: Froben, 1564





Fricius Modrevius, Andreas (Andrzej Frycz Modrzewski)

De eccles. • Commentariorum de Republica emendada Libri quinque: Quorum Primvs, De Moribvs. Secvndvs, De Legibvs. Tertivs, De Bello. Qvartvs, De Ecclesia. Qvintvs, De Schola… (additi sunt, Dialogi De Vtraqve Specie Coenae Domini Dvo). Basel: Oporinus, Johann, 1554





Fulgentius of Ruspe

Collected Works • Opera B. Fvlgentii Aphri… Item Opera Maxentii. Hagenau: Koberger, 1520

Ad Monimum (CCSL 91) • To Monimus (FC 95)

De fide ad Petrum (PL 65) • To Peter, on the Faith (FC 95)

Letters • Epistolae (PL 65; CCSL 91) • Letters 1–14 in Fulgentius: Selected Works (FC 95); Letters 15, 16, and 17 in Fulgentius and the Scythian Monks: Correspondence on Christology and Grace (FC 126)





Funccius, Johannes (Johann Funck)

Chronologia: Hoc est, Omnivm Temporvm Et Annorvm Ab Initio Mvndi, Vsqve Ad Annvm A Nato Christo M.D.LII. in prima editione ab autore deducta: Post ab eodem recognita, aucta, & in annum 1566. Indeque tandem ab alijs in hunc vsque annum praesentem 1578. producta Compvtatio. Wittenberg: Matthäus Welack, 1578

Revelation • Apocalypsis. Der Offenbarung/ Künfftiger geschicht Johannis/ Von widerwertigkeit vnd verfolgung der waren Christlichen Kirchen/ sind der Apostel zeit/ bis an der welt ende/ Auslegung. [Schleusingen: Hamsing,] 1558





Garthius, Helvicus

Disput. de discr. legis et evangelii held at Tübingen in 1602 • Disputatio Theologica De Discrimine Legis Et Evangelii. Contra imposturas & errores Iesuitae Roberti Bellarmini, Tom. 3. Contr. lib. 4. De Iustificatione, cap. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5.… Sub Praesidio… Stephani Gerlachii… proponit M. Helvicus Garthius. Tubingae: Georgius Gruppenbachius, 1602





Gastius, Johannes (Johann Gast)

Memorab. • Florilegium historicum apophtegmatibus, sententijs selectis, venustè dictis, salibus, jocis, ac varijs omnino memorabilibus historijs, antiquis & recentibus, ex varijs autoribus collectis, refertum. Basileae: Impensis Ludovici Regis, 1608





Gaudensis, Magdalius Jacobus

Comm. hist. pass. • Passio domini nostri Jesu Christi cum sermone eiusdem post cenam habito: ex quattuor Euangelisti. 1516





Geiler von Kaisersberg, Johann (Johannes Geyler Keisersbergius)

De micis





Geiler von Kaisersberg, Johann (Johannes Geyler Keisersbergius), cont.

Von dem Beichtweh • (Die aeltesten Schriften Geilers von Kaysersberg XXI Artikel, Briefe, Todtenbüchlein, Beichtspiegel, Seelenheil, Sendtbrieff, Bilger. Edited by L. Dacheux. Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1882)





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





Gerhard, Johann

Enchiridion consolatorium morti ac tentationibus in agone mortis opponendum. Jena: Typis & sumtibus Tobiae Steinmanni, 1611 • Handbook of Consolations: For the Fears and Trials That Oppress Us in the Stuggle with Death. Translated by Carl Beckwith. Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2009

Postilla: Das ist/ Erklärung der Sontäglichen und fürnehmesten Fest-Euangelien/ uber das gantze Jahr. Jena: Steinmann, 1613 • Postilla: An Explanation of the Sunday and Most Important Festival Gospels of the Whole Year. Translated by Elmer M. Hohle. 2 volumes. Malone, TX: Center for the Study of Lutheran Orthodoxy, 2003; Postille: Sunday and Main Festival Gospels, Parts III and IV. Translated by Elmer M. Hohle. Fort Wayne, IN: Lutheran Legacy, 2012





Gerlach, Stephanus (Gerlachius)

Disputationes • Tomus prior [–posterior] Disputationum Theologicarum, De Praecipuis Horum Temporum controversijs. Tübingen/Frankfurt am Main: Johann Berner, 1610





German postil for the Third Sunday after Trinity. See Gerhard, Johann, Postilla

Gerson, Jean

Collected works • Prima [–quarta] pars [operum]Joannis Gersonis. Paris: Jean Petit & François Regnault, 1521 (Palémon Glorieux, ed. Jean Gerson Oeuvres Complètes. 10 volumes. [Paris: Desclée & Cie, 1960–73])

De remed. contra pusill. • Tractatulus de remediis contra pusillanimitatem [Cologne, 1472]





Gesner, Salomon

Genesis • Genesis Sive Primus Liber Moysis, Disputationibus XXXVIII. breviter comprehensus, & collatis diversorum inter se Patrum sententijs, orthodoxè explicatus, ut praecipuae quaestiones distinctè sint tractatae & declaratae. Wittenberg: Zacharias Schürer, 1604





Glossa interlinearis

Biblia latina cum Glossis, interlineari et ordinaria, Nic. Lyrani Postilla et Moralitatibus, Burgensis additionibus et Thoringi Replicis. Lugduni, 1545





Glossa juris canonica. See Ius canonicum, Gregorian edition

Glossa marg. See Glossa interlinearis

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]





Gorranus, Nicholas

Matthew • Commentaria in quatuor evangelia. Colonia, 1537





Granatensis, Ludovicus (Luis de Granada)

Conc. 1 • See Conciones

Conc. 1. Pasch. • See Conciones

Conciones • Conciones R. P. Fr. Ludovici Granatensis quae extant de tempore et sanctis. Lugduni: Villeneufue, 1598

Dom. 11. post Pentec. • See Conciones

Memoriale vitae Christian. • Memoriale Christianae Vitae. Coloniae: Quentel, 1598





Gratian (Gratianus de Clusio)

De poenit. • See Ius canonicum, De poenit.





Gravamina, Diet of Nuremberg, 1522

In Hoc Libello Pontificii Oratoris continetur legatio, in conuentu Norembergensi, Anno M.D.xxij. inchoato, sequenti vero finito, exposita, vna cum instructione ab eodem legato consignata: nec non responsione Caesareae Maiestatis, ac reliquorum Principum & Procerum nomine reddita. Insunt & grauamina Germanicae nationis. Nürnberg: Peypus, Friedrich, 1523





Gregorius de Valentia. See Valentia, Gregorius de

Gregory I (“The Great”), pope

Collected works • Opera… In Tomos Sex Distributa. Paris, 1605

Ezekiel • Homiliarum in Ezechielum prophetam libri duo (PL 76) • The Homilies of St. Gregory the Great on the Book of the Prophet Ezekiel. Translated by Theodosia Gray. Etna, CA: Center for Traditionalist Orthodox Studies, 1990

Homilies in evangel. • Homiliae xl in Euangelia (PL 76) • Forty Gospel Homilies. Kalamazoo, MI: Cistercian, 1990

Homily 26 in evang. • See Homilies in evangel.

Homily 33 in evang. • See Homilies in evangel.

Job • Expositio in Librum Job, sive Moralium libri XXV (PL 75) • Morals on the Book of Job (LFC 18, 21, 23, 31)

Kings • In Librum Primum Regum Variarum Expositionum Libri Sex (PL 79)





Gregory Nazianzen (of Nazianzus). See Nazianzen, Gregory

Gregory of Nyssa

Collected works • Opera. Basel: Episcopius, 1571 (PG 44–46)

De orat. • De oratione Domini orationes V (PG 44) • On the Lord’s Prayer (ACW 18)





Gretserus, Jacobus (Jakob Gretzer)

Hyperasp. • Controuersiarum Roberti Bellarmini. . . Defensio. Tomus Primus de Verbo Dei. Ingoldstadt: Adam Sartorius, 1609

Virgidemia Volciana. Ingolstadii: ex typographeo Adami Sartorii, 1608





Grynaeus, Johann Jakob

Disput. Heidelb. • De Eucharistica Controversia, Capita Doctrinae Theologicae. Heidelberg: Jakob Müller, 1584

Disput. theolog. • Theologica Theoremata Et Problemata, De Qvibvs In Inclyta Basiliensi Academia Eyzetereis institutæ fuerunt. Basileae: Henricpetri, 1588–90

Praef. theor. theol. ad Joachim. a Berga • See Disput. Heidelb.





Guaguinus, Alexander

Descriptio • Omnium regionum Moscoviae descriptio. Francofurti: Wechel, Marnius & Aubrius, 1600





Guillermus

Sermon in festo nativ.





Haereseolog.

Haereseologia, hoc est, Opus Veterum tam Graecorum quàm Latinorum Theologorum, per quos omnes, quae per Catholicam Christi Ecclesiam grassatae sunt, haereses confutantur, et summa omnia Theologiae capita quaestionesque de Trinitate, Prouidentia Dei, Creatione mundi,. . . & reliqui communes, quos tota Theologia tractat, loci, explicantur. Basel: Peter Heinrich, 1556





Haeresiol. See Haereseolog.

Haymo of Halberstadt (Haimo Halberstadiensis)

Collected works • Haymonis Halberstatensis episcopi opera omnia. Paris, 1852

Galatians • See Pauline Epistles

Pauline Epistles • In diui Pauli epistolas cum breuis tum perlucida expositio. Strasbourg: Reinhard Beck, 1519

Song of Songs • In XII. prophetas minores enarratio eiusdem in Cantica Canticorum commentarius. Coloniae: Ceruicorni, 1529 (PL 117)





Heilbrunner, Jakob

Papatus • Vncatholisch Pabstumb/ Das ist: Gründtliche Augenscheinliche Erweisung auß GOttes Wort/ dann auch auß den alten Patribus, Concilijs, Kirchenhistorijs, theyls auß dem Iure Canonico, daß die Päbstische Lehre vnd vermeinte GOttesdienst/ mit nichten: Hingegen aber die Euangelische Religion Augsp. Confession, gut Catholisch/ Christlich vnnd Apostolisch sey. Jnn XX. Hauptartickel/ welche dem Bayrischen Gegentheyl zur Disputation anfangs vorgeschlagen/ abgetheylt. An statt einer Continuation deß mit demselben zu Regenspurg Anno Domini 1601. gehaltnen Colloquij. Jm Namen der PfaltzNewburgischen/ auch mit approbation vnd Vorreden der ChurSächsischen vnd Würtembergischen Theologen. Lauingen: Jakob Winter, 1609; Duae epistolae de papatu minime catholico. 1615





Hemmingius, Nicolaus (Niels Hemmingsen)

Syntag. volum. theol. • Syntagma institutionum christianarum, perspicuis assertionibus ex doctrina Prophetica & Apostolica congestis, (plerisque propositis & disputatis in Academia Hafniensi) comprehensum. Hafniae: Kaus, Vinitor, 1574





Hesshusius, Tilemann (Heshusius)

1 Corinthians • Explicatio Prioris Epistolae Pavli Ad Corinthios. Ienae: Geranus, 1573

Examen • Examen theologicum: Continens praecipuos locos doctrinae christianae auctum et nunc denuo recognitum. Helmstadii: Lucius, 1587





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)

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

See also Cassiodorus, Historiae tripartita





Hoffmann, Christopher

Commentar. de poenitentia • De poenitentia commentariorum libri tres. Halae Suevorum: Petri Brubachii, 1540





Hollen, Godescalcus (Holem)

Sermons • Sermonum opus exquisitissimum ob sui deviotionem… super epistolas dominicarum per anni circulum. Augsburg: Rynman, 1517





Homer

Iliad • Ἰλιάδος (LCL 170–71) • The Iliad (LCL 170–71)

Odyss. • Odyssea (LCL 104–5) • The Odyssey (LCL 104–5)





Horae B. Mariae Virg. ad usum Sarisbur.

Horé beate marie virginis: secundum vsum insignis ecclesie Sarum. Rothomagi: per Robertum Valentinum, 1555





Hortulus animae, Dillingen edition

Hortulus anime cum alijs quamplurimis orationibus pristine impressioni superadditis. Lugduni: Koberger, 1517





Hugh of St. Victor (Hugo de Sancto Victore)

De myst. eccles. • Speculum de mysteriis ecclesiae (PL 177)

De sacram. • Tractatus… de sacramentis libri duo. Venetiis: Benedicti Fontanae, 1506 (PL 176) • On the Sacraments of the Christian Faith. Translated by Roy Deferrari. Cambridge, MA: Mediaeval Academy of America, 1951





Ignatius of Antioch (Ignatius the Martyr)

Ad Philadelph. • (Joseph Barber Lightfoot and J. R. Harmer, eds. The Apostolic Fathers. London: Macmillan, 1893) • Epistle to the Philadelphians (ACW 1); “Epistle to the Philadelphians.” In The Apostolic Fathers: Greek Texts and English Translations. Translated by Michael W. Holmes. Grand Rapids: Baker, 2008

Letter 3 ad Magnesianos • (Joseph Barber Lightfoot and J. R. Harmer, eds. The Apostolic Fathers. London: Macmillan, 1893) • Epistle to the Magnesians (ACW 1); “Epistle to the Magnesians.” In The Apostolic Fathers: Greek Texts and English Translations. Translated by Michael W. Holmes. Grand Rapids: Baker, 2008

Letter 6 • (Joseph Barber Lightfoot and J. R. Harmer, eds. The Apostolic Fathers. London: Macmillan, 1893) • Epistle to the Magnesians (ACW 1); “Epistle to the Magnesians.” In The Apostolic Fathers: Greek Texts and English Translations. Translated by Michael W. Holmes. Grand Rapids: Baker, 2008





Index expurgat.

Index expvrgatorivs librorvm qvi hoc saecvlo prodiervnt, vel doctrinae non sanae erroribus inspersis, vel inutilis & offensivae maledicentiae fellibus permixtis, iuxta sacri Concilij Tridentini decretum. [Strasbourg:] Zetzner, 1599; Index librorvm prohibitorvm. Bologna: Giovanni Rossi, 1564





Irenaeus

Adv. haeres. • See Contra haereses

Contra haereses • Libri quinque Aduersus portentosas haereses Valentini & aliorum, accuratius quàm antehac emendati, additis Graecis quae reperiri potuerunt. Geneva: Jean LePreux & Jean Petit, 1570; Adversus haereses (PG 7) • Against Heresies (ANF 1)





Isidore of Pelusium (Isidorus Pelusiota)

Letters • Εἰς τὴν ἑρμενείαν τῆς θείας γραφῆς Ἐπιστολων Βιβλια Τεσσαρα… De interpretatione diuinae Scripturae Epistolarum Libri IV. Edited by Konrad Rittershausen. [Heidelberg]: Commelinus, 1606 (PG 78, 84)





Isidore of Seville (Isidorus Hispalensis)

De summo bon o • De Summo Bono Lib. III. Paris: Jean de Roigny, 1538

Etymologiarum sive Originum libri xx (PL 82) • The Etymologies of Isidore of Seville. Translated by S. A. Barney et al. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006





Issa (rabbi)

Song of Songs





Ius canonicum

6. • “Liber Sextus Bonifacii.” In Aemilius Friedberg, ed. Corpus Iuris Canonici, editio Lipsiensis secunda. Volume 2. Graz: Akademische Druck- u. Verlagsanstalt, 1959

De poenit. • “Decretum Gratiani,” secunda pars, causa 33, quaestio 3. In Aemilius Friedberg, ed. Corpus Iuris Canonici, editio Lipsiensis secunda. Columns 1159–247 in volume 1. Graz: Akademische Druck-u. Verlagsanstalt, 1959

Decreta scriptorum ecclesiasticorum, conciliorum, et Romanorum pontificum. Lyon: Guillaume Rouillé, 1555; Decretorum collectanea ex varia copiosáque scriptorum ecclesiasticorum, tum vetustate, cùm eruditione vitaeque sanctimonia maximè insignium, receptorum videlicet, Pontificum item Romanorum, Conciliorum oecumenicorum denique supellectile. . . in gratiam rei ecclesiasticae concinnata, ac suis classibus distincta. [Paris]: Claude Chevallon Witwe, Guillaume Desbois, & Charles Guillard, 1552; Decretum Gratiani emendatum et notationibus illustratum. Vnà cum glossis, Gregorii XIII. Pont. Max. iussu editum. Romae in Aedibus Populi Romani, 1584

Friedberg edition • Aemilius Friedberg, ed. Corpus Iuris Canonici, editio Lipsiensis secunda. 2 volumes. Graz: Akademische Druck- u. Verlagsanstalt, 1959

Gloss. • See Gregorian edition

Gregorian edition • Decretvm Gratiani Emendatvm Et Notationibvs Illvstratvm Vnà cum glossis, Gregorii XIII. Pont. Max. iussu editum. Romae: In Aedibus Populi Romani, 1582; Decretales D. Gregorii Papae IX. Svae Integritati Vna Cvm Glossis Restitvtae. Cum priuilegio Gregorii XIII. Pont. Max. & aliorum Principum. Romae: In aedibus Populi Romani, 1582





Jacobus de Voragine

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)

Collected works • Operum, tomi I. II. III. continentes. . . epistolas, et libros contra haereticos; ex antiqvissimis exemplaribvs, opera, ac stvdio Mariani Victorii… emendati, argvmentis et scholiis illvstrati. Cologne: Anton Hierat, 1616 (PL 22–30)

Advers. Pelag. • See Dial. advers. Pelag.

Dial. advers. Pelag. • Dialogi contra Pelagianos libri iii (PL 23) • Against the Pelagians (NPNF2 6)

Eccles. • Commentarius in Ecclesiasten (CCSL 72)

Isaiah • Commentarii in Isaiam (CCSL 73–73A)

Letters • Epistolae (CSEL 54–56) • The Letters of St. Jerome (NPNF2 6)

Matthew • Commentarii in Euangelium Matthaei (PL 26) • Commentary on Matthew (FC 117)

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); Liber De Expositione Psalmorum (PL 26); Breviarium In Psalmos (PL 26)





John Cassian. See Cassian, John

John Chrysostom. See Chrysostom

John of Damascus. See Damascenus

John of Salisbury (Johannes Sarisberiensis)

Polycraticum • Policraticvs: sive De nugis Curialium, & vestigiis Philosophorum libri octo. Lugduni Batavorum: Raphelengius, 1595 • Policraticus: Of the Frivolities of Courtiers and the Footprints of Philosophers. Translated by Cary J. Nederman. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995





Jonathan the Chaldean. See Targum

Josephus, Flavius

Antiq. • 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 (LCL 242) • Jewish Antiquities (LCL 242)





Jud, Leo

Bible • Leo Jud, Theodor Bibliander, Petrus Cholinus, Heinrich Bullinger, Conrad Pellicanus. Biblia Sacrosancta Testamenti Veteris & Noui: è sacra Hebraeorum lingua Graecorúmque fontibus, consultis simul orthodoxis interpretib. religiosissime translata in sermonem Latinum. s. l., 1543





Jungius, Hadrianus

De doctr. et moribus evang. • Synopsis Novi Evangelii. Seu De Doctrina, Moribus, Fructibus, Characteribus, Et Horrendis Atque Implacabilibus in Religione dissidiis Sectariorum huius temporis, qui dici volunt Evangelici. Posnaniae, 1595





Junius, Franciscus, and Tremellius, Immanuel

Bible • Franciscus Junius and Immanuel Tremellius. Testamenti Veteris Bibli Sacra: sive Libri Canonici Priscae Judaeorum Ecclesiae A Deo Traditi, Latini recens ex Hebraeo facti, brevibúsque 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 Ευρισκομενα… Opera Qvae Vndeqvaque Inveniri Potvervnt. [Heidelberg]: Hieronymus Commelinus, 1593

Apol. 2 • Apologia II (Basil Gildersleeve, ed. The Apologies of Justin Martyr. [New York, 1904]) • Second Apology (ANF 1)





Justin Martyr, cont.

Dial. cum Tryph. • Dialogus cum Tryphone (Georges Archambault, ed. Dialogue avec Tryphon. Paris, 1909) • Dialogue with Trypho (ANF 1)

QQ. et resp. ad orthod. • See Quaest. orthod.

Quaest. orthod. • Ps.-Justin, Quaestiones Graecorum ad Christianos (PG 6)





Keckermann, Bartholomäus

Syst. theol. • Systema SS. theologiae. Hanoviae: Antonius, 1607





Keisersbergius, Johannes. See Geiler von Kaisersberg, Johann

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.





Kirchner, Timotheus

Methodica explicatio praecipuorum capitum doctrinae coelestis. Lipsiae, 1595





Kus, Nicolaus

De triplico funiculo • Cf. Nicolaus Rutze. Dat Bôkeken van deme Rêpe des Mag. Nicolaus Rutze van Rostock (M. Nic. Rus): nach der Incunabel (F. m. 64) der Rostocker Universitätsbibliothek. Rostock: Adler, 1886; Bruno Claussen, ed. Nicolaus Russ’ boek van dren strenghen, der Calderinus-Drucker und Johann Snell. Oslo, 1924





Lactantius, Lucius Caecilius Firminianus

Collected works • Opera, quae quidem exstant omnia. Basel: Heinrich Petri, 1563

Divin. instit. • Divinarvm Institvtionvm Libri VII. Antwerp: Christophe Plantin, 1587 (CSEL 19) • The Divine Institutes (ANF 7)

Epit. div. instit. • Epitome Divinarum Institutionum ad Pentadium Fratrem (PL 6) • The Epitome of the Divine Institutes, Addressed to His Brother Pentadius (ANF 7)

Haereseolog. • See Haereseolog.

Instit. • See Divin. instit.





Lambertus, Franciscus (François Lambert)

De sacro conjugio • De Sacro Conivgio Commentarivs. . . Antithesis uerbi dei & inuentorum hominum, prima positione… psalmi siue Cantica. VII. Nuremberg: Johann Petreius, 1525





Landsperger, Johannes (Johannes Justus Landsberg)

Ench. Christ. mil. • Enchiridion militae christianae ad novitatem vitae. Antverpiae: Bellerus, 1576





Leo I (“The Great”), pope

Collected works • Opera omnia. Paris: Jérôme Drouart, 1614

Letters • Epistolae (PL 54) • Letters (NPNF2 12; FC 34)

Sermon 1, De jejun. decim. mens. • See Sermones

Sermones • Sermones In Praecupuis Totius Anni Festivitatibus Ad Romanam Plebem Habiti (PL 54) • Sermons (NPNF2 12; FC 93)

Sermones in natalem Domini • See Sermones





Leyser, Polycarp

Genesis 49 • Josephus… , hoc est, Theologica expositio sextae et ultimae partis Geneseos, continens historiam vitae, humiliationis & exaltationis Josephi, sexti Patriarchae, Principis Aegypti. Lipsiae: Lambergus, 1609

Harm. • Martin Chemnitz and Polycarp Leyser. Libri Tres Harmoniae Evangelicae. Francofurti Ad Moenum: Porssius; Spiessius, 1608 • The Harmony of the Four Evangelists. Translated by Richard Dinda. Malone, TX: Center for the Study of Lutheran Orthodoxy, 2011–





Lombard. See Peter Lombard

Lorinus (Jean de Lorin)

Acts • Jn Actvs Apostolorvm Commentaria. Cologne: Anton Hierat, 1621





Lubertus, Sibrandus (Lubbertus)

Declarat. • Declaratio responsionis D. Conradi Vorstii: ad Illustrissimos & potentissimos D. D. Ordines generales foederatarum provinciarum Belgicae. Franckerae: Escud. Aegidius Radaeus, 1611





Lucas Brugensis, Franciscus

Luke • In Sacrosancta Qvatvor Iesv Christi Evangelia… Commentarivs. Alia… ad S. Scriptvrae lucem opuscula. Antwerp: Officina Plantiniana, Moeretus, 1612





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 the Antinomians • Wider die Antinomer, 1539 (WA 50) • Against the Antinomians (AE 47)

An die Geistlichen auf dem Reichstage zu Augsburg versammelt • See Vermahnung an die Geistlichen zu Augsburg

An pontifex possit praecipere confessionem • Von der Beichte, ob die der Papst Macht habe zu gebieten, 1521 (WA 8:138–85)

Art. Schmalcal. • See Smalcald Articles

Assert. articulor. suorum • Assertio omnium articulorum M. Lutheri per bullam Leonis X. novissimam damnatorum, 1520 (WA 7)

Bible • Biblia Das ist: Die gantze heilige Schrifft. Wittenberg: Johann Schwertel, 1575; Anmerkungen und Erläuterungen zur Deutschen Bibel (WA DB 6–12)

Commentary on Psalm 90 • Enarratio psalmi XC per D. M. Lutherum in schola Witenbergensi anno 1534 publice absoluta, 1541 (WA 40/3) • (AE 13)

Conc. de poenitentia • See Sermo de poenitentia

Disput. 1 contra Antinomos • See Thesen gegen die Antinomer

Ein Brief an die zu Frankfurt am Main • See Warnungsschrift an die zu Frankfurt am Main

Galatians • In epistolam S. Pauli ad Galatas commentarius, ex praelectione D. M. Lutheri collectus, 1535 (WA 40/1; 40/2) • In epistolam Pauli ad Galatas commentarius, 1519 (WA 2) • Lectures on Galatians (AE 26–27); [First] Lectures on Galatians (AE 27)

Genesis • Enarratio in Genesin, 1544–54 (WA 42–44) • Lectures on Genesis (AE 1–8)

Genesis, small commentary • See parva Germanica Genesi

Gloss. marginal. • See Bible

Hist. Leonh. Keisers • Von Herrn Lenhard Keiser, in Baiern, um des Evangelii willen verbrannt, 1527 (WA 23) • preface and afterword to A Blessed Account of Herr Leonhard Kaiser of Bavaria, Burned for the Sake of the Gospel (AE 59)

How Law and Gospel Are to Be thoroughly Distinguished • Wie das Gesetz und Euangelion recht grundlich zu unterscheiden sind, 1532 (WA 36:8–42) • (AE 57)

Joel • Praelectiones in prophetas minores: Joel, 1524 (WA 13:68–87; E ex 25:7–38) • Lectures on Joel (AE 18)

Judgment on Monastic Vows • De votis monasticis M. Lutheri iudicium, 1521 (WA 8) • The Judgment of Martin Luther on Monastic Vows (AE 44)

Letter ad Francof., written in 1533 • See Warnungsschrift an die zu Frankfurt am Main

Letters • Tomus Primus [–Secundus] Epistolarvm. Edited by Johannes Aurifaber. Franckfurt an der Oder: Friedrich Hartmann, 1597 (WA Br 1–18) • (AE 48)

marginal gloss • See Bible

marginal notes in the German biblical text • See Bible

Micah • Praelectiones in prophetas minores: Micha, 1542 (WA 13; E ex 26) • Lectures on Micah (AE 18)

Opera • See Collected works

parva Germanica Genesi • Über das 1. Buch Mose. Predigten M. Luthers samt einem Unterricht, wie Moses zu lehren ist, 1527 (WA 24)





Luther, Martin, cont.

Propositiones de indulgentiis • Disputatio pro declaratione virtutis indulgentiarum, 1517 (WA 1) • Ninety-Five Theses on Indulgences (AE 31)

Psalms 51 and 130 • Enarratio Psalmorum LI “Miserere mei Deus” et CXXX “De profundis clamavi” (WA 40/2) • Commentary on Psalm 51, 1538 (AE 12)

Resolutiones Lutherianae super propositionibus suis Lipsiae disputatis, 1519 (WA 2) • Explanations of the Theses Debated at Leipzig (AE 71)

Scholia on Joel • See Joel

Sermo de poenitentia, 1518 (WA 1)

Sermon de Pass. • Quomodo Christi passio sit consideranda, 1518 (WA 1) (?)

Smalcald Articles • Die Schmalkaldischen Artikel, 1537 (Triglotta, pp. 453–502) • Smalcald Articles (Concordia, pp. 253–85)

Super Postrema verba Davidis • Von den letzten Worten Davids, 1543 (WA 54) • Treatise on the Last Words of David (AE 15)

Thesen gegen die Antinomer, 1540 (WA 39/1)

Verantwortung der aufgelegten Aufruhr von Herzog Georg, 1533 (WA 38)

Vermahnung an die Geistlichen zu Augsburg • Vermahnung an die Geistlichen, versammelt auf dem Reichstag zu Augsburg, 1530 (WA 30/2) • Exhortation to All Clergy Assembled at Augsburg (AE 34)

Warnungsschrift an die zu Frankfurt am Main • Ein Brief an die zu Frankfurt am Main, 1532 (WA 30/3) • “Letter to the Christians in Frankfurt a. M.” Translated by Jon Vieker. Concordia Journal 16 (1990): 333–51





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]

Leviticus • See commentary

Luke • See commentary

Matthew • 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 (PG 34) • Fifty Spiritual Homilies of St. Macarius the Egyptian. Translated by A. J. Mason. London: SPCK, 1921





Maldonatus, Ioannes (Juan de Maldonado)

Gospels • Commentarii in quatuor evangelistas. Pont-à-Mousson: Étienne Marchant, 1596

John • See Gospels

Summula, Quaestiones casuum conscientiae difficillimas in se complectens. Coloniae: Honthemius, 1604





Marinarius, Antonius

Orat. ad patres Conc. Trid. • Oratio ad Patres in concilio Tridentino. Romae: In Platea Parionis, 1546

Orat. habita ad patres Trid. • See Orat. ad patres Conc. Trid.





Marsilius Patavinus (Marsilius of Padua, Marsiglio da Padova)

Defensor Pacis: Rationem Ac Modvm, Qvo Potissimvm Imperia Sev Qvaevis aliae civiles hominum inter se societates optime contineantur atque foederentur, citraque ullum seditionis & discordiae metum firmentur, continens; & In Qvantvm Se Extendat Imperatoris & Pontificis potestas atque iurisdictio, exquisitißime & acutißime explicans. Francofurti ad Moenum: Beckerus, 1612





Martyr, Peter. See Vermigli, Peter Martyr

Mathesius, Johannes

De vita Luther. • Historien/ Von des. . . Doctoris Martini Luthers/ anfang/ lehr/ leben vnd sterben/ Alles ordentlich der Jarzal nach/ wie sich alle sachen zu jeder zeyt haben zugetragen. Nürnberg, 1567 • Accounts of the Origin, Doctrine, Life, and Death of the Honorable, Blessed Man of God, Dr. Martin Luther (Luther’s Works Supplemental Volume)





Meisner, Balthasar

Sobr. phil. • Philosophia sobria, hoc est: Pia consideratio quaestionum philosophicarum, in controversiis theologicis, quas Calviniani moverunt Orthodoxis, subinde occurrentium. Giessen: Nikolaus Hampel, 1611





Melanchthon, Philipp

Collected works • Omnivm Opervm… Pars Prima [–Secvnda]. Wittenberg: Johann Krafft, 1562; Opervm. . . Pars Tertia [–Qvarta]. Wittenberg: Johann Krafft, 1563–64

Declam., vol. 5 • Tomus primus [–septimus] selectarum declamationum Philippi Melanthonis, quas conscripsit & partim ipse in Schola Vuitebergensi recitauit, partim alijs recitandas exhibuit. Strasbourg, 1583–90 (CR 11–12)

Disput. de discrimine legis et evangelii • De Discrimine Legis Et Evangelii Propositiones. Wittenberg: Hans Lufft, 1550 (CR 12)

Disput. de jubilaeo • Disputatio De Iubileo. Wittenberg: [Veit Kreutzer], 1549 (CR 12:555)

Explicat. evangel. dominical. • Explicationvm Melanchthoniarvm In Evangelia Dominicalia, Pars II. A Dominica Quinquagesimae vsque ad Festum Trinitatis. Hanau: Antonius, 1594

Loci 1523 • Loci Communes Seu Hypotyposes Theologicae… Recogniti ab Auctore. Strasbourg: Herwagen, 1523 (CR 21–22) • Cf. Commonplaces: Loci Communes 1521. Translated by Christian Preus. St. Louis: Concordia, 2014

Opera • See Collected works

Opera Luth. • See Luther, Martin, Collected works, Wittenberg edition

Oratio de ecclesia • De ecclesia Christi (CR 11)





Midrash Tillim

Midraš Tillîm. Venetia, [1546] • The Midrash on Psalms. Translated by William Gordon Braude. 2 volumes. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1959





Musculus, Wolfgang

Loci • Loci communes theologiae sacrae. Basel: Sebastian Henricpetri, 1599





Myconius, Friedrich

Somnium • Der Traum des Myconius: eine Begebenheit aus der Zeit der Kirchenverbesserung. Translated by Daniel Gerdes. 4th ed. Berlin: Haupt-Verein für christliche Erbauungsschriften in den preussischen Staaten, 1854





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

Orat. 2 de Filio (PG 36) • Oration 30: The Fourth Theological Oration, which Is the Second concerning the Son (NPNF2 7)

Orat. 2 de theol. (PG 36) • Oration 28: The Second Theological Oration (NPNF2 7)

Orat. 2 in Epiph.

Orat. 15 • Oratio 15, in Maccabaeorum laudem (PG 35)

Orat. 40 in s. baptisma • Concio de s. baptismo (PG 36) • Oration 40: On Holy Baptism (NPNF2 7)

Σκετλ.





Netter Waldensis, Thomas

Doctrinale Antiquitatum Fidei Ecclesiae Catholicae. Venetiis: Valgrisius, 1571





Nicephorus Callistos Xanthopulus

Hist. • Ecclesiasticae historiae. Frankfurt am Main: Sigmund Feyerabend, 1588 (PG 145–47)





Nicolaus de Orbellis

Sent. • Super Sententias Compendium singulare. Paris: Regnault, 1517





Nicolaus of Lyra. See Lyra, Nicolaus of

Nicolinus, Dominicus (Domenico Nicolini, printer)

Conciliorum omnia, tam generalium, quam prouincialium, quae iam inde ab apostolorum temporibus, hactenus legitime celebrata habere potuerunt, volumina quinque. Venetiis: apud Dominicum Nicolinum, 1585





Occam. See William of Occam

Oecumenius

Hebrews • See Pauline Epistles

Pauline Epistles • Commentarium in Epistolas Pauli (PG 118–19); Oecumenii Graecii vetustique Scriptoris in omnes S. Pauli Epistolas absolutissimi Commentarii: Maximo Florentino interprete. Basil, 1554





Omnis utriusque sexus

“Decretales Gregorii IX” 5.38.12. In Decretum Gratiani, tertia pars. In Aemilius Friedberg, ed. Corpus Iuris Canonici, editio Lipsiensis secunda. Columns 887–88 in volume 2. Graz: Akademische Druck- u. Verlagsanstalt, 1959 • (Denzinger 437)





Onus ecclesiae. See Bertoldus Chiemensis, Onus ecclesiae

Optatus of Milevis (Optatus Milevitanus)

Contra Parmen. • Libri sex. De Schismate Donatistarvm aduersus Parmenianvm… Accessit Collatio Carthaginensis Inter Catholicos Et Donatistas, sub Honorio Imp. [Heidelberg:] Hieronymus Commelinus Erben, 1599 (CSEL 26)





Orbellis, Nicolaus de. See Nicolaus de Orbellis

Origen

Collected works • Opera… omnia… Cum Vita Auctoris. Basel: Episcopius, 1571

Evangelium secundum Hebraeos • See Matthew

Job • Homiliae in Iob (PG 12, 17)

Leviticus • In Leuiticum homiliae XVI (GCS 29) • Homilies on Leviticus (FC 83)

Matthew • Commentariorum in Matth. (GCS 38, 40) • Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew (ANF 9)





Osiander, Andreas (1498–1552)

Papa non Papa, Hoc Est, Papae Et Papicolarvm De Praecipvis Christianae doctrinae partibus… Lutherana Confessio. Francofurti: Gruppenbach, 1600





Osorius, Joannes (Jerónimo Osório)

Conciones • Concionum R. P. Joannis Osorii, Soc. Jesu. Colon. Agr., 1605–6

Conciones in public. jubil. • See Conciones





Ostorodus, Christophorus (Christoph Ostorodt)

Instit. • 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





Paludensis. See Petrus Paludanus

Panormitanus, Abbas (Nicolaus de Tudeschis)

De poenit. et remis. • See: Lectura super quinque libros decretalium

Lectura super quinque libros decretalium. Lugduni: Senetonii, 1547





Paraeus, David (David Pareus)

Genesis • In Genesin Mosis commentarius. Frankfurt am Main, 1609





Paraeus, David (David Pareus), cont.

Romans • In divinam Ad Romanos S. Pavli Apostoli Epistolam Commentarivs Quo praeter accuratam textus sacri Analysin atque interpretationem, de quaestionibus controversis Dubia CLXXIX. explicantur. Heidelbergae: Rosa, 1613





Patavinus. See Marsilius Patavinus

Paulinus of Nola (Pontius Meropius Paulinus)

Collected works • Divi Paulini Episcopi Nolani, Quotquot Extant Opera Omnia, Partim Soluta Oratione, partim carmine conscripta, D. Henrici Grauij viri trium linguarum peritissimi, studio atque industria ex vetustiss. exemplatibus restituta, ac argumentis illustrata. Coloniae: apud Maternum Cholinum, 1560 (PL 61)

Letters • Epistolae (PL 61) • Letters of St. Paulinus of Nola (ACW 35–36)





Pellikan, Konrad (Conradus Pelliccanus)

Commentaria Bibliorum Et Illa Brevia Quidem Ac Catholica, eruditissimi simul & piissimi viri Chuonradi Pellicani Rubeaquensis, qui & Vulgatam commentariis inseruit aeditionem, sed ad Hebraicam lectionem accurate emendatam. Tiguri: Froschouerus, 1536

In Pentateuchum… commentarii. Tiguri: Froschoverus, 1582





Pererius (Benito Pereyra)

Genesis • Commentarii et disputationes in Genesim. Ingolstadij: Sartorius, 1590





Peter Lombard (Petrus Lombardus)

Sentent. • Magistri sententiarum, libri IIII. Lyon: Pierre Landry, 1593 (PL 192) • The Sentences. Translated by Giulio Silano. Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 2007–10





Petrus Cluniacensis (Petrus Venerabilis, Petrus Mauritius)

Letters • Epistolarum Libri Sex (PL 189)





Petrus de Alliaco. See d’Ailly, Pierre

Petrus Paludanus (Petrus de Palude)

Sent., 4 • Quartus sententiarum liber. Parisius: in officina Johannis Parui, 1514





Pezelius, Christoph (Christoph Pezel)

Apologia de definitione evangelii • Apologia Verae Doctrinae De Definitione Evangelii, Opposita Thrasonicis praestigiis & indignis Theologo lusibus Iohannis Wigandi. Witebergae: Schleich & Schöne, 1571





Phavorinus. See Varinus (Guarinus Phavorinus)

Philipp. See Melanchthon, Philipp

Philippus Presbyter

Job • In Historiam Iob Commentariorum Libri Tres. Basel: Adam Petri, 1527 (PL 23)





Philosopher, the. See Aristotle

Photinians

Catech. • See Cateches. Racoviens.





Pinellus, Lucas (Lucas Pinelli)

De poenit. • De Sacramento Poenitentiae libri quinque. Coloniae: Crithius, 1613





Piscator, Johannes

Ad duplic. Vorstii • Ad Conradi Vorstii, S. Theol. D. Parasceuen Responsio apologetica Johan. Piscatoris… Qua is defendit suas notas contra examen illius. Herbornae Nassoviorum: [Corvinus], 1613

Genesis • Commentarius in Genesin. Herborn: Christoph Corvinus, 1601

Volum. disp. • Volumen… thesium theologicarum. Herbornae Nassoviorum: Corvinus, 1607





Pistorius, Johann

Fascic. temp. • Werner Rollewinck, “Fasciculus temporum.” In Pistorius, Illustrium Veterum Scriptorum, Qui Rerum A Germanis Per Multas Aetates Gestarum Historias Vel Annales Posteris Reliquerunt. Tomus alter. Germanicorum Scriptorum, Qui Rerum A Germanis Per Multas Aetates Gestarum Historias Vel Annales Posteris Reliquerunt: Quo continetur Gotefridi Viterbie[n]sis Pantheon, Werneri Rolewinkii Fasciculus temporum, & H. Mutii Chronica. Francofurti: Andreas Wechelus, 1584





Platina, Bartholomaeus

Vita • Liber De Vita Christi Ac Pontificvm Omnivm: Qvi Hactenvs Dvcenti Et Vigintidvo Fvere. Venice: Johann von Köln & Johann Manthen, 1479 • Lives of the Popes. Translated by Anthony F. D’Elia. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2008





Plato

Collected works • Opera, Qvae Ad Nos extant omnia, per Ianvm Cornarivm… Latina lingua conscripta. Basel: Hieronymus Froben, 1561; Ἅπαντα Πλατωνος Μεθ᾽ Ὑπομνημάτων Πρόκλου Εἰς Τὸν Τίμαιον, Καὶ Τὰ Πολιτικὰ, Θησαυροῦ Τῆς Παλαιᾶς Φιλοσοφίας Μεγίστου. Platonis Omnia Opera Cvm Commentariis Procli In Timaeum & Politica, thesauro ueteris Philosophiae maximo. Basel: Johann Walder, 1534





Plutarch

Parallela •Παράλληλα Ἐν Βίοις Ἑλλήνωντε Καὶ Ρωμαίων… Parallela. Hoc Est Vitae Illvstrivm Virorvm Graeci Nominis Ac Latini. Venice: Aldo Pio Manuzio & Andreas Socer, 1519 (LCL 46–47, 65, 80, 87, 98–103) • Parallel Lives (LCL 46–47, 65, 80, 87, 98–103)

Phocion. • See Parallela





Polanus (Amandus Polanus von Polansdorf)

Partit. theol. • Partitiones theologicae. Genevae: Miur, 1611





Postill. Amberg.

Gregorius Zarnowtza [Grzegorz Koszarski]. Postilla, Oder Ausslegung der Sontags Evangelien. Amberg: Michael Forster, 1603





Potho (Boto Pruveningensis)

De statu Domus Dei libri quinque, eiusdem, de magno domo sapientiae, liber unus. Haganoae: Secerius, 1532





Presbyter, Philippus. See Philippus Presbyter

Primasius of Hadrumetum

Pauline Epistles • In Omnes D. Pauli epistolas commentarij perbreues ac docti. Cologne: Johann Gymnich, 1538 (spurious)

Romans • See Pauline Epistles





Procopius Gazaeus

Isaiah • Commentarii in Isaiam (PG 87); Επιτομη των εις τον Προφητην Ησαιαν καταβεβλημενων διαφορων εξηγησεων, Προκοπιου… προετεθησαν και οἱ των προφητων βιοι, εκ των Ευσεβιου του Παμφιλου. Procopii, Sophistæ Christiani, variarum in Esaiam Prophetam commentationum epitome: cum præposito Evsebii Pamphili fragmento, de vitis prophetarum: Ioanne Cvrterio interprete. Parisiis: Apvd Michaelem Sonnivm, 1580. = Catena in Isaiam (PG 87) (?)





Prosper of Aquitaine

Sentent. August. • Sententiae Ex Augustino Delibatae (PL 45)





Qur’an (Koran)

Theodor Bibliander, ed. Machvmetis Saracenorum principis, eiusque Svccessorvm Vitae, Doctrina, Ac Ipse Alcoran, Quo uelut authentico legum diuinarum codice Agareni & Turcae, alijque Christo aduersantes populi reguntur.… His adiunctae sunt Confvtationes multorum… authorum, Arabum, Graecorum, & Latinorum, unà cum… Philippi Melanchthonis praemonitione… Adiuncti sunt etiam De Turcarum, siue Sarracenorum. . . origine, ac rebus gestis, à DCCCC annis ad nostra usque tempora, Libelli aliquot. Basel: Johann Oporinus, 1550





Rabanus Maurus

Ecclesiast. • Commentariorum In Ecclesiasticum Libri Decem (PL 109)





Radecke, Matthaeus

Welche sind die Christum verleugnen • Examen, welche die sint, die da verleucknen Jesum den Herrn, sampt einer Bekentnis der Bruoder in Polen von Christo Jesu dem Sohn Gottes, dem Herrn uber alles. Krakau: Alexy Rodecki, 1593





Raymundus de Sebunda (Raimundus de Sebunda)

Theolog. natural. • Theologia naturalis. Venetiis: Apud Franciscum Ziletum, 1581





Rhegius, Urbanus

Collected works • Opera Vrbani Regii Latine Edita. Cum eius Vita. Nürnberg: Johann vom Berg & Ulrich Neuber, 1562

notes





Rhenanus, Beatus

Annotat. on Tertullian’s De poenit. • See Tertullian, Collected works

annotations on Tertullian • See Tertullian, Collected works

notes on Tertullian’s De poenitemtia • See Tertullian, Collected works

preface to Tertullian’s book De poenit. • See Tertullian, Collected works





Richard of Middleton (Richardus de Mediavilla)

Quodlib. • Qvolibeta Doctoris Eximii Ricardi De Mediavilla Ordinis Minorvm, Qvæstiones Octvaginta Continentia. Brixiae: Sabbio, 1591

Sent. • In primum [–tertium] sententiarum questiones. Venetiis: Lazarus Soardus, 1509





Ripa, Joh. (Giovanni Francesco Ripa)

De peste curanda • Illustris De Peste Tractatus Iuridicus Ac Politicus. Lipsiae: Apelius, 1598





Roffensis, Ioannes (John Fisher, bishop of Rochester)

Adv. Lutherum • Assertionis Lutheranae Confutatio. Coloniae: apud haeredes Arnoldi Birckmanni, 1564

Contra Lutherum • See Adv. Lutherum





Rosarius

part 3, title De indulgentiis





Runge, David (David Rungius)

Exodus • Praelectiones In Exodum Mosaicam, Quibus, Praeter Textus perspicuam & dilucidam enarrationem, multi religionis Christianae articuli & capita tam διδακτικῶς quam ἐλεγκτικῶς pertractantur. Wittenberg: Schürer, 1614





Rupert, Abbot. See Rupert of Deutz

Rupert of Deutz (Rupertus Tuitiensis)

Collected works • R. Domini, D. Ruperti, Abbatis Monasterii Tuitiensis, Ordinis D. Benedicti… quotquot hactenus haberi potuerunt, Opera Omnia. Coloniae Agrippinae: Mylius, 1602

Hosea • Commentaria in duodecim prophetas minores (PL 168)





Sabunde, Raymundus de. See Raymundus de Sebunda

Salmeron, Alfonsus (Alfonso Salmerón)

2 Corinthians • Commentariorum In Epistolas B. Pauli Tomus II. in ordine autem, Tomus Decimus Quartus, Continens Expositionem in utramque B. Pauli Apostoli Epistolam ad Corinthios. Cologne: Anton Hierat & Johann Gymnich IV, 1604

Comment. in evang. histor. et Acta, tome 12 • Commentarii In Evangelicam Historiam, & in Acta Apostolorum. Tomvs Dvodecimvs, Qvi De Ecclesiae Nascentis exordijs, & in acta Apostolorum, inscribitur. Cologne: Anton Hierat and Johann Gymnich IV, 1604

Commentar., vol. 1 • Commentarii In Evangelicam Historiam, & in Acta Apostolorum. Cologne: Hierat & Gymnich, 1602

Commentar., vol. 4 • Commentarii In Evangelicam Historiam, & in Acta Apostolorum. Tomus Quartus, De Historia Vitae Domini Nostri Iesu Christi, Usque ad Dominicam Coenam. Cologne: Hierat & Gymnich, 1602





Salmeron, Alfonsus (Alfonso Salmerón), cont.

Luke • See Commentar., vol. 4

Philippians • Disputationum In Epistolas Divi Pauli tomus Tertius; in ordine autem Tomus XV. In quo alii tres Libri continentur. Sextus in Epistolas Ad Galatas, ad Ephesios, ad Philippenses, ad Colossenses, & in utramque ad Thessalonicenses. Septimus in utramque ad Timotheum, ad Titum, & Philemonem. Octavus in Epistolam ad Hebraeos. Cologne: Anton Hierat & Johann Gymnich IV, 1604

vol. 1 • See Commentar., vol. 1

volume 7 • Commentarii In Evangelicam Historiam, & in Acta Apostolorum, Tomvs Septimus, De Parabolis Domini Nostri Iesu Christi. Cologne: Hierat & Gymnich, 1602





Salvianus Massiliensis (Salvian of Marseilles)

Collected works • Opera. Altdorf: Konrad Bauer, 1611

De avarit. • Ad Ecclesiam siue Aduersus auaritiam (PL 53) • The Four Books of Timothy to the Church (Ad Ecclesiam) (FC 3)





Samuel (rabbi)

Medras Thehillim • See Midrash Tillim





Sandeus, Felinus (Felino Maria Sandeo)

Commentariorvm. . . ad Quinque Libros Decretalium P. I. Venice, 1600; Commentariorum… In Decretalivm Libros V. Pars Secvnda. Basel: Froben, 1567





Sarc.

Scaliger, Julius Caesar

Exerc. • Exotericarum exercitationum liber XV. De subtilitate. Frankfurt am Main: Claude de Marne & Johann Aubry, 1592





Schmaltzius, Valentinus (Valentin Schmalz)

Contra Frantz. • Refutatio Thesium D. Wolfgangi Frantzii… De Praecipuis Christianae Religionis Capitibus. Racovia: Sebastian Sternacki, 1614





Scotus, John Duns

Sent. • Qvaestiones. Quas Reportationes vocant, in quatuor libros Sententiarum Petri Lombardi. Venetiis: Baptista et Sessa, 1597





Scotus Hyberniensis, Sedulius

Hebrews • See Pauline Epistles

Pauline Epistles • In Omnes D. Pauli epistolas annotationes. Basel: Heinrich Petri, 1538





Sedulius. See Scotus Hyberniensis, Sedulius

Selnecker, Nikolaus

Paedagogia Christiana, continens capita et locos doctrinae Christianae. Francofurti: Brubacchius, 1565





Senensis, Sixtus (Sisto da Siena)

Biblioth. annotat. • Bibliotheca Sancta… Ex Praecipvis Catholicae Ecclesiae Auctoribus collecta. Paris: Th. Rollin, 1610





Septuagint translators, Greek Bible

Της Θειας Γραφης, Παλαιας Δηλαδη Και Νεας Διαθηκη, Απαντα. Divinae Scripturae, Nempe Veteris Ac Novi Testamenti Omnia. Frankfurt am Main: Claude de Marne & Johann Aubry, 1597; Sacra Biblia, Hebraice, Graece, et Latine. Cum annotationibus Francisci Vatabli… cui… acceßit… Novum Testamentum Graecolatinum Ben. Ariae. [Heidelberg:] Commelinus, 1616





Sibrandus. See Lubertus, Sibrandus

Sleidanus, Johannes

Historia • Commentariorum de statu religionis & reipublicae, Carolo quinto Caesare, libri XXVI. Strasbourg: Theodosius Rihel, s.d.;De statu religionis et republicae, Carolo quinto, Caesare commentarij. Basel, 1556





Smalcald Articles. See Luther, Martin, Smalcald Articles

Socinus, Faustus (Fausto Sozzini)

Quod evangelici se Phot. coetui adjungere debeant • Quod regni Poloniae et magni ducatus Lithuaniae adjungere debeant homines, vulgò Evangelici dicti, qui; solidae pietatis sunt studiosi, omnino deberent se illorum coetui adjungere, qui in iisdem locis falsò atque immeritò Arriani atque Ebionitae vocantur. Racovia: Sebastian Sternacki, 1611





Socrates

Hist. eccles. • See Historia tripartita





Sommer, Johannes (Sommerus)

Collected works • (Opera omnia theologica quae supersunt. Vienna, 1999)





Soto, Petrus à

Cont. conf. Wirteb. • Assertio catholicae fidei circa articulos confessionis. . . Ducis Wirtenbergensis oblatae per legatos eius concilio Tridentino 24. Januarii Anni 1552. Francoforti, 1561

Meth. confess. • Methodus confessionis, hoc est ars sive ratio et brevis quaedam via confitendi, in qua peccata & eorum remedia. . . continentur. Ad haec 12 articulorum fidei. . . explanatio. Dilingae: Mayer, 1564

Schol. conf. Wirteb. • Defensio Catholicae Confessionis, Et Scholiorum Circa Confessionem, Illvstrissimi Ducis Vvirtenbergensis nomine editam, aduersus Prolegomena Brentij. Antverpiae: Nutius, 1557





Sozomen

Histor. eccles. • Historia ecclesiastica (PG 67) • Church History (NPNF2 2)





Stapleton, Thomas

Antidot., Luke • Antidota Evangelica contra horum temporum haereses: In quibus Quatuor Evangeliorum illi textus explicantur, quibus vel haeretici hodie (maxime Calvinus et Beza) ad sua dogmata propugnanda uti solent, vel ad haereticorum dogmata impugnanda Catholici uti poßunt. Antverpiae: Keerbergius, 1595





Stella, Didacus (Diego Estella)

Luke • In sacrosanctum Jesu Christi Domini nostri Euangelium secundum Lucam enarrationum. Antverpiae: in aedibus Petri Belleri, 1583–84





Stevartius, Petrus

Censura • Tomus Singularis Insignium Auctorum, Tam Graecorum, Quam Latinorum. Ingolstadii: Angermaria, 1616





Suarez, Franciscus (Francisco Suárez)

Disp.





Suidas

Lexicon • Suidae lexicon: Graece et Lat. Osnabrück: Biblio-Verl., 1986





Summa angelica. See Angelus de Clavisio, Summa casuum conscientiae

Tapperus, Ruardus (Ruard Tapper)

Explic. articuli 6. Lovaniensium • Explicatio Articulorum Venerandae Facultatis Sacrae Theologiae Generalis Studii Lovaniensis circa dogmata ecclesiastica ab annis triginta quatuor controversa, una cum responsione ad argumenta adversariorum. Lovanii: Apud Martinum Verhasselt in pingui Gallina, 1555–57





Tarasius of Constantinople

Letters • Epistulae (PG 98)





Targum

Hamishat humshe torah: Biblia Hebraea cvm triplici Targum in Pentateuchum, Onkoli, Jonathan & Jerosolymitano: & Commentario R. Salomo Jarchi in omnes 24. S. Scripturae libros. Hanowya: Hans Yaqopo Hane, 1614 • John W. Etheridge. The Targums of Onkelos and Jonathan ben Uzziel on the Pentateuch with the Fragments of the Jerusalem Targum from the Chaldee. London: Longman, Green, Longman, & Roberts, 1862–65; Targum Pseudo-Jonathan, Genesis. Translated by Michael Maher. Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1992





Tataretus, Petrus

Repert. in 4. Sent. • Lucidissima Commentaria, sive (ut vocant) reportata, in quatuor libros sententiarum, et quodlibeta Joannis Duns Scoti… Annotationibus illustrata Per R. P. F. Bonauenturam Manentum Brixianum. Venetiis: Evangelista Deuchinus, 1607





Tauler, Johannes (Taulerus)

Conciones • Sermones. . . die da weißend auff den nächesten waren weg im gaist zu wanderen durch überswebendenn syn. von latein in teütsch gewendt manchem menschenn zu säliger fruchtbarkaitt. [1508]





Tertullian (Quintus Septimus Florens Tertullianus)

Collected works • In Q. Septimii Florentis Tertvlliani Opera, Qvae Ad Manvs Ipsivs Pervenerant, Et Cvra Ipsivs Fverant In Lvcem Edita, Annotationes… His Svbiectae Svnt Censvrae Inqvisitionis Hispanicae In B. Rhenani Annotationes Ad Tertvllianvm, Provt editae sunt in Indice librorum expurgatorum. [Heidelberg: Hieronymus Commelinus,] 1597; Opera omnia. [Heidelberg]: Commelinus, 1608

Advers. Marcion. • Adversus Marcionem (CCSL 1) • Against Marcion (ANF 3)

Contra Marcion. • See Advers. Marcion.

De baptismo (CCSL 1) • On Baptism (ANF 3)

De poenitent. • De paenitentia (CSEL 76) • Concerning Repentance (ANF 3)

De pudic. • De pudicitia (CSEL 20) • On Modesty (ANF 4)

De veland. virgin. • De virginibus velandis (F. Oehler. Q. S. F. Tertulliani opera omnia, ed. maior 1. Leipzig, 1853) • Concerning the Veiling of Virgins (ANF 4)





Tharasius. See Tarasius of Constantinople

Theodoret of Cyrus (Theodoretus Cyrrhensis)

Collected works • Operum… tomus secundus. Paris: Michel Sonnius II., 1608

Deuteronomy • Quaestiones in Octateucham (PG 80) • The Questions on the Octateuch. Translated by Robert C. Hill. Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press, 2007

Hebrews • See Pauline Epistles

Pauline Epistles • Interpretatio in quatuordecim epistolas S. Pauli (PG 82) • Commentary on the Letters of St. Paul. Translated by R. C. Hill. Brookline, MA: Holy Cross Orthodox Press, 2001

Psalms • Interpretatio in Psalmos (PG 80, 84) • Commentary on the Psalms (FC 101–2)

Romans • See Pauline Epistles





Theophylact (Theophylactus de Achrida)

Gospels • In quatuor Evangelia enarrationes. Basel: Andreas Cratander, 1525 • The Explanation of the Gospels. House Springs, MO: Chrysostom Press, 2007

Hebrews • See Pauline Epistles

Luke • See Gospels

Matthew • See Gospels • The Explanation of the Holy Gospel according to St. Matthew. House Springs, MO: Chrysostom Press, 1992

Pauline Epistles • Theophylacti Archiepiscopi Bvlgariae, in omnes diui Pauli Epistulas Enarrationes, luculentae ac prorsus diuinae, ex multis approbatis exemplaribus. . . recognitae. . . Christophoro Porsena Romano Interprete. Cologne: Peter Quentel, 1542; Commentarius In Omnes Divi Pauli Epistolas (PG 124–25)





Thomas Aquinas

Collected works • Opera omnia. Rome: Antonio Blado hiers, Giovanni Gigliotti, & Giulio Accolti, 1569–71

dist. 4, ch. Filius Dei • See Sent.

Gospels • Cathena vere aurea: Opus… in quatuor evangelis subtilissimo vinculo connexa. [Paris]: Jean Petit, s.d.

Matthew • Expositio in evangelium b. Matthaei • Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew. Translated by Jeremy Holmes and Beth Mortensen. Lander, WY: Aquinas Institute for the Study of Sacred Doctrine, 2013





Thomas Aquinas, cont.

Opuscul. 58, de sacram. altaris • Sermones valde pij & docti pro dominicis & festiuis diebus: ex bibliotheca Vaticana nunc primum in lucem editi; Additum est eximium opusculum de venerabili Sacramento Altaris. Parisiis: Nivellius, 1578 • The Bread of Life, or St. Thomas Aquinas on the Adorable Sacrament of the Altar. London: Burns & Oates, 1879

Sent. • In… Sententiarum libro interpretatio

ST • Summa theologica • The Summa Theologica of St. Thomas Aquinas. Literally Translated by Fathers of the English Dominican Province. London: Oates & Washbourne, 1924





Toletus, Franciscus (Francisco de Toledo)

De instruct. sacerd. • Summae, De instructione Sacerdotum libri septem: De peccatis liber vnus: cum Bullae Coenae Domini dilucidatione, Quibus omnis Christiani officij ratio explicatur. Lyon: Horace Cardon, 1599

Summa casuum conscientiae • Summae, De instructione Sacerdotum libri septem: De peccatis liber vnus: cum Bullae Coenae Domini dilucidatione, Quibus omnis Christiani officij ratio explicatur. Lyon: Horaace Cardon, 1599; Summa casuum conscientiae, sive de instructione sacerdotum lib. VII. Coloniae Agrippinae: Gymnicus et Rasfelt, 1601





Tossanus, Paul

marginal notes • Biblia Das ist/ Die gantze H. Schrifft/ Durch D. Martin Luther Verteutscht… Sonst sind auch Vorreden/ Summarien. . . und underschiedliche Register. . . beygefügt Durch Paulum Tossanum. Franckfurt: Tampach; Heydelberg: Lancellot, 1617





Tremellius, Immanuel

Bible • See Junius, Franciscus, and Tremellius, Immanuel, Bible





Tripartita. See Cassiodorus, Flavius Magnus Aurelius, Historia tripartita

Turrianus, Franciscus (Franciscus Torrensis, Francisco de Torres)

De ecclesia • De ecclesia et ordinationibus ministrorum ecclesiae libri duo. Coloniae: Ludovicus Alectorius, 1578





Ursinus, Zacharias

Collected works • D. Zachariae Ursini Theologi Celeberrimi, Sacrarum literarum olim in Academia Heidelbergensi & Neustadiana Doctoris… Opera Theologica: Quibus orthodoxae Religionis capita perspicue & breviter explicantur. . . Tributa In Tomos Tres. [Frankfurt am Main]: Rosa, 1612

Cateches. • Catechesis religionis Christianae. Heidelberg: Michael Schirat & Johann Mayer, 1563 • An Introduction to the Heidelberg Catechism: Sources, History, and Theology: With a Translation of the Smaller and Larger Catechisms of Zacharias Ursinus. Translated by Lyle Bierma. Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2005





Urspergensis, Abbas. See Conradus de Lichtenau

Valentia, Gregorius de

Analysis fidei cathol. • Analysis fidei catholicae, hoc est ratio methodica eam in universum fidem ex certis principiis probandi, quam sancta Romana Ecclesia adversus multiplices Sectariorum errores profitetur. Ingolstadii: Sartorius, 1585

De indulgent. • Dispvtatio de indvlgentiis. Ingolstadii: ex officina typographica Dauidis Sartorij, 1587. Or see Analysis fidei cathol.

De missa • De Sacrosancto Missae Sacrificio Contra Impiam Disputationem Tubingae nuper à. Iacobo Herbrando propositam, atque adeò contra peruersissimam Lvtheri, Kemnicii, aliorùmque nouatorum doctrinam, Tractatus. Ingolstadii: Apud Davidem Sartorivm, 1580

In Thom. • Commentariorum theologicorum tomi quatuor, in quibus omnes quaestiones, quae continentur in Summa theologica D. Thomae Aquinatis ordine explicantur. Venetiis: apud Ioannem Antonium & Iacobum de Franciscis, 1608





Varinus (Guarinus Phavorinus)

Λεξικον Βαρινου Φαβωρινου Καμηρτος του της Νυκαιριας Επισκοπου, το Μεγα και Πανυωφελιμον, Dictionarium Phavorini Camertis, Nucerini Episcopi, Magnum Illud ac Perutile. Basel: Robert Winter, 1538





Vega, Andreas

De justif. • Opusculum de justificatione, gratia et meritis. Venetiis, 1546

In Concil. Trid. • De ivstificatione doctrina vniversa: libris XV. absolute tradita, & contra omnes omnium errores, iuxta Germanam sententiam orthodoxae veritatis, & sacri Concilii Tridentini, praeclare defensa. Coloniae: apud Geruinum Calenium & haeredes Quentelios, 1572





Veldius, Jacobus

sermons • Conciones in epistolas et evangelia. Antverpiae: Plantin, 1573





Vergilius, Polydorus

De rerum inventoribus libri octo. [Genevae:] Stoer, 1604





Vermigli, Peter Martyr (Pietro Martire Vermigli)

Loc. • See Loc. theol.

Loc. comm. • See Loc. theol.

Loc. theol. • Loci communes. Heidelberg: Andreas Cambier, 1603





Victoria, Franciscus de

Relect. • Relectiones tredecim in duos Tomos distributa, Per quendam Ingolstadianorum Theologorum ab… mendis & vitijs vindicatae. Ingolstadii: Ex Officina Weissenhorniana, apud Wolfgangvm Edervm, 1580





Victorius, Marianus. See Jerome, Collected works

Virgilius, Polydorus. See Vergilius, Polydorus

Voragine, Jacobus de. See Jacobus de Voragine

Vorstius, Conradus

Conf. • Sorex Vorstianus. Hoc est: D. Conradi Vorstii theologi confessio: De iustitia Dei. Merito & satisfactione Christi. Fide iustificante. & hoc genus aliis. Steinfurt: Genathlius, 1614





Waldensis, Thomas. See Netter Waldensis, Thomas

Weidner, Paul

Loca fidei Christianae praecipua • Loca praecipva Fidei Christianae, Collecta, Et Explicata. Vienna: Stephan Hösch, 1562





Weigel, Valentin

Alleg.

Postil. • Kirchen Oder Hauspostill Vber die Sontags vnd fürnembsten FestEvangelien durchs gantze Jahr/ auß dem rechten Catholischen vnd Apostolischen Grunde vnd Brunnen Jsraelis vorgetragen vnd geprediget. Magdeburg [Neuenstadt]: Johann Francke [Johann Knuber], 1618





Weigenmeier, Georg

Tabb. Gramm. Hebr. • Institutiones Hebraeae linguae, per tabulas digestarum. Witebergae, 1603





Weissenburger, Joh.

Onus ecclesia • See Bertoldus Chiemensis, Onus ecclesia





William of Auxerre (Altisiodorensis)

Sent. • Summa aurea in IV libros Sententiarum. Paris: Francois Regnault, 1500





William of Occam

Sent. • Super IV libb. sententiarum, it. Centilogium Theologicum. Lugd., 1495





Wolf, Johann

Centenarii • Lectionvm Memorabilivm Et Reconditarvm Centenarii XVI. [Tomus I–II]. Lauingen: Leonhard Reinmichel, 1600





Zanchi, Girolamo

Miscell. • Miscellanea Theologica. I. Theses aliquot variis de rebus.… II. Praelectiones quaedam… III. Responsio ad multas calumnias. IIII. Praelectionis cuiusque summa certis Thesibus comprehensa. V. Supplicatio ad Senatum Argentinensem. 1566





Zanchi, Girolamo, cont.

Volum. posth. in 4. praec. loc. • Compendium praecipuorum capitum doctrinae christianae à… D. Hieronymo Zanchio. . . in privatum usum conscriptum, nunc vero. . . studio haeredum in lucem ed. Neustadii in Palatinatu: apud viduam Wilhelmi Harnisii, 1598





Zwinger, Theodor (1533–88)

vol. 27 • Theatrum humanae vitae. Volume 27. Basel: per Sebastianvm Henricpetri, 1604





Zwingli, Ulrich (Cinglius)

De vera et falsa religione, Huldrychi Zvinglii commentarius. Zurich: Froschauer, 1525
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