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PREFACE. 

. . . . . . . . ah, the preface ! With Seidemann (Reforma- 
tionszeit in Sachsen, p. I )  one regrets that the preface was 
ever invented. I n  former times, he says, books were given 
an index at the end, just as gentlemen wore queues down 
their back, and you could pretty nearly tell the character 
of either by examining the final appendage. Nowadays 
the quintessence, or basic decoction, of a book must be 
deposited in  the preface. That is the philosophy of the 
matter, whether i t  is useful or not. 

I may tell here what I meant this book to be. It is 
in the form of a tale, but it is all history, down to the 
minutiae of circumstance, and the evidence is given step 
for step. My aim has been, not only to tell what happened, 
but let the reader see how it happened. Much local color- 
ing, and inuch personal portrayal, and much of what is 
human also in great inen has been thrown into this review. 
To make the reader see through the reopened records an 
important event in the making, with all those paltry in- 
cidents that contribute towards its happening and in the 
end assume the force of causes, has been my aim. Since 
the old Latin and German records have been Englished 
for this review, either wholly, or in part, or in extensive 
snmmaries, the book may in a measure, I hope, prove 
itself valuable as a source book to those who would carry 
their studies of this important epoch in Luther's life fur- 
ther than has been done here. 

The Lutller of the Leipzig Debate is less popular than 
the Luther with the hammer and the Theses in his hand, 
standing in front of the Castle Church a t  Wittenberg on 
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VI  PREFACE. 

October 31, 1517, or the Luther of Wor~lls facing the 
Emperor Charles V and the great lords from rLonle in 
a solemn ancl gorgeous assembly. Both events lend them- 
selves easily to dramatization. Let us not recluce the 
iillportance of either event. The former certainly did 
start the morenlent which we call the Reforillation J the 
latter mas the cnlminating confessioilal act, which fitly 
closed the action begnn i11 151'1. However, on the former 
occasion Luther was to a large extent a searcher after 
truth, and there was in him the timidity of the inquirer. 
Forty months later he knew what he walltccl to lil~ow, ancl 
he also knew what he lnust do because he knew xvl~at he 
knew. The internal or spiritual growth of 1,nther daring 
those three gears and a half is clue to the Leipzig Deha t~  
ancl the preparation for it. I t  was (111 that occasion that 
Jmthcr began to clearly ~mclerstand the issue before him, 
and took up the gauntlet which Rome had thrown domil 
to him. Therefore July 4, 1519, and tlie follomi~lg claps 
must be reckonecl not only as an important (lax in the 
personal story of J~nther, but also as a truly great day in 
the history of the Ch~ireh of Jesus Christ. 

As I have given my references throughout the book, 
there is no need here of a bibliography. The labors of 
all who have traveled these paths before inc I have relig- 
ioasly employed for my own work, as far as they were 
available to me. I n  the case of translatioils I have in 
most instances conlpared the originals. 

God bless the book and its readers! 

\V. H. T. DAU. 

St. Louis, Mo., Novell~ber 19, 19 18. 
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1. A Proposal of Friendship. 

In t h ~  early part of April, 1517, Lutller rewired a l u t t e ~  
from Nuernbcrg. It came fro111 his forlncr colleagixe a t  
Wittenberg, Christophorus Scheurl, Doctor of Jurisprudence, 
who had left his ho~~oruble  position a t  the young university 
on the Elbe to beconle City C'ouuselor of Sucrnberg, "the 
jewel cahket of the Holy Rorriaii I3inpire of the Gcrnlaii 
Nation." Scheurl had written this letter to Luthe~.  i n  ful- 
filment of a promise which he hat1 mado to a guest urliom lie- 
was a t  that  tirne entertaining a t  his house. IIowever, by 
writing this letter, Scheurl had also gratifiecl a personal de- 
sire: Croin what he had to propose to IIAutEler he belicred that 
gdod would result to the Church, if Lu t l~c r  chose to act upon 
his suggrstion. This same suggestioil hc had made to his 
guest rnontl~s before. On January 14 he had ~ v r i t t e i ~  him : - 

Amol~g the Wittenberg tlleologians there arc. errlineill I\l~rtiit  
Luther, ail Angnstinian, ~ 1 1 o  is expounding the Pauline Epistles 
with \vonil~rful geniality; Andreas Carlstadt, Nicolans Amsdorf, 
Johanncs Felclkirchen, and several othe~s. If you wish to eilter 
into familiar relations with these men, let me tell you that I can 
bring that about, if anybody can.1) 

Kow that he had this person a t  his home, he increased 
his eflorts to bring about a friendly relationship between his 
guest and the young Doctor of Theology whom he llad left 
a t  Wittenberg. 

When the guest had heard Scheurl extol the noble quali- 
ties of Luther, he had manifested a great desire to become 
personally acquainted with him, and, with that end i11 view, 
had a t  ouce dispatched a letter to Luther, which he accom- 
panied with a brochure that  he had just published. Scheurl's 
letter was written for the purpose of securing a favorable 
consideration for his guest's ofler of friendship. With the 
- 

1 )  Enders, Luther8 BriefwechseZ I ,  93. 
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2 1. .\ PROI~I'OSAT. O F  FRIENDSHIP. 

scholarly courtesy of the Humanist that he was, Scheurl 
wrote : - 

I have no doubt  t h a t  you wil l  answer him, and  release m e  
from m y  promise. For you consider i t  a disgrace t o  le t  a n y  one 
exceed you i n  love or  surpass  you i n  kindness. I pray,  however, 
t h a t  you will wr i te  him i n  a friendly manner, because I deem 
him worthy of your  friendship.%) 

At the same time Scheurl wrote letters of the same im- 
port to Carlstadt, Luther's colleague at the university of 
Wittenberg, and to Spalatin, Luther's most trusted friend.3) 
Scheurl's solicitousness indicates that he attached consider- 
able importance to a possible union between his forrner asso- 
ciates and his present guest. 

Who was this guest? His name was Johann Maier, or 
Mayr, of Eck on the Guenz, in the district of Ottobeuren in 
Suabia, where he had been born h'ovember 13, 1486. At  the 
time of which me are writing he was thirty years old and 
1;utller's junior by three years. Johann hlaier of Eck had 
indeed had a remarkable career. Born of a respectable 
family, - his father, 3lichael Maier, was for many years the 
magistrate of the town, - he had a t  the age of nine (March, 
1495) been mceived into the home of his uncle and name- 
sake, Johann Maier, the pastor of a congregation at Rotten- 
burg on the Keckar. F o r  three years his uncle superintended 
and supplemented the poor education which his nephew re- 
ceived at the school of the place. The boy, however, developed 
so rapidly 4) that his uncle decided to send him to Heidelberg, 

2) St. Louis Ed. of Luther's Works, XXIa, 65. -This edition mil1 
be quoted throoghout this treatise by giving merely volume and column. 

3 )  Enders, 2. c.  
4 )  Eck, later in life, gave an account of his education a t  Rotten- 

burg. At school he learned his Latin from Paul Niave's Idioqwa Lati-  
twna and Cato, and flnished Virgil's Bucolics, Fkeocl?~Z, and the sixth 
treatise of Isidore. Besides, he read Aegop's Fables, the Co?nedieu of 
Aretin, the Elegies of Alda, Seneca's 0 9 %  t he  Virt t trs  and the Epist le 
t o  Lttcilizts, the Letters a f  Gaspa?ilz, Gerson's Joacpki?tus, an Intro- 
duction to the Bible, Boethius's O n Disdpline and On the  Co?~solntion 
of Philosophy, the entire Terence, the first six books of the Aeneid, 
and was drilled in Isidore's five chapters on Logic. In  the afternoon 
his nncle read with him the Eooks of Moses, the Four Gospels, Acts, 
treatises on the Fofrl' Last Thiligs, on S o ~ r b ,  a part of Augostine's 
Orntinns to  fhe  Erenuiten. the treatise of Augustine of Ancona on the 
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where Johann Maier, in  April, 1498, entered the university a t  
the tender age of twelve years. In accordance with a pre- 
vailing cus ton~ the young student Latinized his name, calling 
himself after his birthplace Eccius, or Eck (rarely after his 
uncle, Johannes Majoris).5) This precocious freshman be- 
came the Dr. Eck who figures prominently i n  the story of 
the Lutheran Reformation. 

For that have not been explained to us, EcL sooll 
left Heidelberg, the oldest of the German universities, and 
i n  the spring of 1499 entered the University of Tuelringcn. 
I n  six months he advanced to the degree of Bachelor of Arts 
(October, 1499), while fifteen months later (January, 1501) 
he became Master of Arts. H e  now took up the study of 
theology. H i s  leading teacher was Johann Jacob Lemp. 
This is the learned doctor of whom Mclanchthon, who studied 
a t  this university a few years later, has related that he would 
graphically demonstrate to his classes the doctrinc of tran- 
substantiation by crayon drawiags on the hlackboard.6) An- 
other proniinent teacher was IZonrad Summenharclt, who 
taught Eck the rudiments of Hebrew, ancl inciclentally in- 
stilled in  him his peculiar views on social economy. The 
theology which Eck learned of these men is strongly reflected 
in  his: ornil ~ v ~ i t i n g s  a t  a later day. Paul  Scriptoris, "the 
quiet reformer before the Reformation," 7) seems to have had 
only a passing influence on Eck. 

I n  the fall of 1501 the pest began to rage in  Suabia, and 
yielding to the anxious coilcern of his uncle, Eck i n  October 

Authority o f  t he  ChtcrcR, a n  Introductio+t t o  Jzcrisgrudence, and four 
books o f  t h e  Decretals w i t h  t he  GZouses. He learned b y  heart  t h e  Law 
Rules o f  Panormitanus, i n  alphabetical order. His uncle's assistants 
expounded t o  h i m  t h e  Four Gospels, Cicero's treatise O n  Friendship, 
Basil's Introductioa t o  S tudy ,  and Homer's account o f  t h e  Trojan  War .  
O n  h is  own  initiative he read t h e  entire History o f  Lombard, t he  
BhieZd o f  Faith,  and many  Lat in  and German books, "although these 
studies were not  flourishing a t  t h a t  t ime  i n  Germany." (Wiedemann,  
Dr. Joh. Eck, p. 4 f . )  T h i s  modest account draws f rom Hausrath 
(Luthers  Leben, I ,  195) ,the remark t h a t  Eck's uncle m u s t  have bren 
raising a prodigy ('CVunderkind) i n  h is  quiet parsonage. 

5 )  Hausrath (Z. c.) suggests t h a t  i n  assuming his n e w  name, Eck 
was  imitating such noble personages as  t he  Bavarian Chancellor, Leoa- 
hard von Eck,  and t h e  Fiscal o f  Treves,  Johann von  der Ecken. 

6 )  Corp. Re f .  IV, 718. 7 )  PRE2 V, 138. 
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hard von Eck, and the Fiscal of Treves, Johann von del' Ecken. 

6) Gorp. Ret. IV, 718. 7) PRE" Y, 138. 
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A. uthority of the Oh!wch, an Introductiott to Jurisprudence, and four 
books of the Decretals with the Gl088es. He learned by heart the Law 
Rules of Panormitanus, in alphabetical order. His uncle's assistants 
expounded to him the Four Gospels, Cicero's treatise Ott Friendship, 
Basil's Introduction to Study, and Homer's account of the Trojan War. 
On his own initiative he read the entire History of LombCllrd, the 
Shield of Faith, and many Latin and German books, "although these 
studies were not flourishing at that time in Germany." (Wiedemann, 
Dr. Joh. Eck, p. 4 f.) This modest account draws from Hausrath 
(Luthel"S Lebett, I, 195) j.he remark that Eck's uncle must have been 
raising a prodigy (Wtmderlcind) in his quiet parsonage. 

5) Hausrath (l. c.) suggests that in assuming his new name, Eck 
was imitating such noble l'Iersonages as the Bavarian Chancellor, Leon
hard von Eck, and the Fiscal of Treves, Johann von del' Ecken. 

6) Gorp. Ret. IV, 718. 7) PRE" Y, 138. 



transferred lziliiself to Cologne. IIere hc heard the Thomist 
Tlleodoric veil Guenstern and Arnold voxl Tungern, who, 
a decade later, was one of the iilquisitorial judges that con- 
deinncd Reuchlin for defending the study of Hebrew with 
the aid of the Talmud. At Cologne, Eck's talent for oratory 
and his skill in debate were first noticed, and Eck was eager 
to cultivate these qualities by engaging in inany a dialectic 
tilt with his fellow-students. But the pest again caused him 
to change his residence: in June, 1602, he went to Freiburg 
in the Brcisgau, where he continued his inajor studies, 
theology and jurisprudence, at the same time crowding his 
schedule with a variety of other studies. His principal 
teachers at this university were Georg Nothofer, Ulriclr Za- 
sius, the huinanistic jurist, and Gregor Eeysch, the encyclo- 
pedist. 

Another of the unexplained happenings in Eck's life oc- 
curred during his residence in Freiburg : his uncle withdrew 
from hiin the yearly allowance by means of which Eck had 
supported himself at  the univarsities, and Eck was forced to  
parn his livelihood by teaching. He  taught with con.;iderabl~ 
success, especially after he llad received (in 1505) the appoiiit- 
lnent of rector of the A~tistetzburse zunz Pfnu, that is, after 
he had become pl.inc.ipa1 of the hall for student.; of art. 
Students froin other "Bursea" were attracted to his." Nor 
did hr neglect his exercises in oratory and debate, ln1t rather 
engaged nith greater zcst than ever in the regular and 
extrwordinary disputations which fornied part of the cur- 
~iculum of students in those days. On various occasions, a t  
church festivals, at academic functions, Eck came forward 
as a brilliant and accomplished speaker?) but he also becaine 
k i l o ~ n  as an extremely abusive debater. 

Eck's theological curriculum was completed a t  Freiburg, 
as follows: he became Bachelor of Theology in 1506, Si111- 

S )  "By the  multitude of his accomplishments he sought cvcJn a t  
this tirnc to irnl~ress men ; for he often delivered six lecture% in :L clay." 
(Hausrath, I .  c . )  

9) Wiedemann (p. 448 ff.) has  facsimiles of the  t i t l ~  pngc,s of many 
of these ra l ly  ~ ~ r o i ~ n c t i o n s  of Wck. 
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tentiarius, that  is, lecturer on the dogmatics of Peter Lom- 
bard, in  1506, Licentiate of Theology i n  1509, and obtained 
the title of Doctor of Theology in  1510, a t  the age of twenty- 
four. TWO years prior to this (December 13, 1505) he had 
been ordained priest a t  Strassburg, a special disl~cnsatioli 
having been obtained for hirn from the Pope because he was 
below the canonical age. 

A t  Freiburg Eclc published his first literary product, 
Ludicrn Loyices E.vercita?n~?~ta,  that is, Laughable Exer- 
cises in Logic. 

His  unfairness, his ungenerous treatment of an  opponent, 
and his abusive style of speaking in  debate had caused oery 
unpleasant relations to spring up between Eck ailcl his col- 
leagues, and this circumstance induced him to apply for 
a vacant chair of theology a t  the {Tniversity of Ingolstadt. 
Tipon the urgent recommendation of Peutiager to' the Dukes 
of Bavaria he was called to this position i n  November, 1510. 

Eck's ability mas sooil recognized ut Ingolstadt; for in 
two years he rose, first, to the dignity of rector (1511), next, 
to that o f  pro-chancellor of the university (1512). H e  re- 
lnaiilcd with this school to the end of his life, and his 
Catholic reviewers are undoubtedly right when they give as 
the reason why in the age of the Reformation this great 
school of Germany mas eavecl to the Catholic Cllurch the 
complete domination which Eck had secuivld over it.10) 

A remarkable literary activity frorn now 011 to the end 
of his theological career of thirty-two years marks the prog- 
ress of Dr. Eck. H e  began to show his learning in  the   no st 
diverse clcpartments of learning. "He engaged in geograph- 
ical research and published a series of philosophical works, 
some of which mere to serve as text-books ill the faculty of 
arts a t  Ingolstadt. I n  these writings he attempts to com- 
bine in a rational synthesis the advantages of the older 

10) "Schroedl, in Wetsep- ulzd Welte, says that Eck gave it that 
robust Catholic tendency by which it became a flrm citadel of faith in 
Germany and a wholesolne antidote against the Protestant acade- 
mies. ( ! ) "  (PREI? V, 138.) 
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6 I .  A PROPOSAL OF FRIENDSIIIP. 

philosophy with those of the new."11) This means that Eck, 
while adhering in principle to the old scholastic views and 
methods of the intellectual leaders of the Church, sought 
to polish his writings with the new progressire views of the 
modernism of that age, the humanistic learning, at least 
whenever he could do so without incurring the s~xspicion 
that he had actually become a Humanist. He  never went 
over coinpletely to the camp of the Humanists. 

His l~riacipal theological work during this early period 
Eclc inscribed C h ~ y s o p a s s u s .  This title was borrowed from 
Rev. 21, 20, where the tenth of the precious stoiles iiz the 
foundatioil of the heavenly Jerusalem is called a "chryso- 
prasus.?' Eck certainly thought very highly of his virgin 
effort in theology. The treatise develops the doctrine of 
predestination from Semi-Pelagian premises. Eclr's later 
Catholic reviewers think that the treatise prophetically fore- 
shadowed the author's part in the struggle that was soon to 
come upon the Church; for the dogmas of divine grace and 
human free will which Eolr discussed in the Clz~y.sopassus 
became the battle-ground between Luther and Rome.12) Be- 
sides this treatise Eck wrote commentaries on the Sztnxmulae 
of Petrus Hispanus and the treatises of Aristotle 0 1 2  Heaven 
and On the S o u l ,  by which he endeavored to create the im- 
pression that he was in harmony with the new learning of 
his time. 

A deplorable trait in Eck's character - doubly deplorable 
because i t  was seen in  a theologian, and that, such a young 
theologian- cropped out when he ventured upon the terri- 
tory of social economy. It was Eck's avarice. We noted 
the impulse which Eck had received in  this direction from 

11) J. P. Kirsch, in Cath. Etccycl.V, 272. This writer cite.; the fol- 
lowing monographs on the non-theological activities of Eck : Gaenther, 
Jolt. Eck als Beograph, in Porschungen a. Ktdltur- II. JIL'terat?(rges~h. 
Bayerns (Munich, 1894),  11, 140-162 ; Rauch, Die Anfnengs des 
Humani.smz~s i n  Ingolstadt (Munich, 1901) ; Greving, Joh. Eck aZs 
junger Geleltrter, in Refor?nationsge.scl~ichtl. Stfbd6en u .  Texte (hfunich, 
1906),  I .  

12) The Chrysopaxstts and other books of Eck were burned by the 
students of Wittenberg a t  the Elster Gate on December 10, 1520. 
(Grisar, Luther, 11, 51.) 
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effort in theology. The treatise develops the doctrine of 
predestination from Semi-Pelagian premises. Eck's later 
Catholic reviewers think that the treatise prophetically fore
shadowed the author's part in the struggle that was soon to 
come upon the Church; for the dogmas of divine grace and 
human free will which Eck discussed in the Chry.sopassu.s 
became the battle-ground between Luther and Rome.12) Be
sides this treatise Eck wrote commentaries on the Surnmulae 
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11) J. P. Kirsch, in Oath. Encycl. V, 272. This writer cites the fol
lowing monographs on the non-theological activities of Eck: Guenther, 
Joh. Eck als Geogt'aph, in ]I'orschungen z. Kultur- U·. Diteraturge8ch. 
Bayerns (Munich, 1894), II, 140-162; Bauch, Die Anfaenge des 
Humani.~mlls in Ingolstadt (Munich, 1901); Greving, Joh. Eck als 
.iunger Gelehrter, in Reformationsge.schichn. St1t(lien u. TelCte (Munich, 
1906), 1. 

12) The Ohrysopa8su.~ and other books of Eck were burned by the 
students of Wittenberg at the Elster Gate on December 10, 1520, 
(Grisar, Luther, II, 51.) 



1. A PROPOSAL OF FRIESDSHTP. '7 

Prof. Summenhardt a t  Tuebingen. By making extensive use 
of the treatise of his former teacher, T7.actatzrs B i p a ~ t i t u s  
de Decinzis ( A  Treatise in Two Parts on Tithes), Eck pre- 
pared a series of theses in which he defended the charging 
of five per cent, interest on loans. This seems a moderate 
rate, but we must bear in mind that in that age the canon 
law forbade all usury, that is, all taking of interest, for that 
was called usury; and for ages the civil law had enforced 
the ecclesinstica1. Usury meant, "not the taking of excessive 
interest alone, but the taking of any interest." The age had 
begun to fight capitalism, which engaged in the "lending of 
money in business, with a prospect, almost a certainty, of 
profit. Tisury had formerly been an exaction of that for 
which the borrower had received no real equivalent, from 
which a t  any rate he had derived no profit; i t  was now 
a sharing of profits between borrower and lender." 13) This 
was an entirely new conception, and for his attempt to de- 
fend i t  Eck was promptly charged with "Fuggerisn~"; for 
i t  was believed that he had yielded to golden inducements of 
the well-known bankers of emperors and popes, the Fuggers 
of Augsburg, when he launched his defense of their usurious 
practises. Eck published his theses on the five per cent. 
interest rate in October, 1514, ancl intended to discuss them 
publicly a t  his university. But the Bishop of Eichstaett. 
Gabriel von Eyb, who was the chancellor of the university, 
refused his consent, and Eck had to desist. Homevel; in 
1515 he went to Bologna, where he defended his theses, but 
found few men agreeing with him. His attempt to repeat 
his disputation a t  Vienna in 1517 was a complete failure. 
I11 spite of his incessant begging for permission he was not 
allowed to speak on his pet theme. Only a few minor theo- 
logical questions he was permitted to discuss. Estimate, 
now, the abnormal conceit of the man when you behold him 
coming back from Vienna, boasting that he had achieved 
"a victory." He set to work to publish his theses with the 
expositioll he had given them, and with an account of the 

13) Vedder ,  The Reformation i n  Gevman21, p. X X X V .  
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proceedings a t  Bologna and Vieizna. It \\.as this treatise 
that he sent to Luther with his fcquebt for Luther's friend- 
ship.14) Pirckheimer, the wealthy and culturetl protector of 
the Hurnnnists in Germany, after receiving this treatise of 
Eck, wrote a satirical review of i t  which he clntitled Eccius 
Dedolatus (Eck Planed Down). H e  cites Eck's otvn com- 
nlent on his "success" at Vienna: 

I arrived at Vienna, in Pannonia, and there left a singular 
proof of my genius and learning; for I overcalne all by shouting, 
and showed that all tlie Viennese lacltcd literary training and 
er~dition.1~;) 

For this Eck inclnclecl Pircklieiuer in the bull of esuom- 
~nunicatjon x~~l~ ich  hc published ngainst Luther in 152O.l';) 
Eernard Adelmnnn of Augsbuvg always referred t o  Eck ah 
"the gnrr~rlous sophist." 17) 

IIis nerves still tingling with the glowing feeling of his 
inzaginary triuinph, and greedy of greater honors. Eck im- 
mediately after his rrturil from Vienna, i11 a spirit of pnre 
combativeness, picked a quarrel with his forn~cr teacher at 
Freiburg, Ulricll Zasius. Not satisfied with this, he even 
bumped into the aclrnomledged literary king of the agc, Eras- 
mus, who had. just issued his Greek New Testament. Eck 
mroto r l ~ ~ t / ~ L u t i o t ~ e . s  in Xol lu rn  l'e.stamgnturn (Notes on the 
New Testament), in which Le aseun~ed the r6le of champion 
of orthodoxy over and against Erasmus, becausc tlie latter 
had said that the Greek of the New Testament x~ns not as 
good as that of Demvsthenes.18) 

This was the inan \vllt>rn S c h ~ u r l  proposed to Luther for 
:t friend. Schelirl thought that 1112 saw in Eck a "gleich- 
strebenden Geist," a person of kindred aspirations with Ln- 
ther.19) He hnd not discovered the character of Eck; his 

14)  The title of the hrochure which had been pnblishcd a t  Augs- 
burg February 1 was  : Dinpt~fatro Joan. Eckii Theologi Viclrnne P ~ Y L -  
toonine habitcz. On fol. 15 ff. he had added his disputation a t  Bologna. 
(Enders,  1. c.; Preserved Smith, Lutke)-'s Correspondo~ce 1, 57.)  IJ7iedp- 
mann, 1. c., p. 447, has  a photograph of the t i t le page of th is  brocllure. 

15) PRE2 V, 129. 16)  Gris t~r ,  11, 39. 
17) Wiedemann. 1). 35.  1s) I'rescrvcd Smith,  7 r .  . 11. 53. 
19) PREZ, I .  c .  
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17) Wiedemann. p. :3;;. 18) Preserved Smith, 7. (' .. p. f,8. 
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1. A PEOPOSAL OF FRIENDSHIP. 9 

intention was sincere, but his judgment was at  fault. How- 
ever, it  is also ~ossible that Scheurl had not read the char- 
acter of Luther correctly; for Scheurl's friendship with Lu- 
ther was terminated in 1523, after which time Scheurl sides 
with Eck against Luther, and is eager to make his peace with 
Rome.20) 

We are now looking back upon the completed drama of 
the Reformation. We are apt to inuse how much differently 
the story of the Reformation would have to be written to-day 
if Scheurl's wish had been realized. I n  that case i t  is likely 
that Albertine Saxony, with the University of Leipzig, would 
have joined the Iteformation movement much sooner than i t  
did, and Luther would have been spared the pain of having 
to issue a number of unpleasant writings. It is likely that 
Protestailt influence in Southern Germany, guided from the 
University of Ingolstndt, would haw  materially changed the 
course of events at Worms in 1921. It is likely that at Augs- 
burg in 1530, at  Worms in 1540, at  Ratisbon in 1541 the 
Lutheran cause would have had a11 able champion more in- 
dtead of x sinister opponent. I t  is likely - well, let us dis- 
miss dreams. Man proposes; God disposes. Even our friend- 
ship~: a-lrc. subject to His revision. So Le it.21) 

20)  Preserved Smith, 1. c., 51. 
2 1 )  ll'iedemann. Eck's Rolnan biographer (p. S 3 ) ,  curiously mis- 

understauds a remurk of Eck in a letter t o  the abbot Gallus, and claims 
t h a t  Eck was in correspondence with Luther before Scheurl suggested 
the estabIishment of a friendshi11 between the two men. By misconnect- 
iug t h r  ~ l r r a s e  "ex commendatione," clc., nit11 "ridisset" instead of 
"traxisse," Wiedemann translates : Eefore I harl seen Luther on the 
'ccommendation ot Scheurl, I had entered into friendly relations with 
him. I t  hhoulrl road:  1 had not st>m L o t h ~ l .  before I enlerctl into 
friendly relations with him on the reco~nmenrlation of Hcheurl. Ecli 
wrote the letter l o  which we have referred in the  beginning of this 
chapter from Schenrl's home. IJi5 conduct wonlcl certainly be ( J I I ~ P L .  

if he had allon~c~tl Schcurl t o  secnre for hinx a f~,icnil\hip tha t  wa. 
already rstablishetl. BJ- the w a y ,  011 t l~ i*  prrccclinq pnqe \Yietlr~mann 
has  quoted a remtrrk of Eck which nlnkes hi111 say t l ~ c  vc.rg ol,l,o\ite of 
what  JVi~Aemann has imagined in this p1:ic.c. 
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alreauy established. By the way, on tlw prf'cctlill~ p(lge \Vied,;malll1 
has quoted a remark of Eck which makes him sn.y tlw v(~ry opposite of 
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2. May Frost on a Budding Friendship. 
The early correspondence of Luther that has corrlc down 

to us is fragmentary. Among the letters that still rcinain 
unrecovered are the letter of Xck to Luther to which we have 
referred, and Luther's answer to the same.%) But we have 
evidence that Luther entered into the friendly scheme of 
Scheurl. The Nuernberg counselor had dated his letter to 
Luther April 1; Luther replies to him under date of Mag G :  

As regards your admonition to write our Ecli in n friendly 
manner, I have done this with the greatest care possible. TVlit~ther 
the letter has reached its dwtination I do not lmow.%3) 

At  that time, then, Luther had received no reply from 
Eck. But observe Luther's expedition : scarcely fiue weeks 
had elapsed between Scheurl's request and Luther's com- 
pliance. Considering the postal facilities of those times, me 
should call that rapid correspondence. Luther was very 
willing to make a friend of Eclr, if he could. I n  fact, Luther 
had by this time received Eck into his friendship merely oil 
the reconlinendation of Scheurl, for he calls him "our Eck," 
and that meant, in the parlance of the day, "our friend Eck." 

We hare a letter of Luther to Scheurl, dated Septem- 
ber 11, in which Luther refers to theses n~hidi  he is sending 
to Scheurl, with this requcst: - 

These tl~eses you may submit to our frienil Eck, the very 
lcarned and acccomplished man, in order that I may l ~ c a t  and see 
-\vhat lle has to  say about tI~ni.24 

From this language and the nature of tllc suggestion we 
infer that a certain degree of intiir~acy must havc sprung up 
between Luther and Eck during the four n~onthv ~~hic.11 had 
passed since Ecli made his overtures to Luther. 111 n letter 
dated September 30, Scheurl acknowledges the receilrt of the 
theses, and proinises to forward them to Ecli.2;) On Novem- 
ber 3 he inforins Luther that the theses havc l~eei* rc~ad with 
approval by the dean of Eichstaett, Erhard Truchwss, and 
by the Prior of Rebclorf, ICilian 1llein.BO) In  scildillg the 

22) E n d ~ r s ,  I .  c.,  I. DS. 23) XXI a, GS. 
24) S X I a ,  74. 25)  XXIa,  76. W )  XSTn.  77. 
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theses to these places in the immediate neighborhood of 
Ingolstadt, and to Eck7s immediate associates, Scheur17s in- 
tention was to obtain the joint opinion of all these men. I n  
his letter to Eck he reiterated Luther's wish and joined his 
own with it: - 

With Luther I desire to be informed what you think of these 
theses.27) 

There is some anxiety manifested in these repeated and 
urgent requests for an opinion. The nature of the theses ex- 
plains this anxiety: the theses in question represent one of 
the earliest efforts of Luther to break down the tyranny of 
the scholastic theology, that is, of the pagan philosophy of 
Aristotle as applied to theology. The theses are a clear call 
to the theologians of the age to break with the untenable 
prineipIes of a misguided past. 

VTrhat do we mean by scholasticism and scholastic the- 
ology? These terms are used to designate the forin which 
the teaching of the Church had assumed after the great 
teachers of the earlier centuries had passed away and theo- 
logical learning was fostered chiefly by great scllools, uni- 
sersities. The prominent teachers of theology were usually 
attached to some school, and hence came to he called scho- 
lastics, or schoolmen. The dogmas that had received the 
sanctic~n of thr C!hurch llacl crystallizcd in creedal stntenlents, 
and were accepted and taught on the authority of the Church. 
Tlle lnbor of the schoolmen consisted in organizing the dog- 
n ~ a s  into.ao1ne system and in harnlonizinq them. "The scho- 

I 

lastic theologians were therefore not patres, generators of 
clog~~~as, but only doctores,  teachers and defenders ; 2nd they 
were not docto7.e~ in geiiel.al, but only doctores c~c le s iae .  
They taught not merely in the Church, but for the Church 
and in defense uf the Church. Their central task was to 
conciliate, or at least to cast a bridge over the gulf which 
lies between, faith and lrnowledge. The instrument ~ h i c h  
they used chiefly was formal logic - syllogistic argnmenta- 
tion." 8chol:~stic theology, in search after the primary source 

2 7 )  Rnders, I .  c., 'I, 110. 
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of religious knowledge, thought i t  had found that source in  
the reason and the inoral sellse of man. The Cburc l~  mould 
have i t  so; that mas the great pity and the shame of it. 

The age of scholastic theology opens with filldclnl of 
Canterbury (t 1109). To him is ascribed the first distinct 
recognitioii aild efficient application of the central principle 
of scholastic theology: "the unquestioned acceptance of the 
traditionally and officially sanctioned body of ortl~odox doc- 
trine, and the earnest defense of the same by a11 t he  ye- 
sothrees of log ic  and  ason. on." Allselm chafed 11ntlc.r tllc 
charge that theology is i~ blind a ~ l d  irrrttioiial hahllling of 
certaiil beliefs after some renomiled teacher or  the dccision 
of solne fanlons churclrl council. H e  wanted to S ~ U T V  that 
reason has very much to do in theology, provided only i t  does 
not become haughty and scllf-confident. H e  found i t  difficult. 
however, to collfi~~e this unruly and presumptuous reason 
within due bouncle. Though sti-iviilg against rationalism, 
Anselm hiinself uttered rationalistic principles and seuti- 
ments, som~tillles poii~g so far  as  to claim that  "reason c ~ l i  
of itsclf de~nonstrnte the absol~xtc necessity of eavh and 
every dogma of the wl~olc faith of the Church." 

Aftrr  Snsclnt two tendei~cies 111ay he obsrrrcd alnong the 
~ c ~ l ~ o o l n ~ c ~ n :  one bold and aggressjre, striving to get n w a y  as 
>ilurli a h  pos i i h l~  from the ituthority of the Clmrc.1~ and its 
dogmas, thotigh still deferring ostelieihly to that authority; 
t h e  other, qtriving to hold 011 to the trndition:~l f:~itli. 2nd at 
the sa rw tilnc coquetting wit11 reason. The ~cl)rescnt,ltive of 
the fornie~. tcndencp w:ls Abelard (t 1142) ; o f  the latter, I3cr- 
nard of Clairvaux ( t  1 1  53). The latter tenclmlcfiy t r i ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ l l c c l ,  
chiefly thvough the labors of thc school of thc St .  Victors 
(Tiugo St.Yic.tor, ) 1140 ; hi5 pupil, IZnbert St.Trir:tor, + l l73),  
~vliich i~ljectcd a crrtaiiz c.ontelol~lative or mystic c.l(.li~cnllt into 
the sc:tt-c>h after tlic primary so~xrce of Iinocvlc(1oc in tlic~nlogy. 
"Acc~rtrcling to Robert St. Victor there are sis kind.: nf coil- 
t ~ i ~ q ~ l : \ t  ioii. (J\iTc know 1. 1,y the ilnngina tion ( t l ~ c ~  $eniihle 
imprc,siolls made Ly ~reatiorl) ; 2. by reawn (~)erccl>tioil of 
law and orrl~t- i n  creation) ; 3. irz reason accorclinq to ilnngi- 
nation (symbolicnl knowledge of nature as n 111in.o~ of the 
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the reason and the moral sense of man. The Church would 
have it so; that was the great pity and the shame of it. 

The age of scholastic theology opens with Anselm of 
Canterbury ct 1109). To him is ascribed the first distinct 
recognition and efficient application of the central principle 
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SOtlrCes of log'ic and i·cason." Anselm chafed ulHler the 
charge that theology is a blind and irrational babbling of 
certain beliefs after some renowned teacher or the d('cision 
of some famous ehurch council. He wanted to show that 
reason has very l11ueh to do in theology, provided only it does 
not become haughty and sdf-confident. He found it difficult, 
however, to confine this unruly and presumptuous reason 
within due boundt'o Though stIYlving against rationalism, 
Anselm himself uttered rationalistic principles and senti
ments, sometimes going so far as to claim that "reason can 
of itself oemonstn,tc the absolute necessity of eaeh and 
every dogma of the whole faith of the Ohurch." 

After Ansolm two tendencies may be observed among the 
sehoolull'l1: one bold and aggressive, striving to get il,vny as 
much as l)()ssihle from the nuthority of the Cll11reh ll11d its 
clogmas, though still deferring ostensibly to that a11thol'ity; 
the other, striving to hold on to the traditioTlnl {nith. and at 
the SmTIH time cO(luetting with reason. The n:prescntntive of 
the former tendency was Abelard (t 1142); of the latt!"r, Ber
nard of Clairvallx (t- 1153). The latter tendeney triulllphed, 
chiefly through the labors of the sehool of the Rt. Victors 
(Hugo At.Vietor, t1140; his pnpil, Hobert St.Vi(;tol', t1173), 
whichillj,~cted a cC'rtain contemplative 01' mytltic e!<'llwnt into 
the search after the primary source of knowl!"dp:e in tJI('o]ogy. 
"Ac(:orrling to Robert St. Vietor there are six killd~ of con
templatiou. '\Va know 1. by the imagination (the ~ensihle 
impre""ioll~ made by nreation); 2. by reason (1)crcept1011 of 
law and order in rreation); 3. in reason acconling to illlagi
nation (:,;ymholicnl knowledge of nature as a lIlirror of the 
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spiritual) ; 4. in  reason and according to reason (the internal 
referred to the internal without a sensible image); 5. above 
and not against reason (rational knowledge carried to a higher 
stage by revelation) ; 6. abwue and (apparently) against rea- 
son (as, e. g., the mystery of the Trinity).? " 

Contemplation, however, seemed too much like labor to 
the race of churchn~en that was now arising. These men 
were becoming pronouncedly materialistic and sensual. They 
preferred their theological diet in the canned and predigested 
form. Accordingly, for their convenience chiefly, however, 
also for the sake of displaying the logical acumen of thcii. 
authors, collections of the dogmatic deliverances of the lead- 
ing teachers of the Church were made, which were called 
sumrnae sententiarum, Summaries of Dehitions. A modest 
author would occasionally call his collection summulae, Little 
Summaries. On these summaries the tlleological lecturers 
used to commnent and were called sententiami. "All intel- 
lectual acumen was concentrated upon the logical defense of 
the formal orthocioxy of the official Church." The leader 
ainong the theologians of this age (illagister sententinrt~nz) 
became Peter Lombard (1.1164). His treatise Sentsnticcrunz 
Libri QuntLl~or- became the indispensable text-book in all 
tl~eologic~nl scllools, and students took their second academic: 
degree when they were admitted to the privilege of lecturing 
on the Aewteqztiae of the Lombard. 

In 1204 ocrurred the fall of C'onstaiztjnople. One of the 
effects of this cvent was that tlre 'cvritilzgs of Aristotle were 
made acrtlssible to the West. The trainecl intellects in tlzc- 
Western Church fell with nviditj upon the philosopliy of 
this cult~ired pagan, in .cvhoil~ llunlan reason has scored it5 
greatest triumphs. All the fundanierltal questions which the 
schoolmen hacl for a hundred years debated without the aid 
of Aristotle were taken up with a new zest, and the authority 
of the great thinker of classical antiquity was invoked to  
prove the correctness or incorrectness of a l~osition in the- 
ology. "The explanatioil of Aristotle7s great influence on 
the medieval Church is not far  to scelr. I t  is accounted for 
by the fact thnt he was and is and always is to Be the great 
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expounder of the laws of thought. It has been more than 
two thousand years since he wrote,%) and no essential point 
in  this teaching has been impeached, and no really fruitful 
addition to his work has been made. Now i t  is one of the 
constantly recurring illusions of men that, if they only had 
the right method of reasoning and investigation, they might 
ascertain and demonstrate all truth. Aristotle was supposed 
to have furnished that method. By analysis and synthesis, 
by induction and deduction, by the magic power of the syl- 
logism, all things were to be revealed." 29) The comsnentators . 
on the Sentences of the Lombard now enriched their disser- 
tations with copious references to a writer who had never 
heard of Christ, had not read a word of the Bible, and was 
altogether outside of the pale of the Christian Church. Chief 
among them were Alexander Hales (1 12741, Duns Scotus 
(f i308), Occam (f 1347). The line of scholastic theologians 
is generally regarded as closed with the death of Gabriel Biel 
in 1495,joj when Luther was getting ready to quit the parish 
school a t  Mansfeld and go to Magdeburg. 

Already by his theological studies at the cloistcr in Er- 
furt, and still more after his election to a professorship at 
the University of Wittenberg, Luther had become thoroughly 
familiar with the scholastic theology and its profane master 
A~istotle. He knew every variety of this theolom, in1113 could 
with ease cite the views of the principal scholastics. 111 pro- 
portion, howcver, as Luther became acquainted with thc Scrip- 
Lures, he became greatly disturbed in mind orer the uildis- 
puted authority which Aristotle was seen to exercise upon the 
teachers of the Church. His disquietude turned to indignu- 
tion when he noticed that Aristotle  as practically   cane rated 
as a god and his teachings were accepted blindly, while the 
teaching of God's Word was practically regarded a s  n-orthless. 
His Christian conscience felt this as an aboniiilt~tioil, and i t  
would not suffer him to remain silent long. "If tilt. Gospel 

28)  Aristotle, the pupil of Plato and teacher of A l c s a n d ~ r  the 
Great, lived 384-322 B. C. 

29) Vedder, 2. c., p. 16. 
30) YcCl i i~ toch:  and Str.o?tg Cgcl.,  p n s ~ i 1 1 1 .  
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was to achieve a thorough buccess, Aristotle must be over- 
thrown." (Walch.) 

As early as February 8, 1516, Luther had voiced his in- 
dignation with the force of a personal grievance in a letter 
to his friend Johann Lang a t  the University of Erfurt. He  
declared that he was "full of blasphemies and curses against 
Aristotle and Porphyry and the sententiarics"; he calls Aris- 
totle "that actor who, in his Greek mask, has deceived the 
Church," and goes so far as to say: "If Aristotle had not 
been ill the flesh, I would not hesitate to say that he was the 
devil." 31) 

Luther felt that to truly perform the functions of a theo- 
logian he must come to an understanding with the church- 
men of his age as regards fundamentals. By what standards 
must the theologian determine truth and error? By the 
Xentetices of the schoolmen? But what if these authorities 
coiltradict Scripture? Then i t  became the plain duty of the 
theologian to overthrow the authority of the accepted stand- 
ards in theology. Accordingly, n resolution mas pasred at 
T;CTittenborg on August 21, 1517, to arrange for a public dis- 
cussion of the philosophy of Aristotle. Luther drew up 
a series of theses for the occasion, and sent them to his 
friend Lang at Erfurt with the offer that he would come to 
Erfurt kind maintain the theses in debate with the professors 
of thc university. The Erfurt theo1ogi:tns had grown gray 
teaching sc.holastic theology; they were shocked a t  the bold- 
ness of Luther's theses. They declarecl Luther forward, reck- 
less, high-minded, and altogether too ready to conclem~l the 
opinions of other men. They refused to debate with Luther. 
Rut at Wittcnberg the theses werc received with great satis- 
faction, and a public discuesioil of them took place on Sep- 
tember 4, when Franz Guenther of Nordhausen came before 
the theological faculty to defend the theses for his degree of 
Bachelor of Theology. Luther presided at the discussion, 
and the young al~plicaiit for academic honors acquitted hiin- 

31) De Wettc, Ltcthers Bviefe, I, 15 ; Vrdd~r,  I .  c., p. 13 f. 
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31) De Wettc. Luthers Briefe, I, 15; Vedder, 1. c., p. 15 f. 
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self so well that he was awarded his diploma uno consensu 
dominorzsm, with the unanimous approval of his teachers. 

The theses afford an insight into that theology which was 
to become dominant a t  Wittenberg. For this reason we have 
reproduced them entire in an appendix a t  the end of this 
book. Certain details in these theses are not easily intelligible 
to the modern reader who is not conversant with the medieval 
literature against which they are directed. But everybody 
understands readily that in these theses there is a vigorous 
insistence on such fundarncntal Christian truths as these: 
Man is by nature corrupt and incapable of fulfilling the Law 
of God; only the grace of God can help him out of his 
misery; this grace is mediated through Christ and offered 
in the Word of His  grace. This grace it is that malies theo- 
logians, rather than reason, even when exercised with con- 
summate skill and aided by the greatest masters of logic. 
The polemical remarks at the end of the theses indicate 
against which particular representative of the prevalent 
teaching the thesis is aimed. The authors named were all 
aclcnowledged authorities of the Church. Above all, Aris- 
totle the pagan was the theological oraclc of medieval scho- 
lasticism.32) 

On these theses Eck remained discreetly silcnt. have 
110 evidence that he ever expressed the opinion which harl bcen 
30 urgently solicited both by Luther and Rchc~~rl .  B11t his 
jubsequent conduct showed that he was fundnmentallg op- 
posed t o  Luther's theses. Out of these tllcses tlirrc had 
clesccllded upon the habitual beliefs of Eck, whicli had grown 
and thriven on Italian soil in southern sm~sl~inc~. :I cold 
northern blast. His Wittenberg friend was propo.inq to him 
that as theologians they should hcnccfortll live in another 
than the accustomed atmosphere. The p-urt~ brc1;r tli 4 ,f trnth 
chilled Eck's infant affection for Luther, and his 1)uclding 
f~iendship vras nippecl. He  was not iuclinc~tl to appi'oyc Lu- 

33) Plitt (Life  of Luther, p. 69) cal!s this disputation ":I decisive 
blow struck at medieval doctrine." 
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ther's position, and i t  did not seem prudent to disapprove it. 
His silence is very expressive. 

Silence! Oh, well are Death and Sleep. and thou 
Three brothers named, the guardians, gloomy-winged, 
Of one abyss, where life and truth and joy 
Are swallowed up. Slzelley. 

Hausrath has seen in Eck at this period the cunning 
dissembler. "The great Humanists Brant, Geiler, Peutinger, 
Reuchlin, Wimpheling, Zasius, are his patrons a t  this time, 
and he overwhelms them with letters breathing his venera- 
tion for them. However, he had a t  the same time maintained 
relatioils with the obscurantists in  the Church, which proved 
revy useful to him. This was revealed when in his twenty- 
fourth year he mas called as professor to Ingolstadt, which 
still was under the influence of scholasticism. This did not 
prevent him, however, from keeping up a friendship with 
a I-Iumanist like Scheurl a t  Nuernberg, nor from offering, 
in 1517, his friendship to Luther, of whose opposition to 
Aristotle and the scholastics he must even then have known. 
Luther, hon~ever, had to blame himself because in his free- 
dom from suspicion he had accepted as genuine the assur- 
allccs of friendship of this aspirant, who mas casting his 
lines now to the right, now to  the left."97) 

3. Stabbing a Friend in the Back. 
We have traced Ecli's relation to Luther to a point within 

one month of an event which was destined to shalre all 
Europe, On October 31 Luther published his theses against 
the traffic of iadulgences. Luther attached only local im- 
portance to the Thcses: they were to serve as a basis for 
a public discussion nt TVittenberg, and he mede no effort 
to spread them. His friend Scheurl had to upbraid him for 
not sending him the Tlieses.~) I n  the eyes of thoughtful 
men, however. the Xi~lety-five Theses assumed a very great 

33) 1. c., I ,  196. 
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importance the more they studied and pondered them. When 
the Theses were published in convenient prints at Nuern- 
berg, both in the original Latin and in a German translation 
by Nuetzel,35) every prominent person in Germany was dis- 
cussing the Theses with his neiglibors and associates, and 
endeavoring not only to grasp their exact meaning, but, still 
more, to determine their bearing on tho practical life of the 
Church and the autocratic rule that had been set up in the 
Church. Very many people saw at orlee what Luther had 
failed to foresee, ziiz., that the Theses were a challenge to the 
Papacy, and sooner or later must involve Luther in a conflict 
with the rulers of the Church. Men were taking sides for 
or against Luther. The majority of tlie influential men in 
Germany, in particular all who permitted their jud-grnent to 
be swayed by their temporal interests, soon voiced their dis- 
sent from the views which Luther had published. 

EcB was among the first to become interested in Luther's 
Theses. It is quite liltely that his frieild Scheui-l sent them 
to him. Xoreovcr, Eck was observing the effect of thc Theses 
on the public mind. "Luther's Ninety-five Theses against 
indulgences gave Ecli, who had already attained notoriety 
us a vainglorious polemist, no rest. Iminediatcly after re- 
ceiving them, he had declared that 'he would go ten miles 
to debate thcxn with the author.' The distance to TTTittenberg 
was indeed greater than ten miles."3tj) To remain on Lu- 
ther's side - if he ever was on Lutller's side - required 
w stronger friendship fnr Luther and, above all, a more dis- 
inte~ested luve of the truth than Eck pos$essed. Eck placed 
himself on the side of Luther's opponents. At the same time, 
however, he was careful not to betray his sentiments to 
Luther too soon; not a word of criticism or warning did he 
send to  his friend. 

On business of his university Eck one day had to visit 
the bishop of Eichstaett. During the (:onversation with the 
bishop be alluded to Luther's Theses and voiced his dissent. 
The hishol~ did not agree with the argnrnents advanced by 

35) Enders, I. c., I, 167. 
36) Knaake, i n  Weimar Edition of Luthei 's  Works, I, 278. 
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Eck, and the conversation became a lengthy discussi6n. Eck 
had marked the places in Luther's Theses which he con- 
sidered objectionable by little daggers, which scholars called 
"obelislrs." 37) After his visit to the bishop he wrote out his 
exceptions, and sent a copy of his Obelislc~, that is, of Lu- 
ther's Theses with his annotations, to  the bishop. He de- 
clared later that he had to do this because the bishop had 
asked him for his theological opinion on the Theses. This, 
however, was a subterfuge; there is no evidence that the 
bishop had asked Eck for a written opinion; on the con- 
trary, it is known that the bishop was displeased with the 
exaggerated accusations mhich Eck had raised against Lu- 
ther. By spreading this tale, Eck was simply feeding his 
vanity, and a t  the same time preparing a safe retreat for 
himself in case he should be attacked for his Obelislcs. 
Itching with a desire to  become known as a learned critic 
of a document which mas rapidly gathering national fame, 
Eck let i t  be known that he had prepared a criticism of 
Li~ther's Theses, and manuscripts of his 0beZisX.s began to 
be circulated among his friends and the saoants of Germany. 
Xcl< had adroitly permitted them to pass out of his hands. 
IIis cousin Michel claims that Eck had not written his 
ObeZisXs for publication, and Eck himself, when the matter 
hecanle mooted, seemed greatly surprised that they should 
have become public.38) 

Onc of the manuscript copies of the Obelisks reached 
Wittenberg via Augsburg and Suernberg about the end of 
March, 1515. Eck must have dropped a copy a t  Augsburg, 
where he had obtained n n  appointment as preacher; for from 
this place Canon Bernard Adelinann sent the Obelisi-s to 

37) Peter Mosellanus, in his Oratio de variarum linguarum cog- 
nitione paranda, published a t  Base1 in 1519, explains the origin of this 
custom as follows: "Origen, the Hebrew scholar, used to stab any 
deviation from the original text of the Scriptures with which he met 
in a commentary with an obelislr (f.) or noted it  with an asterisk (*)." 
(Bl. E., 2a . )  

38) We may note here that the actual publication of the Obelisks 
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reply in the first volume of Luther's Works, published at Wittenberg, 
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Eck, and the conversation became a lengthy discussion. Eck 
had marked the places in Luther's Theses which he con
sidered objectionable by little daggers, which scholars called 
"obelisks." 37) After his visit to the bishop he wrote out his 
exceptions, and sent a copy of his Obelislcs, that is, of Lu
ther's Theses with his annotations, to the bishop. He de
dared later that he had to do this because the bishop had 
asked him for his theological opinion on the Theses. This, 
however, was a subterfuge; there is no evidence that the 
bishop had asked Eck for a written opinion; on the con
trary, it is known that the bishop was displeased with the 
exaggerated accusations which Eck had raised against Lu
ther. By spreading this tale, Eck was simply feeding his 
vanity, and at the same time preparing a safe retreat for 
himself in ease he should be attacked for his Obelisks. 
Itching with a desire to become known as a learned critic 
of a document which was rapidly gathering national fame, 
Eck let it be kno"ln that he had prepared a criticism of 
Luther's Theses, and manuscripts of his Obelisl,;s began to 
be circulated among his friends and the sa'Vants of Germany. 
Eck had adroitly permitted them to pass out of his hands. 
His cousin }fichel claims that Eck had not writtcn his 
Obel'isks for publication, and Eck himself, when the matter 
became mooted, seemed greatly surprised that they should 
have become public.3S) 

One of the manuscript copies of the Obelisks reached 
Wittenberg via Augsburg and Nuernberg about the end of 
J\farch, 1518. Eck must have dropped a copy at Augsburg, 
where he had obtained an appointment as preacher; f01" from 
this place Oanon Bernard Adelmann sent the Obelisks to 

37) Peter Mosellanus, in his Oratio de variarum Unguarum aog
nUione paranda, published at Basel in 1519, explains the origin of this 
custom as follows: "Origen, the Hebrew scholar, used to stab any 
deviation from the original text of the Scriptures with which he met 
in a commentary with an obelisk (t) or noten it with an asterisk (*)." 
(Bl. E., 2a,) 

38) We may note here that the actual publication of the Obelisks 
did not occur until 1545, when they appeared together with Luther's 
reply in the first volume of Luther's Works, published at Wittenberg, 
Dl. CXLVb-CLVIIIb. 

3. STABBIXG A FRIEND Il\" THE RACK. 19 

Eck, and the conversation became a lengthy discussion. Eck 
had marked the places in Luther's Theses which he con
sidered objectionable by little daggers, which scholars called 
"obelisks." 37) After his visit to the bishop he wrote out his 
exceptions, and sent a copy of his Obelislcs, that is, of Lu
ther's Theses with his annotations, to the bishop. He de
dared later that he had to do this because the bishop had 
asked him for his theological opinion on the Theses. This, 
however, was a subterfuge; there is no evidence that the 
bishop had asked Eck for a written opinion; on the con
trary, it is known that the bishop was displeased with the 
exaggerated accusations which Eck had raised against Lu
ther. By spreading this tale, Eck was simply feeding his 
vanity, and at the same time preparing a safe retreat for 
himself in ease he should be attacked for his Obelisks. 
Itching with a desire to become known as a learned critic 
of a document which was rapidly gathering national fame, 
Eck let it be kno"ln that he had prepared a criticism of 
Luther's Theses, and manuscripts of his Obelisl,;s began to 
be circulated among his friends and the sa'Vants of Germany. 
Eck had adroitly permitted them to pass out of his hands. 
His cousin }fichel claims that Eck had not writtcn his 
Obel'isks for publication, and Eck himself, when the matter 
became mooted, seemed greatly surprised that they should 
have become public.3S) 

One of the manuscript copies of the Obelisks reached 
Wittenberg via Augsburg and Nuernberg about the end of 
J\farch, 1518. Eck must have dropped a copy at Augsburg, 
where he had obtained an appointment as preacher; f01" from 
this place Oanon Bernard Adelmann sent the Obelisks to 

37) Peter Mosellanus, in his Oratio de variarum Unguarum aog
nUione paranda, published at Basel in 1519, explains the origin of this 
custom as follows: "Origen, the Hebrew scholar, used to stab any 
deviation from the original text of the Scriptures with which he met 
in a commentary with an obelisk (t) or noten it with an asterisk (*)." 
(Bl. E., 2a,) 

38) We may note here that the actual publication of the Obelisks 
did not occur until 1545, when they appeared together with Luther's 
reply in the first volume of Luther's Works, published at Wittenberg, 
Dl. CXLVb-CLVIIIb. 

3. STABBIXG A FRIEND Il\" THE RACK. 19 

Eck, and the conversation became a lengthy discussion. Eck 
had marked the places in Luther's Theses which he con
sidered objectionable by little daggers, which scholars called 
"obelisks." 37) After his visit to the bishop he wrote out his 
exceptions, and sent a copy of his Obelislcs, that is, of Lu
ther's Theses with his annotations, to the bishop. He de
dared later that he had to do this because the bishop had 
asked him for his theological opinion on the Theses. This, 
however, was a subterfuge; there is no evidence that the 
bishop had asked Eck for a written opinion; on the con
trary, it is known that the bishop was displeased with the 
exaggerated accusations which Eck had raised against Lu
ther. By spreading this tale, Eck was simply feeding his 
vanity, and at the same time preparing a safe retreat for 
himself in ease he should be attacked for his Obelisks. 
Itching with a desire to become known as a learned critic 
of a document which was rapidly gathering national fame, 
Eck let it be kno"ln that he had prepared a criticism of 
Luther's Theses, and manuscripts of his Obelisl,;s began to 
be circulated among his friends and the sa'Vants of Germany. 
Eck had adroitly permitted them to pass out of his hands. 
His cousin }fichel claims that Eck had not writtcn his 
Obel'isks for publication, and Eck himself, when the matter 
became mooted, seemed greatly surprised that they should 
have become public.3S) 

One of the manuscript copies of the Obelisks reached 
Wittenberg via Augsburg and Nuernberg about the end of 
J\farch, 1518. Eck must have dropped a copy at Augsburg, 
where he had obtained an appointment as preacher; f01" from 
this place Oanon Bernard Adelmann sent the Obelisks to 

37) Peter Mosellanus, in his Oratio de variarum Unguarum aog
nUione paranda, published at Basel in 1519, explains the origin of this 
custom as follows: "Origen, the Hebrew scholar, used to stab any 
deviation from the original text of the Scriptures with which he met 
in a commentary with an obelisk (t) or noten it with an asterisk (*)." 
(Bl. E., 2a,) 

38) We may note here that the actual publication of the Obelisks 
did not occur until 1545, when they appeared together with Luther's 
reply in the first volume of Luther's Works, published at Wittenberg, 
Dl. CXLVb-CLVIIIb. 



20 3. STADBIKO A FRIEND IN THE BACK. 

Wenceslaus L ink  a t  Nuernberg,  who, in turn, f o r v a r d e d  t h e m  
to  his f r i end  Luther. Lu the r  was pained when he received 
the ObeZis?;s, a n d  upon the u rg ing  of his f r iends  prepared 
a reply which he called AsterisEs, a n d  a manuscr ip t  copy of 
which h e  sent  t o  Link wi th  t h e  following let ter:  - 

It seemed good to  me to go over one by one the Obelisks which 
you sent me and which our friend Eck has manufactured against 
my Tl~eses, and to  add Bstevislcs to  my S'heses, which are indeed 
somewhat obscure. If you will communicate them t o  him, he mill 
readily perceive by their light how rash it i s  to  condemn the work 
of others, especially when one has not understood it, and how ex- 
tremely treacherous and abominable it is t o  cover with such bitter 
gall the  views, nay, the mcJre inquiries, of a friend without giving 
him previous warning, and while the  friend expects tha t  every- 
thing will be taken for the  best by his friend. Rut  i t  i s  t rue  
what Scripture says: "All men are  liars" (fiom. 3, 2 ) .  We are 
men and will remnin me11.39) 

This letter, which was wri t ten  March 23, wits follon~ed t h e  
next day by another,  addressed t o  the pastor of Zwickau, 
Joh.  Sylvius Egrnnus.  This le t ter  reveals still more  clearly 
t h e  keen grief which L u t h e ~  experienced o n  account of t h e  
fai thless action of Eclr. It also cotttniizs a reference t o  
Lcipzig t h a t  i s  almost pi.ophetic. L11t;ller comforts Egrainls,  
who h a d  hcen attacked by a Catholic theologian of Leipzig, 
wi th  liis own exaltlple a d  says :  -- 

I lxwe scen the tlicseq of Dr. Jerome Ochsenfart,aO) which are 
appalbently directed against you, although your name has not been 
mentioned. Be stvadfast and brave, my dcsr Egranus; i t  has 
to co~ne to this. If these things were of the world, the world 
\voulcl loTe it? own. Wliatcver i s  i n  the  norld must necesvarily 
~ c r i s h  ill the ~ i ~ o r l d ,  tha t  thc spirit Ir)c glorified. If you are wise, 
congratulate me, ns 1 do yon. 

Slecently a man of signal and clever learning and of a trained 
mind, and, what s n ~ a r t r  tllr more, a m:za tvho was bouncl to mc 
by a great nncl revently established frien~lship, llxs written Ohe- 
lislcs against my Tiacses. I mean Joha1111 ICck, Doctor of Theology, 
vice-chancellor of the university of Ingolstadt, canon of Eich- 
staett, a~l i l  now, a t  length, preacher a t  -4 i1~sbnr~ ,  a n ~ a n  already 
famous and wiclely known by his books. If I did not Iinow the 

29) XVIII,  526. 
40) This is the Leipzig theologian ; he is nfllued aftrr his birtlr- 

place Ochsenfurt on t h e ~ G n ;  his Peal name was Jeromc Unngc~rsheim. 
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vYenceslaus Link at Nuernberg, who, in turn, forwarded them 
to his friend Luther. Luther was pained when he received 
the Obelisks, and UPOll the urging of his friends prepared 
a reply which he called Asterisli:s, and a manuscript copy of 
which he sent to Link with the following letter:-

It seemed good to me to go over one by one the Obelisks which 
you !lent me and which our friend Eck has manufactured against 
my Theses, and to add Astet-islcs to my 'Theses, which are indeed 
somewhat obscure. If you will communicate them to him, he will 
l'eadily perceive by their light how rash it is to condemn the 'work 
of others, especially when one has not understood it, and how ex
tremely treacherous and abominable it is to cover with such hitter 
gall the views, nay, the lIH're inquiries, of a friend without giving 
him previous warning, and while the friend expects that every
thing will be taken for the best by his friend. But it is true 
what Scripture says: "All men are liars" (Hom. 3, 2). vVe are 
men and will remain men.39) 

This lettE'l', which was written March 23, W<.lS followed the 
next day by another, addressed to the pastor of Zwickau, 
Joh. Sylvius Egranus. This letter reveals still more clearly 
the keen grief which Luther experienced on account of the 
faithless action of Eole It also cOlltains a reference to 
Leipzig that is almost prophetic. Luther comforts Egranus, 
who had been attacked by a. Catholie theologian of Leipzig, 
with his own example and says: --

I have se(m the tl1ese3 of Dr. Jerome Ochsenfart,40) which are 
apparently directed against you, although your name has not been 
mentioned. Be steadfa!-lt and brave, my dellr Egranus; it has 
to come to this. If these things were of thc world, the world 
would love i.ts own. vVllatcver is in tl1e lVorld must necessarily 
perish in the world, that tlw spirit be glorified. If you are wise, 
congratulate me, as I cto you. 

Hecently a man of signal and clewr learning and of a trained 
mind, and, what smarts the mOTe, a man who was bound to me 
by a great and reeently established friendship, has written Obe
lisks against my Theses. I mean .Jolmnn Eck, Doctor of Theology, 
vice-chancellor of the university of Ingolstaclt, canon of Eich
staett, and l10W, at length, preacher at Angshnrg, a man already 
famous and widely known by his books. If I did not know the 

:>0) XVIII, 536. 
40) This is the Leipzig theologian; he 1~ named aftt'l' hi" birth

place Ocllsenful't on the Main; his real name was .Jerome Dungpl'sbeilll. 
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purposes of Satan, I should be astonished a t  the fury with which 
the Inan breaks our friendship, which was of quite recent origin 
and very pleasant, without giving me the least warning, without 
writing me a word or bidding me farewell. 

He has written Obelisks, i n  which hc calls nle a fanatic Hus- 
site, heretical, seditioua, insolent, and rash, not t o  mention lesser 
abuses, such as, t ha t  I am dreaming, clumsy, unlearned, and 
lastly, tha t  I am a despiser of the Supreme Pontiff. I n  short, he  
has written nothing but the  foulest abuse, and he aims a t  my 
Theses, so tha t  there is in the  Obelisks nothing but the malice 
and envy of a most infl i~iated mind. 

Still I wanted to awalto~v this sop fit for Ccrberus in patience; 
but my frielids compelled ma to  reply to him, however, i n  a private 
cornn~unication. Blessed be the Lord Jesus, yea, may He alone be 
glorified, and we confounded a s  we deserve. Rejoice, my brother, 
rejoice, and be not terrified a t  thesc whirling leaves so a s  to  quit 
teaching as  you have begun, but be like a palm-tree in  Kadesh 
beneath the burden tha t  weighs it down. 

The more they rage, the further I advance. I leave yester- 
day's doings and let them bark a t  them, and I p a s  on to  new 
things, tha t  they may bark a t  them also. Continue your success; 
only pray the Lord that  Ife may Himself ivork out His glory, and 
see tha t  His will is done. I haw written Dr. 3ero1ne Ochscnfart 
t h i ~ t  your assertions do not seem errors to me, but truths, while 
his theses for the most par t  seen1 erroneous to  me; also that  
I all1 pr~parccl and do not doubt in the least t o  see you defend 
both your and nry errors. However, if they should come with 
quotations from the schoolnien, I would have him know that  he 
nil1 not accomplish anything with us  by such t ~ c t i c s ,  a.nd \vould 
only waste his words. 

I nrn allnost ~-cndy t o  swear tha t  there is not a ~cholastic 
theologian, especially not  a t  Leipzig, who underbtalicls one chapter- 
of the Gospel or of the Bible, yea, not c,\7en a chapter of the 
p11iloqopl~c.r Ariutotle, nncl I tru-t  if evrr I havc ail ol~portnnity 
tllnt I shall prove ihis honor, u~zlrss to  la~~orn tlic Gospcl 
itleaus to spell out i t s  letters and syllnblrs the best you cnn. 
Acc,ordingly, be not afraid in the presence of ignoranc~c,. J k t  the 
rattling of such titles a s  doctors, univc,rsitit.s, u~agisters, pws 
out of your mincl; for thry a re  specters and faces.-do not 
trvmble before men whose heart you see! -nor nrc they the faccq 
of men, but only of spectc'rs.41) 

So011 nftc>r wri t ing  his Bs ter i s l~s  and sending the111 t o  
Link, Luther had to sc:t out on a journey to  Heidelberg, - 

where he attended a n~eeting of the Augustiniaii chapter. 
---- -- 

41 )  XI-, 9461 ff. 
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purposes of Satan, I should be astonished at the fury with which 
the man breaks our friendship, which was of quite recent origin 
and very pleasant, without giving me the least warning, without 
writing me a word or bidding me farewell. 

He has written ObeH~ks, in which hc calls me a fanatic Hus
site, hcretical, seditious, insolent, and rash, not to mention lesser 
abuses, such as, that I am dreaming, clumsy, unlearned, and 
lastly, that I am a despiser of the Supreme Pontiff. In short, he 
hat> written nothing but the foulest abuse, and he aims at my 
Theses, so that thcre is in the Obelisks nothing but the malice 
a.nd envy of a most inhniated mind. 

Rtill I wanted to swallow this sop fit for Cerberus in patience; 
but my friends compelled me to reply to him, however, in a private 
communication. Blessed be the Lord Jesus, yea., may He alone be 
glorified, and we confounded as we deserve. Rejoice, my brother, 
rejoice, and be not terrified 'at these whirling leaves so as to quit 
teaching as you have begun, but be lil;:e a palm-tree in Kadesh 
beneath the burden that weighs it down. 

The more they rage, the further I advance. I leave yester
day's doings and let them bark at them, and I pass on to new 
things, that they may bark at them also. Continue your success; 
only pray the Lord that He may Himself work out His glory, and 
see that His will is done. I have written Dr. Jerome 0e11seniart 
that your assertions do not seem errors to me, but truths, while 
his theses for the mORt part seem erroneous to me; also that 
I . f\,m prepared and do llot doubt in the least to see you defend 
both your and my enors. However, if they should come with 
quotations from the schoolmen, I would have him know that he 
will not. accomplish anything with us by Buch tactics, and would 
ouly waste his words. 

I am almost read,\' to swear that there is not a scholal:ltic 
theologian, especially not at Leipzig, who understands one chaptE'l' 
of the Gospel or of the Bible, yea, not eyen a ehapter of the 
philosoph"r Aristotle, and I trust if ev('r I have all opportullity 
that I shall prove this with honor, un]PSfl to know the Gospel 
Illeans to spell out its letters and syllables the best you Cf\,11. 

AC('ordingly, be not afraitl in the presence of ignorance. Ll't the 
rattling of such title,; a;.; doctors, universities, magisters, jJtlSS 

out of your mind; for tlwy are specters and faces, - do not 
trr~mble before men whose heart YOU see! - nor are thev the faccs 
of men, but only of specters"'1) • • 

Soon after writing his A.sterisk:s and sending them to 
Link, Luther had to S(]t out on a journey to Heidelberg, 
where he attended a meeting of the Augustinian eh8pter. 
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Soon after writing his A.sterisk:s and sending them to 
Link, Luther had to S(]t out on a journey to Heidelberg, 
where he attended a meeting of the Augustinian eh8pter. 
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The  journey took from April  I1 to  May 15. On Apri l  26 
Luther  debated a series of theses a t  the  Augustinian convent, 
which a re  reproduced i n  a n  appendix a t  the  end of this book, 
because . they afford fur ther  insight in to  t h e  quality of Lu- 
ther's theology a t  th is  time. Having  returned t o  Wittenbcrg, 
Luther  o n  May 19 wrote the  following letter to Eck, address- 
ing him a s  "one of his  special friends": - 

Some Obelisks have come to me in which you have tried to 
demolish my Theses on indulgence. This is a proof of the faithful 
friendship which you have voluntarily offered me, yea, of that 
evangelical charity according to which we are bidden to  admonish 
a brother before accusing him! How could I, simpleton that I 
was, believe or suspect tha t  you would come a t  me from behind 
while you were flattering your brother? You, too, have fulfilled 
the Scriptures which say: "Which speak peace to their neigh- 
bors, hut mischief is in their hearts." (Ps. 28, 3.) I know that  
you would not want me to do this to you, but you have clone it 
and have had the courage to do i t ;  Nee now what your con- 
science is saying to you. I am quite astonished to see with what 
effrontery you presume to judge my opinions before you know and 
understand them. Surely, this rashness is a very faithful wit- 
ness that you think yourself the only theologian, so much so that 
you imagine that your opinion nlust take precedence of every 
other, yea, that all that you have condemned, even when you 
have not understood it, must stand condemned because it does 
not please Mr.  Eck. Prithee, suffer God : ~ t  least to live and reign. 
However, not to be a t  great length with you, since you are so 
utterly infuriated against me. I have sent you A s t e ~ i s k s  against - 
your obelisks, that  you may see and ~,ecognize your ignorance 
and rashness. I am indeed sparing your honor by not publishing 
them, but send them to you privately, so as not to render evil 
for the evil that you have done me. I have written them only 
for the person from whom I received your Obelisks,  and desire 
that  you should receive my Asterisks  through him. Otherwise, 
had I wished to publish them, I should have written against yon 
more carefully and pertinently, yet also with more firmncsu. 
Now if your confidence in your worthless stuff is still unshaken, 
go to work and write; I shall meet you with equal conficlenc~. 
Perchance it will then happen that I shall not spare you either, 
although God knows that I would rather that you should come 
to your senses again, and, if you see anything in me that is dis- 
pleasing to  you, you would first deal with me like a friend. as 
you know i t  behooves a theologian to do. For what harlot, when 
in a passion, could not have vomited forth the same abuses and 
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revilings which you have vomited forth against me? Yet you 
are so far from feeling sorry for this that you even boast of 
it, and think you have done right. You have your choice: I shall 
keep up our friendship if you wish i t ;  or I shall cheerfully meet 
your attack, for I see that  you know nothing in theology except 
the husks of scholastic opinions. You will find out what you can 
accomplish against me when you begin to prefer war to peace 
and fury to love. But may the Lord give to  you and to  me 
good sense, and bid us be of good cheer. Behold, though you 
have hurt me, I lay down my arms, not because I fear you, but 
God. After this i t  will not be my fault if I am forced to defend. 
myself publicly. Howevt!r, let us speak pleasantly.42) 

Ibfcanm~hile affairs m7cre assunling a n  ominous aspect fo r  
Eck  through the entering in of a new element of which we 
shall speak i n  another chapter. This caused E c k  to  dispatch 
a letter to Luther's colleague Carlstadt on May 28, i n  which 
lie says : - 

Most famous Carlstadt, I hear that you and your Witten- 
bergers are greatly incensed a t  me beca,use I wrote a few things 
privately for my bishop against the teaching of our mutual friend 
Martin Luther, thinking that these trifles would never be sub- 
mitted to the learned for their judgment. Now, as to how these 
writings got out of the hands of my bishop into yours, I have 
my suspicions indeed, but no certain knowledge. Had I foreseen 
this, I bhould not have composed them without previous prepara- 
tion or without consulting any books just as the thoughts came 
into my head, nor should I have dumped them into my manu- 
script ill such a hurry. For as you know, we all use greater free- 
clom \v11e11 writing private letters t11a11 when publisliing some- 
thing. Accordingly, I am much surprised that you are so angry 
a1 your most devoted Kck. I am told that you accuse me of 
fawning. Ask all who know me, and they will confcss that Eck 
iq not a man to be put off with empty words. And were I even 
capable of it, I would not do it, least of all to a bishop with 
mliom indulgences for some accidental reason, I suppose, have 
little weight. By tho way, people say that you are getting ready 
for a learned contest with me, which I can hardly believe. If 
that is your intention, i t  seems strange to me that you do not 
rather nlalre for your neighbors a t  Frankfort and for the in- 
quisitor who is appointed for discovering the malice of heretics; 
for in their printed and published writings they claim that Martin 
has erred a hundred times, and that sometimes he is mad, raving, 
and insane. But if you will accord me the privilege of our re- 
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cently established friendship, I shall regard your acts as done in 
love, and shall ask you not to carry out what you are meditating 
against the innocent Eck. It was not my intention a t  all to  hurt  
Martin, but if you make light of my friendship and believe that 
I have gone beyond bounds, I shall not restrain you. However, 
it would have been your duty i f  you wished to publish anything 
against me to inform me beforehand. If I am convinced that 
T have erred, I shall gladly confess my crror, and not be ashamed 
to  do so. But if I see that you write against me in a heated and 
cutting manner, I  hall, as far as truth demands, defend myself 
with the aid of faithful teachers and friends a t  the more cele- 
brated universities in Christendom. Iiowever, I should rather 
be spared this trouble. You will have to make up your mind 
what is to be done, and when you have considered everything 
well, you will have to s tar t  the skirmish. Greetings to  you, 
whose welfare I cordially desire and wish.43) 

A few months later tho Obelisks hati come into  the  hands 
of Erasmus, who wrote to L a n g  a t  E r i u r t  on October 1 7  : - 

I hear that Eleutherius [Luthcr] is approved by all good 
men, but i t  is said that his writings are unequal. I think his 
Theses will please all, except a few aboul, purgatory, which they 
don't want taken from them, seeing that they make their living 
from it. . . . I wonder what  has conle oTrr Eck to begin a battle 
against Eleutherius. But, "cursed love of fame, what wilt thou 
not fowe niortnl breastb to do?" (denwid  11, 66 f . ) 4 4 )  

4. The Daggers and the Stars. 
It, is necessary nomr t o  take a little closer loolr a t  th is  

innocent lamb Eck  and  his little pleasantries, the Obelisks. 
These Obrlisks are  the fir& reply that Luther  received to  the  
challenge which he had  issued lug publishing his Ninety-five 
Theses. W i t h  all their  inanity and silliness they are  a fa i r  
sample of t.he arguments of Rolnan theologians with wliich 
Luther  had to  contend all his life. Iforeover, practical 
church-life in the  Catholic Church of Luther's day is  fa i th-  
fully mirrored i n  them. 

We indicated before that the Obelisks were n o t  published 
until  a year before Luther's death. If Eck  had not yielded, 

43) XV, 504. 44) Pres. Stxith, I. c., I, 122. 

24 4. THE DAGGERS AND TIm STARS. 

cently established friendship, I shall regard your acts as done in 
love, and shall ask you not to carry out what you are meditating 
against the innocent Eck. It was not my intention at all to hurt 
Martin, but if you make light of my friendship and believe that 
I have gone beyond bounds, I shall not restrain you. However, 
it would have been your duty if you wished to publish anything 
against me to inform me beforehand. If I am convinced that 
I have erred, I shall gladly confess my error, and not be ashamed 
to do so. But if I see that you write against me in a heated and 
cutting manner, I shall, as far as truth demands, defend myself 
with the aid of faithful teachers and friends at the more cele
brated universities in Christendom. However, I should rather 
be spared this trouble. You will have to make up your mind 
what is to be done, and when you have considered everything 
well, you will have to start the skirmish. Greetings to you, 
whose welfare I cordially desire and wish.43) 

A few months later the Obelisks had come into the hands 
of Erasmus, who wrote to Lal1g at Er:f'urt on October 17: -

I hear that Eleutherius [Luther] is approved by all good 
men, but it is said that his writings are unequal. I think his 
Theses will please all, except a few about purgatory, which they 
don't want taken from them, seeing that they make their living 
from it. . .. I wondel' whn,t has come ovp,r Eck to begin a battle 
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4. The Daggers and the Stars. 
It is necessary now to take a little closer look at this 

innocent lamb Eck and his little pleasantries, the Obelisks. 
These Obelisks are the first reply that I,uther received to the 
challenge which he had issued by publishing his Ninety-five 
Theses. With all their inanity and silliness they are a fair 
sample of the argnments of Roman theologians with which 
I~uther had to contend all his life. :Moreover, practical 
church-life in the Oatholic Ohurch of Luther's day is faith
rully mirrored in them. 

We indicated before that the Obelisks were not published 
until a year before Luther's death. If Eck had not yielded, 

43) XV, 804. 44) Pres. Sn:ith, 1. C., I, 122. 
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Luther mould have publislied them with his reply. However, 
when Eck showed a disposition to drop the matter, Luther 
met him more than half way. H e  even tried to suppress his 
Aste~isl;.~. Bernard Adellnnnn of Augsburg writes in a letter 
dated January 10, 1519, and addressed to Pirclrheimer of 
Nuernberg : - 

You know how anxious our good Martin was that his Asterisks 
slioulil not be published.45) 

When Luthcr. tx year Lefore his death, collseilt~cl to the 
puhlicatiori of the Obelis1,-s and the Asterisl;.~, he undoubtedly 
wished to leave to postc~ity a faithful r ~ c o r d  to shox~r for 
what issues he had to contend a t  t h e  very opening of his 
reformatory career, and what malevolc~nce hod been rnani- 
fested against hirn froin the start. 

We ha~re in  an  appenclix, a t  the end of this book, given 
an esllaustivc summary of the ObeZi~l,,s and A s terisks, and 
shall contcnt ourselves here mi th  recording a few opinions 
which others have exp~.cssed on thcni. 

Grisar makes very much of Eck as  all nntagonist of 
Luther. I'ie says of thc OBeZisAs: "Tliis tract is chiefly con- 
ce~.ned in R calm diqc~~~ision of the matter in  dispute, though 
i t  does not refrain from c)c~casionally describing this or that 
opinion of Luther's a<; 'rasl~, corrupt, impudent assertion,' 
as an  insipid, unblnshing error, a ridiculous ~nistake, etc. 
The severest remark, howe~-er, and that which incensed Lu- 
ther beyond all the rest was, that certain passages in the 
Indulgence Theses, owing to a confusion of ideas, made ad- 
missions 'containing Bohemian poison,' i. e.,  savoring of the 
errors of Hus." Grisar's enumeration of the epithets which 
Eck applies to Luther will hardly convince the reader that 
the Obelisks were a "calm discussion." Nor has he, as  he 
should have done, specified wherein the "confusion of ideas" 
consisted which led to Luther's fatal admission. Of the 
Aste~islcs, Grisar says: I n  them Luther "speaks of the be- 

45) Enders, I. e., I, 210. - Grisar (IV, 077) states in opposition t o  
all historians and to the editor of the Weimar edition of Luther's Works 
that 1,ather did publish the Obelisks together mith the Asterisks in 
August, 1518 ; but he does not state where he has seen this print. 
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havior of Eck, his quondam 'friend,' as most insidious and 
iniquitous, and mocBs at  his 'grand, not to say high-flown,' 
preface. He says: 'Hardly was I able to refrain from 
laughter'; Eck must have written his Obelisks during the 
carnival; wearing the mitsl; of genius, he had produced 
a chaos. His writing adduced nothing concerning the Bible, 
the Fathers, and the Canons, but mas all arch-scholastic; 
had he, Luther, wished to peripateticize, he could with one 
puff have blown away all these musty cobwebs," etc.46) As 
a re'surn6 of the two treatises, Grisar's account is worthless, 
as the reader can see by a perusal of the sunlmary st the end 
of this book. Grisar's f o ~ t e  is the study of Luther's passions 
and indiscretions, and he has been true to his metier also in 
this instance. 

Vedder says of the 0belisli.s: "As they were written early 
in the controversy, about the beginning of the year 1518, they 
treated principally the doctrine of repentance and the char- 
acter of the sufferings in purgatory; they touched lightly, 
hardly at  all, on the question of the Pope's power. They 
were brief criticisms of selected propositions from the Theses, 
free, incisive, outspoken, but there ~ 1 s  little in them that 
went beyond the bounds of legitimate controversy. There 
were several things, however, that made them particularly 
worrying to Luther and his friends, chief of which was the 
fact that Eck had but recently become acquainted with the 
Wittenberg professors, and had shown a marked disposition 
to cultivate their friendship. Ris attack on Luther was of 
the nature of a surprise. Besides, Luther complained that 
Eck treated him ungenerously, called him violent, a Bo- 
hemian, a heretic, seditious, rash, impudent; said he was 
inept, unlearned, a contemner of the Pope, and other things 
little less unpleasant. Eck was probably too harshly judged, 
and Luther was oversensitive?' "Legitimate controversy" is 
good; but will not some genius come forward at  last to fix 
for us the "bounds" of such controversy? Vedder evidently 
does not take Luther's complaint of Eck's treatment seri- 

46) Grisar, IV, 377 f. 
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ously. If Luther's complaint rests oil fact, -and every his- 
torian can examine the records, - it is not easy to discern 
the fairness in Vedder's judgment. Of the Aste~*isks he says: 
"In his Asterislis, as ir not unusual in controversy, Luther 
attributed to Eck offensive epithets that the latter had not 
used, while 11e used others toward Eel< even more offensive 
than those of which he complained. The controversy, of no 
great importance in itself, had an important influence in 
determining the course of events: i t  called out Carlstadt, 
Luther's first active associate in his work against indul- 
gences, and it produced a permaneilt estrangement between 
Eck and his opponents. Both parties had just enough o f  
controversy to make them wish for more; each had a score 
to settle. Eck, in particular, mas restless, enterprising, un- 
forgetting, unforgiving, and wished and watched for an op- 
portunity to meet Luther and Carlstadt on another field. 
Thus the Obelisks, a slight thing, of which he thought little, 
and from which he expected nothing, was Eck's first step 
toward becoming a prominent actor in a great drama." 47) 

Luther's reply to Eck is indeed sharp and unsparing: it 
lays bare the equivocations, sophisms, and self-contradictions 
of Eck; i t  exposes him to ridicule; it contains irony and 
bitter scorn; i t  is a polemic such as Luther would write. 
But a close examination of the document mill convince any 
reader that Eck had applied to Luther all the offensive attri- 
butes which Vedder has enumerated, and more besides. He  
had called him "violent" and "rash" in the 6th, Tth, 8th, 13tl.1, 
and 19th Obelisk, "a Bohemian7' and "a heretic7' in the 18th 
and 22d Obelisk, "inept" and "unlearned" in the 3d, 17th, 
23d, and 24th Obelisk, "seditious" in the 13th, 26th, 29th, and 
31st Obelisk, and "a contemner of the Pope" in the 22d and 
28th Obelisk. Besides, we find such epithets applied to Lu- 
ther's Theses as "frivolous" (3d, 5th, 11th Obelisk), "impu- 
dent" (23d Obelisk), "poisonous" (13th, 26th Obelisk), "raw" 
and "insipid" (22d Obelisk), and in the 25th Obelisk Eck 
calls 1,uther sneeringly "a new prophet." 

47) 1. c., p. 56 f. 
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However, in fairness to Luther two things should be borne 
in mind. In  thc first place, Eck hld  been giving himself 
the airs of a Humanist; he had created the impression that 
he favored an improvenicnt of the ruling theology of the age, 
and a removal of the abuses that were practised in the 
Church. His new friends in Wittenberg had frankly opened 
their hearts to him. When they rmd his Obelislcs, they 
uatu~txlly felt themselves deceived; for in that document Eck 
swore by the old scholastic oracles, :md fought them with 
authorities which they believcd he had renounced. H e  
showed himself an obscurantist as milch as the Inen of Er- 
furt, Leipzig, Cologne, a i d  other places that had been char- 
acterized in the Episf olae V i r o ~ u r n  O bscz~rorum. H e  mu& 
now be treatcd accordingly, and plac'ed where he truly bc- 
longrd. In the second place, there is u selfish and mercenary 
vein running through the Obelisks. Eck manifests a great 
concern for the old superstitions and church customs of the 
time, in the preservation of which the parish priests and 
bishops mere deeply interested, for they ninde part of their 
living by them, as Erasinus shrewdly observed. Eck, more- 
over, goes out of his way to point out that the supremacy of 
the Pope has been endtlngered by Luther's Theses. By such 
argunlents nlotives were imputed to Luther which were alto- 
gether foreign to him, and the odiurrl which was thus en- 
gendered against him rnust render all public discussion of 
the issues which Luther had broached unfruitful, yea, 
dangerous. Eck hinted that the laymen would henceforth 
meet the priests not only with objections, but with arms. 
He  deplored that the attention of layinell had been invited 
to these matters. His 0belisl;o.s were an undisguised plca for 
the perpetuation of the old ecclesiastical autocracy and aris- 
tocracy. Such an  opponent could not be treated with def- 
erence, all the more because he was regarded as a learned 
man and a genius. And yet we shall see how readily Luther 
yielded to overtures of peace with Eck afterwards. 

The account of McGiffert is much more in keeping with 
the facts in the case. "For a tirne," he says, "Eck was gen- 
erally reckoned a member of the growing humanistic party, 
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sind was on terms of intinlacy with rnany of its leaders. 
Luther spoke of him with marked respect in some of his 
earlier letters, and frequently sent him greetings through 
cosnmon friends. But the appearance of the Ninety-five 
Theses led to a perma~lent break and the alinement of Eck 
upon tho side of reaction. IEe criticized them severely in 
a paper intended for private circulation called Obe7isll.s. Out- 
raged that a man he supposed his friend should attack hi111 
without giving hiin any warning, Luther replied with con- 
siderable asperity in a similar paper entitled A s t e ~ i s b .  
Thenceforth, although the forins of friendship were observed 
for a while, there was growing enniity between the two 
~l~en."  48) 

Iiolde sees in the exchange of polemics between Luther 
ant1 Eck the first in1pac.t caused by the collision of a theology 
that is oricnted by the Bible, and another which is reared 
up011 the tenets of scholasticism. EcB7s Obelisks, Kolde, too, 
thinBs, served to forneut enmity against Luther.4:)) 

Hausrath suminari~es the 0beZisX-s as follows: "The ob- 
jections raised by Eck came with a bad grace fro111 a Hu- 
manist; for throughout they paid deferencae to the logic of 
'our Magisters.' I n  Eck's opinion the words of Christ: 'Re- 
pent, for the kingdom of heaven is a t  hand,' signify the in- 
stitution of the sacrament of penance as i t  existed in the 
Church of that day, for the simple reason that the kingdom 
of lleaven is the Church. He  says that he would consider 
Luther's Theses merely clumsy, if they did not contain 
a poisonous sting. Luther's claim that it depends entirely 
upon the good pleasure of God whether the intercessory 
prayers of the Church are heard or not, would lead to an 
abolition of all rnemorial masses, masses for the dead, and 
even of the canon of the mass, because the latter embraces 
the dead in its intercessions and salutary effects. A similar 
damage Eck sees arising from Luther's claim that the merits 
of the saints are available directly, without letters of indul- 
gence; for in that case all fraternities and sodalities for the 

48) Martin Luther., p. 134. 49) iliartin. L ~ ~ t h e r ,  I, 159. 151. 
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veneration of saints would be useless. That means, thinks 
Eck, nothing else than the scattering of Bohemian poisou. 
Yea, of Luther's Theses in general (most of which he regards 
as rude and foolish) Eck can only say that 'they smacli of 
Bohemia.' " Of the Aster-isks, Hausrnth says : "Luther sees 
in the perfidy of Eck, who secretly clenounces him t o  his 
bishop as a Hussite and at the same time privately writes 
him friendly letters, a sad confirniation of the words of Scrip- 
ture, 'All men are liars.' . . . Mockillyly Luther remarks, 
one can see that, Eck wrote his boolr. during the carnival 
season, while he was wearing a mask over his face. 111 these 
transactions two points emerge prominclntly, which were des- 
tined to play a more important part later. While scholas- 
ticism tried to find the grace which oop~:rates in a Sacrament 
in mhat the Church and the priest do, Luther finds i t  in the 
faith of the recipient. 'The Sacraments,' says Luther, 'do 
not effect the grace which they signify, but prior to any 
Sacrament faith is required.' Faith, however, is a grace. 
Hence faith always precedes the Sacrainei~t, according to the 
accepted axiom: 'Not the Sacrament, hut faith in the Sacra- 
meilt, justifies'; 'not because i t  is done, but because i t  is be- 
lieved,' to speak with Augustine. - Aucbther cardinal point 
is touched upon in what Eck called 'the frivolous Theses.' 
Luther has to admit that an Extravagant of Clement VI  
speaks of a treasure of the merits of Christ, which is dis- 
pensed through ind~~lgences, while he had claimed that the 
merits of Christ are communicated to the penitent by the 
Office of the Keys, not by the puschave of an indulgence. He  
thinks not all indeed that a Pope does is a decision of the 
Church, but he admits that on this point the Bull Unige~zitus 
is not on his side. This concession Eck never permitted to 
be wrested from him. The last and fundamental reason why 
Luther would not allow faith and the merits of Christ to be 
depreciated Eck did not understand, no matter how many 
schoolmen he cited, and how ~lluch learning he displayed. 
Luther mocks a t  him: 'He is the very tower of David on 
which hang a thousand shields of testimony, but he has not 
yet learned that the peace of Christians consists in this, that 
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ticism tried to find the grace which operates in a Sacrament 
in what the Church and the priest do, Luther finds it in the 
faith of the recipient. 'The Sacraments,' says Luther, 'do 
not effect the grace which they signify, but prior to any 
Sacrament faith is required.' Faith, however, is a graee. 
Hence faith always precedes the Sacrament, according to the 
accepted axiom : 'Not the Sacrament, but faith in the Sacra
ment, justifies'; 'not because it is done .. but because it is be
lieved,' to speak with A1.1gustine. - Another cardinal point 
is touched upon in what Eek called 'the frivolous Theses.' 
Luther has to admit that an Extravagant of Clement VI 
speaks of a treasure of the merits of Christ, which is dis
pensed through indulgences, while he had claimed that the 
merits of Ohrist are communicated to the penitent by the 
Office of the Keys, not by the purchase of an indulgence. He 
thinks not all indeed that a Pope does is a decision of the 
Church, but he admits that on this point the Bull Unigenitus 
is not on his side. This concession Eek never permitted to 
be wrested from him. The last and fundamental reason why 
Luther would not allow faith and the merits of Christ to be 
depreciated Eck did not understand, no matter how many 
schoolmen he cited, and how much learning he displayed. 
Luther mocks at him: 'He is the very tower of David on 
which hang a thousand shields of testimony, but he has not 
yet learned that the peace of Christians consists in this, that 
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they glory in having a good conscience, which no indulgence 
can bestow, but only the remission of guilt by grace."'50) 

It may not be amiss to call attention to the fact that both 
in  the Ninety-five Theses and in the Asterislfs we have before 
us Luther in his formative period. His views on such points 
as the intercession of the saints, prayer to the saints, purga- 
tory, the mass, and others, are not clarified, not as definitely 
formed as they appear a few years later. Besides, the Theses 
were not a statement of Luther's faith, - a popular error! - 
but a draft for a debate. They do not settle the matters to 
which they refer, but call for a settlement. Luther purposely 
inserted things in these 7'heses for no other purpose than to 
bring on a discussion, and in  the Asterisl~s Luther tells this 
to Eck. 

5. Alas! Another Friend! 
Eck's letter of May 28, written in explanation of his 

Obel isk,  was addressetl not to Luther, but to Carlstadt. Who 
was this Carlstadt, and what caused Eck to write to him? 

The real name of Carlstadt was Andreas Bodenstein. 
Like Eck, he had been narned after his birthplace Carlstadt, 
or Carolostadt, in Franconia. He was Luther's senior by 
three years. After studying theology and the canon law at 
Erfurt, 1499-1503, and at Cologne, 1503-'09, he had come 
to Wittenberg in 1504. Here he became Magister of Phi- 
losophy in 1505, and took his degree as Doctor of Divinity 
in 1510. H e  had become one of the earlier celebrities of 
Wittenberg because of his scholastic learning, and in 1513 
was made professor at the university. Soon after his appoint- 
ment to a theological chair he made a journey to Rome, from 
which ha returned in 1515. H e  was startled a t  finding Lu- 
ther express views about theology that were a t  variance with 
the accepted teaching. H e  vigorously opposed them as sub- 
versive of the entire scholastic system, which indeed they 
were and were intended to be. Luther, however, had main- 
-- -- 
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tained liis ground with such force that Carbtadt beg:ln to  
doubt his own position. H e  mas forced into a more direct 
and earnest study of tlle Scriptures tlliill ] I ( :  had heretofure 
engaged in. The result was that  he was completely won over 
to Luther's side. Carlstadt's wxs an impulsive nature: wbat- 
ever he took hold of he pushed to the extreme. 31elanchthon 
has estimated him correctly when he says that Carlstadt 
laclied both souilcl 1e:irning and real gmius. H i s  piety, too, 
was questioued. Superficial and sll,tllow, he seems to have 
been able to impress rnen mostly by tile mighty fervor with 
which he threw himself into ally issucl. A man of thi3 sort 
usually lsecornes ;I violent, and mire;tsc~niilg partisan in ally 
cause he espouses. Accordingly, Carlstadt no sooner felt 
himself freed from the spell of schola~ticisu~ than he bcgan 
to attack Aristotle and the scholastio thrology with pas- 
sionate zeal. While T,uther was still quietly testing the 
sou~id~less of his convictioas regarding this theology l)y in- 
creased application to the Scriptures and 1)y anxious cor- 
res~~ontlence with his friends, Carlstadt, in  September, 151C;, 
leapecl into the arena of p ~ ~ b l i c  discuqsion with 151 theses 
against the s~1101:~stie theology. He mas prel)ai'ed to met-t 
any one who still wjsliecl to defend 1 1 1 ~ ~  oltl system. Pre- 
server1 Snlith thivlis that  Carlstadt W:IS "by 11at11t-e a Peru- 
lutioll:iry, and longed to out-Luther Lnther."51) fI is  tlieses 
against sc2lolasticism are the first evidt~llce of this tendency. 

The  secoild evidence mas furnished soon after. Carlstadt 
seems to ]lave possessrd little judgment of the illconsistency 
of his actions. H e  failed to see that his position on scho- 
lasticism inust affect his entire tl~eology. After his im- 
petuous onslaught on the theology of tlie schoolmen he could 
not avoid appearing as a man ~-110 had completely broken 
with his theological past, as a progressive man far  ahead of 
most men in  his time as regards enlightenment. That  is 
most likely the in~pression which he wished to create. W e  are 
therefore justly surprised to see him defend relic worship and 
indulgences in 1517. On April 26 of that year the Elector 
-- - - ---- 
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cause he espouseR. Accordingly, Carlstadt no sooner felt 
himself freed from the spell of schola."ticisUl than he begnll 
to attaek Aristotle and the scholastie theology with pns
sionate zeal. 'While I.uther was Rtill quietly testing the 
soulldnes::l of his ('onvictions regaruing this theology by in
creased application to the Scriptnres and l>y anxious cor
respondence with his friends, Carlstadt, in ~eptember, 151(;, 
leaped into the urena of public discussion with 151 theses 
ag;1im;t th(~ scholastie theology. He was prepared to meet 
anyone who still wished to defend the old system. Pre
served Smith think" that Carlstadt was "by nature a revo
lutionary, and longed to out-Luther Luther." 51) His theses 
agaim,t scholasticism tHe the first evid,mce of this tendency.· 

The second evidence was furnished soon after. Carlstadt 
seems to have possessed little judgment of the inconsistency 
of his actions. He failed to see that his position on 8cho
lastieism must affect his entire theolog-y. After his im
petuous onslaught on the theology of the schoolmen he could 
not avoid appearing as a man who had completely broken 
with his theological past, as a progressive man far ahead of 
most men in his time as regards enlightenment. That is 
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indulgences in 1517. On April 26 of that year the Elector 
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had his rollcction of relics exhibited a t  the S'tiftsl, ircke 111 

Wittenberg. On this occasion generous indulgences were pro- 
claimed fur a11 who would malre confessiol~ a t  an  appointed 
place. Carlstadt publishetf theses in  which he defended and 
lauded this cubtorn. Luther oypo~ed him, and detllared that 
the regulation concerning the p1ac.e of confes~ion stated 
merely a privilege, but not a conlmand; for the forgivc.ness 
of sins cannot be restricted to any locality. Carlbtadt re- 
plied ar~grily: "Luther, if I believed that you seriously hold 
this view, I shuulcl prefer cllargcs of heresy against you with 
the POII~'.'' 5 2 )  

This Carlstadt now beconlev a defender of Luther's Theses 
against iildulgences when he hears that thcse have becn at- 
tacked by Eck. It was elliefly up011 Carlstadt's urging that 
Luther wrote his Asterisks and sent them in mnrluscript to 
his fricntis u7ho had received Eck's O b e l i ~ l ~ ~ s .  That had rnded 
the matter with Luther. But  the ambitious and headstrong 
Carlstaclt was ]lot satisfied. Eck had darcxd to besmirc.11 ail 
enlinent member of the university; for this lie must be 
humiliatctl. Aside from his personal assurance that hc was 
well quirlificd for this task, Cnrlstadt decided that as dei111 uf 
the faculty he was the proper person to humiliate Eck, rc- 
stvre the tarnished g l o r ~  of the Vniversity of Wittenberg, 
and lead rnen t o  a better estimate of Luther and - of Lu- 
ther's doughty champion Carlstadt. Behold the wonderful 
gyratiuns of gmins :  the former opponent of Luther on the 
question of indulgellces is become his protecting patron and 
defender ! 

Luther had started for Heidelberg on April 11. Burning 
with zeal, his restless colleague could not abide Luther's re- 
turn, but must take speedy action against the naughty Eck. 
On Nay 9 Carlstadt issued theses which were to be debated 
seriatim in  public by appIica~lts for degrees during the 
semester. All the subjects contained i n  these theses related 
to points of difference between Luther and Eek, but those of 
the second and followillg series were a direct attack upon 

5 2 )  Enders, I .  c., I, 98. 
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his fril'nds who had received Eck's o bel-isles. That had ended 
the matter with Luther. But the ambitious and headstrong 
Carj"tadt was Hot satisfied. Eck had dared to besmirch an 
eminent member of the university; for this he must be 
humiliated. Aside from his personal assurance that he was 
well qualified for this task, Carlstadt decided that as dean uf 
the faculty he was the proper person to humiliate Eek, re
store the tarniDhed glory of the rlliversity of Wittenberg, 
and lead men to a better estimate of I.uther and - of Lu
ther's doughty champion Carlstadt. Behold the wonderful 
gyratiuns of genius: the forme!.' opponent of Luther on the 
question of indulgences is become his protecting patron and 
defender! 

Luther had started for Heidelberg on April 11. Burning 
with zeal, his restless colleague could not abide Luther's re
turn, but must take speedy action against the naughty Eck. 
On ~1ay 9 Carlstadt issued theses which were to be debated 
seriatim in public by applicants for degrees during the 
semester. All the subjects contained in these theses related 
to points of difference between Luther and Eck, but those of 
the second and following' series were a direct attack UpOll 

52) Ender~, l. C., I, 98. 
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34 5 .  .\LAY ! ANOTHER F R I E N D  ! 

Eck. Carlstadt could never do anything on a small scale: 
he ran his list of debatable subjects up to 370, and in July 
increased it even to 405.53) The theses were printed, and the 
first sheets came off the press the day before I,uther7s return, 
May 14. Carlstadt hastened to send these sheet3 to Spalatin, 
who, in the interest of the Elector, watched all that was going 
on a t  the university with the closest interest. I n  the letter 
accompanying the theses, Carlstadt says: - 

Herewith I am sending your Eminence a part of Iny theses; 
for all have not yet come off the press. With the help of God 
you shall see how little Eck will be able t o  say in relluttal, and 
then you will believe that I am not a t  all afraid of him, and of 
others, whom I shall refute one by one. . . . The entircl theses 
I shall send with the next post.%) 

I t  was upon receiving the information that theses hostile 
to him were to be debated at Wittenberg that Eck wrote the 
letter to Carlstadt which mc introduced in a previous chapter. 
Eck's plea of innocence in that letter is amusing, if not 
disingenuous, but the letter shows that he would prefer to 
have the matter dropped. The letter of May 19 which hc had 
received from Luther had suggested such a termination of 
the affair. Being written four days after his return from 
Reidelberg, that letter also shows what Luther thotlght of the 
effort of Carlstadt, of which he c3ertainly had leariled in the 
mean time. But Carlstadt would not per~nit  himhelf to  be 

53) As regards the doctrinal contents, little faul t  can be found 
w ~ t h  thcse theses, except with Nos. 326-343, which lack perspicuity. 
There is a genuine Biblical r ing in all  of t hem;  their greatest faul t  
is prolixity which has  made some of the  theses redundant. Carlstadt's 
effort was simply overdone. 1,oescher (Vollst .  Ref. Act& 11, 62 ff.), 
who follows the old numeration of the  theses, divides their contents a s  
follows : Kos. 1-101, on Biblical theology ; 102-140, against  the prc- 
amble in the  Obelislcs; 141-192, against the  notion tha t  repentance 
means the  Roman sacrament of penance ; 141-211, against  the  teach- 
ing tha t  the  Pope remits penalties, except such a s  he hirnsrlf has  im- 
posed ; 214 -263, on free wi l l ;  264-288, on the damnation of un- 
baptized infants, on hell and purgatory; 289--325, on predestination 
and free will ; 326--343, on indulgences and purgatory ; 344-380, on 
the  charge tha t  the  Wittenbergers are  heretics ; 381-406, on free will. 
The last  twenty-three theses a re  directed against  Trtzel. The theses 
were published in four sections, beginning May 14 and concluding 
June  7. The first respondent was Nicasius Clajus of Hcrabrrg, who 
made his Bachelor's degree by the  discussion. In  the St. 1.oriis edition 
the theses are  found In XVIII, 590-633. 

54) SV, 803. 

34 5. ALAS! ANOTHER FRmND! 

Eck. Carlstadt could never do anything on a small scale: 
he ran his list of debatable subjects up to 370, and in July 
increased it even to 405.113) The theses were printed, and the 
first sheets came off the press the day before I,uther's return, 
J\fay 14. Carlstadt hastened to send these sheets to Spalatin, 
who, in the interest of the Elector, watched all that was going 
on at the university with the closest interest. In the letter 
accompanying the theses, Carlstadt says: -

Herewith I am sending your Eminence a part of my theses; 
for all have not yet come off the press. With thc help of God 
you shall see how little Eck will be able to say in relmttal, and 
then you will believe that I am not at all afraid of him, and of 
others, whom I shall refute one by one. . .. The entire theses 
I shall send with the ncxt post.1>4) 

It was upon receiving the information that theses hostile 
to him were to be debated at \Vittenberg that Eck wrote the 
letter to Carlstadt which we introduced in a previous chapter. 
Eck's plea of innocence in that letter is amusing, if not 
disingenuous, but the letter shows that he would prefer to 
have the matter dropped. The letter of J\£ay 19 which he had 
received from Luther had suggested such a termination of 
the affair. Being written four days after his return from 
Heidelberg, that letter also shows what Luther thought of the 
effort of Oarlstadt, of which he certainly had leal'llcd in the 
mean time. But Carlstadt would not permit him:'ielf to be 

53) As regards the doctrinal contents, little fault can be found 
with these theses, except with Nos. 326-343, which lack perspicuity. 
There is a genuine Biblical ring in all of them; their greatest fault 
is prolixity which has made some of the theses redundant. Carl~tadt's 
effort was simply overdone. Loescher (Vollst. Ref. Acta II, 6:.! ff.), 
who follows the old numeration of the theses, divides their contE'nts as 
follows: Nos. 1-101, on Biblical theology; 102-140, against thE' pre
amble In the Obelisks; 141-192, against the notion thnt rf'pentancc 
means the Roman sacrament of penance; 141-211, against the teach· 
ing that the Pope remits penalties, except such as he himself has Im
posed; 214--263, on free will; 264-288, on the damnation of un
baptized infants, on hell and purgatory; 289-325, on predestination 
and free will; 326--343, on indulgences and purgatory; 344-:l80, on 
the charge that the WittenbergeL's are heretics; 381-406, on free will. 
The last twenty·three theses are directed against Tetzel. The theKCs 
were published in four sections, beginning May 14 and concluding 
June 7. The first respondent was Nicasius Clajus of H('rzlwl'g, who 
made his Bachelor's degree by the discussion. In the St. Louis pdition 
the theses are found In XVIII, 590-63.3. 
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to him were to be debated at \Vittenberg that Eck wrote the 
letter to Carlstadt which we introduced in a previous chapter. 
Eck's plea of innocence in that letter is amusing, if not 
disingenuous, but the letter shows that he would prefer to 
have the matter dropped. The letter of J\£ay 19 which he had 
received from Luther had suggested such a termination of 
the affair. Being written four days after his return from 
Heidelberg, that letter also shows what Luther thought of the 
effort of Oarlstadt, of which he certainly had leal'llcd in the 
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baptized infants, on hell and purgatory; 289-325, on predestination 
and free will; 326--343, on indulgences and purgatory; 344-:l80, on 
the charge that the WittenbergeL's are heretics; 381-406, on free will. 
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he ran his list of debatable subjects up to 370, and in July 
increased it even to 405.113) The theses were printed, and the 
first sheets came off the press the day before I,uther's return, 
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then you will believe that I am not at all afraid of him, and of 
others, whom I shall refute one by one. . .. The entire theses 
I shall send with the ncxt post.1>4) 

It was upon receiving the information that theses hostile 
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disingenuous, but the letter shows that he would prefer to 
have the matter dropped. The letter of May 10 which he had 
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Heidelberg, that letter also shows what Luther thought of the 
effort of Oarlstadt, of which he certainly had leal'llcd in the 
mean time. But Carlstadt would not permit him:'ielf to be 
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5. ALAS! ANOTHER BEIEND! 3 5 

balked in h i s  grand design to humiliate Eck.  I n  order  not 
t o  be behind E c k  in scholarly courtesy and a conciliatory 
spiri t ,  he decided, first of all, t o  answer  Eck's let ter .  On 
J u n e  I1 lie writes him: - 

Most learned Eck, your elegant letter has duly come to  hand. 
To answer briefly, I callllot withold from your Eminence tha t  
I arn greatly displeased with your u~ l jus t  treatment of t ha t  pro- 
foundly learned man Martin Luther. You have indeed accused 
him of great an.1 grierous crimes, ?Ti:., t ha t  he has offended the 
Majesty by clisseminating heretical teachingr and causing a schiqin 
in  the Church. You have described him a s  a rebrllious Boh~~mian  
and havr published these accusations. I n  the opinion of your 
own Scotus, do's ,lot anything tha t  is written in i ts  very nature 
make things public and generally l;nown? You have done this, 
and thereby have furnished others not only the occasion t o  reply, 
but even forced them to  do so. For this  reason I have published 
a challenge, or  rejoinder, to some of your conclusions. It has 
been printed hcrc a t  Wittenberg and is  for sale a t  several places. 
Because of your huirlanity I an1 truly sorry for ]laving- bcxen conl- 
prlled to attack you. If things done could be unclone, I would 
rather tha t  I llad borne your injustice with patie~lce than to  
settle thc matter  with polemics and disputations. Tlle reason 
why I clicbse you particularly for a n  adversary illstead of the 
illitelate jnquisitor or some one like him was not envy, anger, 
or pasaion, but your elegant style, industry, acumen, and, a l~o re  
all, your own salvation and tha t  of the common people. I hope 
indced tha t  you will come over to  our way of thinking, ant1 out 
of a Saul be made into ;I I'aul. I did not want to  engage in 
a conflict with a stupid ass, but with a reuowned lion and an  
eloquent illark, and I thought i t  wonld not barn1 me to  train 
ulgself a little more in eloquence by your esample. If I have in- 
snlted you, I ask you t o  forgive me. But  i f  you continue oflend- 
ing me, whom you have already offended, do so if you are able, 
and if  you clo not mind being regarded a s  a person who mali- 
ciously maltreats another, or  even wants to  overthrow the Holy 
Scriptures. I am resolved to suffer war and tyrannical attacks 
rather than keep a peace tha t  is altogether wrong, because i t  
is  to  the daniagc and disparagement of the divine Word. I do 
not care what I?ecomes of me. I would not  like to  lose your 
friendship if you grant  me the privilege. I love you heartily. 
May I perish if I desire your death or slightest misfortune! 
I am striving with a l l  might to  have tho Word of God, which, 
alas! has been cast aside in our sad times, become brighter and 
more cheering to  men, yea, a s  bright a s  the sun. Long live our 
Martin, who has furnished the opportunity for proclaiming the 
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balked ill his gnmd design to humiliate Eck. In order not 
to be behind Eck in scholarly courtesy and a conciliatory 
spirit, he decided, first of all, to answer Eck's letter. On 
June 11 he writes him:-

:\iost learned Eck, your elegant letter has duly come to hand. 
To answer briefly, I cannot withold from your Eminence that 
I am greatly displeased with your unjust treatment of that pro
foundly learned man Martin Luther. You have indeed accused 
him of great and grievous crimes, l' i:::. , that he has offended the 
Majesty by disseminating heretical teachings and causing a schism 
in the Church. You have described him as a rebellious Bohemian 
and have published these accusations. In the opinion of your 
own Scotus, does llOt anything that iR written in its very nature 
make things public and generally known? You have done this, 
and thereby have furnished others not only the occasion to reply, 
but even forced them to do so. For this reason I have published 
a challellge, or rejoinder, to some of YOUl" conclusions. It has 
been printed here at vVittenlJerg and is for sale at several places. 
Becau;;e of your humanity I am truly solTY for having been COIll

pelled to attack you. If things done could be undone, I would 
l·ather that I hu,d borne yom· injustice with patience than to 
settle the matter with polemics and disputations. The reason 
why I ch'ose you particularly for an adversary in~tead of the 
illiterate inquh;itor or some one likp him was not envy, anger, 
or passion, but your elegant style, industry, acumen, and, above 
all, your own salvat.ion and that of the common people. I hope 
indeed that you will come over to our way of thinking, and out 
of a Saul be made into it Paul. I did not want to engage in 
a conflict with a stupid ass, hut with a renowned lion and an 
eloquent :Mark, and 1 thought it would not harm me to t.rain 
myself a little more in eloquence by your example. If I have in
sulted you, I ask you to forgive me. But if you continue offend
ing me, whom you have already offended, do so if you are able, 
and if you do not mind being regarded as a person who mali
ciously maltreats another, or even wants to overthrow the Holy 
Scriptures. I am resolved to suffer war and tyrannical attacks 
rather than keep a peace that is altogether wrong, because it 
is to the damage and disparagement of the divine Word. I do 
not care what hecomes of me. I would not like to lose your 
friendship if you grant me the privilege. I love you heartily. 
May I perish if I desire your death or slightest misfortune! 
I am striving with all might to have the Word of God, which, 
alas! has been cast aside in our sad times, become brighter and 
more cheering to men, yea, as bright as the sun. Long live our 
Martin, who has furnished the opportunity for proclaimiug the 
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in the Church. You have described him as a rebellious Bohemian 
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and thereby have furnished others not only the occasion to reply, 
but even forced them to do so. For this reason I have published 
a challellge, or rejoinder, to some of YOUl" conclusions. It has 
been printed here at vVittenlJerg and is for sale at several places. 
Becau;;e of your humanity I am truly solTY for having been COIll

pelled to attack you. If things done could be undone, I would 
l·ather that I hu,d borne yom· injustice with patience than to 
settle the matter with polemics and disputations. The reason 
why I ch'ose you particularly for an adversary in~tead of the 
illiterate inquh;itor or some one likp him was not envy, anger, 
or passion, but your elegant style, industry, acumen, and, above 
all, your own salvat.ion and that of the common people. I hope 
indeed that you will come over to our way of thinking, and out 
of a Saul be made into it Paul. I did not want to engage in 
a conflict with a stupid ass, hut with a renowned lion and an 
eloquent :Mark, and 1 thought it would not harm me to t.rain 
myself a little more in eloquence by your example. If I have in
sulted you, I ask you to forgive me. But if you continue offend
ing me, whom you have already offended, do so if you are able, 
and if you do not mind being regarded as a person who mali
ciously maltreats another, or even wants to overthrow the Holy 
Scriptures. I am resolved to suffer war and tyrannical attacks 
rather than keep a peace that is altogether wrong, because it 
is to the damage and disparagement of the divine Word. I do 
not care what hecomes of me. I would not like to lose your 
friendship if you grant me the privilege. I love you heartily. 
May I perish if I desire your death or slightest misfortune! 
I am striving with all might to have the Word of God, which, 
alas! has been cast aside in our sad times, become brighter and 
more cheering to men, yea, as bright as the sun. Long live our 
Martin, who has furnished the opportunity for proclaimiug the 
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balked ill his gnmd design to humiliate Eck. In order not 
to be behind Eck in scholarly courtesy and a conciliatory 
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June 11 he writes him:-

:\iost learned Eck, your elegant letter has duly come to hand. 
To answer briefly, I cannot withold from your Eminence that 
I am greatly displeased with your unjust treatment of that pro
foundly learned man Martin Luther. You have indeed accused 
him of great and grievous crimes, l' i:::. , that he has offended the 
Majesty by disseminating heretical teachings and causing a schism 
in the Church. You have described him as a rebellious Bohemian 
and have published these accusations. In the opinion of your 
own Scotus, does llOt anything that iR written in its very nature 
make things public and generally known? You have done this, 
and thereby have furnished others not only the occasion to reply, 
but even forced them to do so. For this reason I have published 
a challellge, or rejoinder, to some of YOUl" conclusions. It has 
been printed here at vVittenlJerg and is for sale at several places. 
Becau;;e of your humanity I am truly solTY for having been COIll

pelled to attack you. If things done could be undone, I would 
l·ather that I hu,d borne yom· injustice with patience than to 
settle the matter with polemics and disputations. The reason 
why I ellose you particularly for an adversary in~tead of the 
illiterate inquh;itor or some one likp him was not envy, anger, 
or passion, but your elegant style, industry, acumen, and, above 
all, your own salvat.ion and that of the common people. I hope 
indeed that you will come over to our way of thinking, and out 
of a Saul be made into it Paul. I did not want to engage in 
a conflict with a stupid ass, hut with a renowned lion and an 
eloquent :Mark, and 1 thought it would not harm me to t.rain 
myself a little more in eloquence by your example. If I have in
sulted you, I ask you to forgive me. But if you continue offend
ing me, whom you have already offended, do so if you are able, 
and if you do not mind being regarded as a person who mali
ciously maltreats another, or even wants to overthrow the Holy 
Scriptures. I am resolved to suffer war and tyrannical attacks 
rather than keep a peace that is altogether wrong, because it 
is to the damage and disparagement of the divine Word. I do 
not care what hecomes of me. I would not like to lose your 
friendship if you grant me the privilege. I love you heartily. 
May I perish if I desire your death or slightest misfortune! 
I am striving with all might to have the Word of God, which, 
alas! has been cast aside in our sad times, become brighter and 
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Law of the Lord in its power! Yea, long livc. Kck, our frirnd! 
If, however, he is our enemy, he shall become a lover of the truth. 
This is what I wished to disclose to you hurriedly, and a t  the 
same time scud you my best wishes. . . . Hy dear Eck, forgive 
me hecnuse I have wanted to forgive you. Pardon me if you 
think that I have offered you vile talk. For nly part, however, 
I wish that you would not yield the least to falsehood, but rather 
have it exterminated, banished, and crushed.55) 

Two features in particular are striking i n  this letter: 
the penitent mood that bad seized Carlstadt. H e  bpenks of 
patience as the preferable method of dealing with offcllses. 
That  soullds very much like Luther. Had Carlstadt had 
a conference with his colleague? We doubt not. The other 
feature is the undisguised vanity of the man, u7llic.l~ rentlers 
him contemptible and unfit to be a spoliesman of tlic Church 
in her troxhles. 

However, Carlstaclt decided upon another matter. After 
writing Eck such an a m i a h l ~  letter, the trouble might have 
been coilsidered a t  an  end. Like in a French duel, t>acall c.0111- 
batant, with a cruel effort, had perforated a ribbc)n on his 
opponent, and had inade a co~xrteous bow, and offered elo- 
quent apologies. However, despite the reassuring sc~llti~llents 
which he had voiced in  his letter to Eck, Carlstadt ordercd 
the disputations a t  the university to proceed. Thc firht took 
place on J u l ~  14. Eck was disposed to pay no nttcnticnl to  
this disputatior~ because i t  did not refer to him dirrc.tly. Rut  
W I I P I ~  Lutller's pupil Bastholomew Bernhardi aqinnit~cl tlie 
afirmativc~ in the second disputation, which was elltirely 
directed against Eck, the latter did not deem i t  l)ropcJr to rcL- 
main silent any longer. On August 14 he publislied a trcati-c 
which he entitlcd "Defeizse of John Eck against tlie I3ittl.r 
Tuv~ctives of Dr. Andreas Bodenstcin of Carlstadt." 111 thi, 
Defensio Eck makes an  interesting statement: - 

The Reverend M. Luther, he says, in  ~vhosr I ~ c ~ I ~ a l f  I)r. Uotl~~ri- 
stein has undertaken this duel, frankly acknowledge+, i r ~  tllc 
kind letter which I received last from him, that lir tlo~.. 11ot .ent3 

how I can decently remain silent and not defc,nrl 111y honor i i t  

all, although he asks me with wise foresight to ali<ncrr 1)r Hoctc.11- 
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Law of the Lord in its power! Yea, long live l<.ck, our friend! 
Ii, however, he is our enemy, he shall become a lover of the truth. 
This if! what I wished to disclose to you hurriedly, and at the 
same time send you my best wishes. . .. My dear Eek, forgive 
me hecause I have wanted to forgive you. Pardon me if you 
think that I have offered you vile talk. For my part, however, 
I wish that you would not yield t1le least to falsphood, hut rather 
have it exterminated, banished, and crushed.55) 

Two features in particulal' are striking in this letter: 
the penitent mood that has seized Carlstadt. He speaks of 
patience as the preferable method of dealing with Offt'IlSCS. 

That sounds very much like Luther. Had Carlstadt had 
a conference with his colleague? We doubt not. The other 
feature is the undisguised vanity of the man, whidl renders 
him contemptible and unfit to be a spokesman of the Church 
in her troubles. 

Ho,vever, Carlstadt decided upon another matter. After 
writing Eck such an amiable letter, the trouble might Imve 
been considered at an end. Like in a French duel. caeh (,Olll

batant, with a cruel effort, had perforated a rihbl>l1 on his 
opponent, and had made a courteous bow, and offered elo
quent apologies. However, despite the reassuring sPlltiments 
which he had voiced in his letter to Eck, Carlstadt ordert'd 
the disputatiom: at the university to proceed. The fir"t took 
place on July 14. Eck was disposed to pay no attention to 
this disputation because it did not refer to him diredly. But 
when Luther's pupil Bartholomew Bernhardi HRsl1llH'd the 
affirmative in the second disputation, which wr\~ elltirely 
directed against Eck, the latter did not deem it Pl'(lPPl' to l'('

main silent any longer. On August 14 he published n tl'enti"e 
whieh he entitled "Defense of John Eck against the Bittpr 
Invectives of Dr. Andreas Bodenstein of Carlstadt." III this 
Defensio Eek makes an interesting statement:-

The Reyerend M. Luther, he says, ill whose l)('half Dr. B'Hl('II
stcin has undertaken this duel, frankly acknowledgl'~. ill thl' Y('r~' 
kind letter which I received last from him, that II(' (Iop~ lIot H'P 

how I can decently remain silent and not ddeud lily honor at 
all, although he asks me with wise foresight to an"\Yl'r Dr. Bo(h'lI-
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stein in a very gentle manner. To this request 1 an1 not a t  all 
reluctant to accede, chiefly because i t  i s  he [Luther] that  has 
urged mc to do so.5i;) 

This le t ter  of L u t h e r  is lost, b u t  there is n o  reason to  
clucstion the t r u t h  of Eck's s ta tement ;  f o r  Luther himself 

refers to jus t  such  a letter as E c k  has described i n  n let ter  
t o  Scheur l  da ted  J u n e  15. Scheurl, it appears, had inter-  
ceded wi th  Luther i n  behalf of Eck, a n d  Luther i n  his reply 
assures h i m  as follows: - 

34y clearest Christopher, what you ask i11 behalf of our friend 
Eck ~~rou ld  have been altogether unnecessary for such a friend as 
you to ask if the situation had not become coniylicated and 11e 
had written before you. But my suspicjon tha t  Eck's mincl has 
been alienated from mc bas hcvn greatly inercased since after 
calling we such dreadful names, even though i t  was done in a 
private writing, he wrote me no lctter and sent me no message. 
However, ilow tha t  the theses of our C'arlstadt have been puh- 
lishecl, though witl~out my consent or cvcn Iny knowledge, I am 
not quite clecidecl what each of us oiigl~t to do. I know that  
we love the man's genius and atlmirc hi* learning. Moreover, 
a s  to what has happened, I a t  least am conscious and declare 
tha t  it mas done in sorrow ra thrr  than ill anger or envy. -4s for 
myself, 1 have written to him the enclosed letter, which, you see, 
is very friendly and full of good will townrcls him. Not only 
for your hake, but itlsa becausc of  his own candid confession 
I am quite reconciled with him, because he writes tha t  i t  diu- 
pleases him, if not me, tha t  this accident has happened either 
through some one's craftiness or malice. Accordingly, you have 
my authority to do what you like in this matter, and so has Eck. 
This regard only I sl~ould expect from your friendly offic~s that  
Eck clo not write our Carlstadt a hard1 reply, and that  he con- 
sider that  his was the first fault t ha t  such evil things happened 
among friends. For since I gave out my Astct-isks privately, I be- 
lieve that  there is no necessity of my replying to him, unless 
he desires i t .  But if he prefers tha t  a reply should be written, 
I am ready for tha t  also, although I should prefer peace. Let 
us know therefore tha t  you grieve with us tha t  this temptation 
has been launched by the devil, and, again, tha t  you rejoice with 
us because hy the compassionate Christ i t  has beer1 overcome and 
put  to rest.57) 

I11 all fairness it m u s t  be acknowledged t h a t  Eck's De- 
fensio was calm a n d  considerate, though as regards t h e  points 

56) Enders, 1. c., I. 510. 55) X S l  a. 103 f .  
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pleases him, if not mc, that this accident has happened either 
through some one'~ craftiness or malice. Aceonlingly, you have 
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This regard only I should expect from your friendly offices that 
Eck do 110t write our Carlstadt a harsh reply, and that he COll

sider that his was the first fault that such evil things happened 
among friends. For since I gave out my Astet'isks privately, I be
lieve that there is no necessity of my replying to him, unles~ 
he desires it. But if he prefers that It reply should be written, 
I am ready for that also, although I should prefer peace. Let 
Ut> know therefore that you grieve with us that this temptation 
has been launched by the devil, and, again, that you rejoice with 
us because by the eompassionate Christ it has been overcome amI 
put to rest.51) 

In all fairness it must be acknowledged that Eck's De
fensio was calm and considerate, though as regards the points 
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in controversy he yielded nothing. There had now been an  
equal exchauge of polemical literature between Carlstndt and 
Eck, just as between Lilther and Rck. The case might have 
been closed a t  this point. Luther was so sure that he had 
come to a fair understandjllg with Eck that he could assume 
the r61e of arbitrator betu~ee~l his colleague and Eck. Carl- 
stadt had placed Luther in a delicate position. Luther had 
to disavow all knowledge and cooperation in Carlstadt's 
polemical undertaking. Carlstadt had interfered in a matter 
that was almost entirely personal between Luther and  Eck. 
and in which Tkther had already taken the necessary action 
by publishing the Astei,isb. The plea that the honor of the 
university denlanded Carlstadt's action is too weak. More- 
over, Carlstadt had acted with undue haste. By rushing into 
print, Carlstadt had made it impossible for Eck to ignore the 
attack made upon him, and Luther frankly acknowledged 
this. On the other h:~nd, Luthcr fastened upon F:ck the 
blame of the original offense in this whole sad business. Eck 
rilust not forget that 1~ started the trouble. Thus Lutller's 
conduct at this stage of the affair is marked by excellent 
(.andor and impartiality. 

6. The Challenge to a Debate. 
Eck's Defensio reached Carlstadt August 25: After read- 

ing it,  Carlstadt gave i t  a new name: he called i t  Eck's 
Monomachia, that is, Duel. As a means to settle his con- 
troversy with Carlstadt and the Wittenbergers, Eck, namely, 
had proposed in his Defensio either that Carlstadt's theses 
and his Defensio be submitted to the Holy See for a papal 
decision, or that a public disputation be held betmce~l him 
and Carlstadt before the universities of Rome, Paris, or 
Cologne. For, said he, 

Of what use is it f o ~  me here at Ingolstadt to krep shouti~~g 
against you while you are defending yourself at Wittcnberg? This 
will produce nothing but public offenses, waste of timc.. -Iandc~rs, 
divisions, contempt of the Holy Scriptures, and we shall l~oth 
hecome ridiculous. For in such a difficult matter to n . ; s ~ i I  so 
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shamelessly the good name of another is indeed in keeping wit11 
the practise of theologians, but not with Christian godlineus. 
Paul says to Timotlly that the servant of the Lord should not 
strive nor engage in a wordy warfare. For such striving is not 
to any useful purpose, but to the su1)version of [the faith of] 
the hearers. For the love of Christ and with a most godly 
yearning I pray you, therefore, my dear Andrew, let us not seek 
our own, but God's glory, and although we differ as to terms, 
let us be united in brotllerly love of the truth by the operation 
of the Spirit, who through the diversity of tongues has gathered 
all nations in the unity of faith. Farewell, and forget not your 
profession of love and friendship.58) 

Carlstadt, however, heeded this appeal so li t t le tha t  he  set  
to work forthwith to prepare a counter Defensio, which h e  
published September 14. I I e  inscribed i t  "The Defense of 
Andreas Carlstadt against the  Illonomachy of the  Excellent 
Dr .  Johann Eck." (To avoid confusion, we sliall hereafter 
~ e f e r  to  Eck's treatise a s  the  1Cfonomachy, to  Carlstadt's a s  
the  D~fexsio.) Carlstadt prefaced his Defensio with the  fol- 
lowing remarks : - 

Carlstadt accepts the verdict not only of the Apostolic Sce 
and of the universities a t  Rome in Italy, a t  Paris in France, or 
a t  Cologne in Germany, but of each and all \\rho have read not 
only the conclusion, but the entire contents of such writings as 
these: the Dialogs of Jcrome against Pelagius, the books of 
Augustine on the Rewards of Sin, on the Spirit and tl!e Letter, 
on the Perfection of Righteousness, and against Julian, and the 
writings of other Church Fathers, such as Chrysostom, Cyprian, 
Cyril, Hilary, Ambrose, Cassian, Gregory, Bernard, Bede, as far 
as these have a bearing on the present controversy, and who have 
understood these books. 

1 It does not  bespeak great  confidence in  t h e  learning of 
t h e  universities to  which Carlstadt refers t h a t  he  specifies so 
minutely the  qualifications fo r  which he  looks i n  his judges. 
O r  did h e  only wish to publish a catalog of his own attain- 
ments, and to  serve notice tha t  he  would only submit t o  the  
verdict of his compeers i n  erudition? T h e  Defens io  itself, 
however, Carlstadt addressed to Provost Henning Goede and 
Dean Laurentius Schlamau, doctors of jurisprudence and pro- 
fessors a t  Wittenberg, and says : - 

1 58) Wirdernann, 1. c., p. 79. 

O. THE CHALLENGE TO A DEBA'!'E. 39 

shamelessly the good name of another is indeed in keeping with 
the practise of theologians, but not with Christian godliness. 
Paul says to Timothy that the servant of the Lord should not 
strive nor engage in a wordy warfare. :For such striving is not 
to any useful purpose, but to the suhvcrsion of [the faith of] 
the hearers. For the love of Christ and with a most godly 
yearning I pray you, therefore, my dear Andrew, let us 110t seek 
our own, but God's glory, and although we differ as to terms, 
let us be united in brotherly love of the truth by the operation 
of the Spirit, who through the diversity of tongues has gathered 
all nations in the unity of faith. Farewell, and forget not your 
profession of love and friendship.58) 

Carbtadt, however, heeded this appeal 1;10 little that he set 
to work forthwith to prepare a counter Defensio, which he 
published September 14. He inscribed it "The Defense of 
Andreas Carlstadt against the :M:onomachy of the Excellent 
Dr. J ohunn Eck." (To avoid confusion, we shall hereafter 
refer to Eck's treatise as the }.If onomachy, to Carlstadt's as 
the Defensio.) Carlstadt prefaced his Defensio with the fol
lowing remarks:-

Carlstadt accepts the verdict not only of the Apostolic See 
and of the universities at Rome in Italy, at Paris in France, or 
at Cologne in Germany, but of each and all who have read not 
only the conclusion, but the entire contents of such writings as 
these: the Dialogs of Jerome againHt Pelagius, the books of 
Augustine on the Rewards of Sin, on the Spirit and t1~e Letter, 
on the Perfection of Righteousness, and against Julian, and the 
writingtl of other Church Father:;, such as Chrysostom, Cyprian, 
Cyril, Hilary, Ambrose, Cassian, Gregory, Bernard, Bede, as far 
as these have a bearing on the prcsent controversy, and who have 
unden;tood these books. 

It does not bespeak great confidence in the learning of 
the universities to which Carlstadt refers that he specifies so 
minutely the qualifications for which he looks in his judges. 
Or did he only wish to publish a catalog of his own attain
ments, and to serve notice that he would only submit to the 
verdict of his compeers in erudition ~ The Defensio itself, 
however, Carlstadt addressed to Provost Henning Goede and 
Dean I,aurentius Schlamau, doctors of jurisprudence and pro
fessors at Wittenberg, and says: -

58) Wiedemann, I. c., p. 79. 

O. THE CHALLENGE TO A DEBA'!'E. 39 

shamelessly the good name of another is indeed in keeping with 
the practise of theologians, but not with Christian godliness. 
Paul says to Timothy that the servant of the Lord should not 
strive nor engage in a wordy warfare. :For such striving is not 
to any useful purpose, but to the suhvcrsion of [the faith of] 
the hearers. For the love of Christ and with a most godly 
yearning I pray you, therefore, my dear Andrew, let us 110t seek 
our own, but God's glory, and although we differ as to terms, 
let us be united in brotherly love of the truth by the operation 
of the Spirit, who through the diversity of tongues has gathered 
all nations in the unity of faith. Farewell, and forget not your 
profession of love and friendship.58) 

Carbtadt, however, heeded this appeal 1;10 little that he set 
to work forthwith to prepare a counter Defensio, which he 
published September 14. He inscribed it "The Defense of 
Andreas Carlstadt against the :M:onomachy of the Excellent 
Dr. J ohunn Eck." (To avoid confusion, we shall hereafter 
refer to Eck's treatise as the }.If onomachy, to Carlstadt's as 
the Defensio.) Carlstadt prefaced his Defensio with the fol
lowing remarks:-

Carlstadt accepts the verdict not only of the Apostolic See 
and of the universities at Rome in Italy, at Paris in France, or 
at Cologne in Germany, but of each and all who have read not 
only the conclusion, but the entire contents of such writings as 
these: the Dialogs of Jerome againHt Pelagius, the books of 
Augustine on the Rewards of Sin, on the Spirit and t1~e Letter, 
on the Perfection of Righteousness, and against Julian, and the 
writingtl of other Church Father:;, such as Chrysostom, Cyprian, 
Cyril, Hilary, Ambrose, Cassian, Gregory, Bernard, Bede, as far 
as these have a bearing on the prcsent controversy, and who have 
unden;tood these books. 

It does not bespeak great confidence in the learning of 
the universities to which Carlstadt refers that he specifies so 
minutely the qualifications for which he looks in his judges. 
Or did he only wish to publish a catalog of his own attain
ments, and to serve notice that he would only submit to the 
verdict of his compeers in erudition ~ The Defensio itself, 
however, Carlstadt addressed to Provost Henning Goede and 
Dean I,aurentius Schlamau, doctors of jurisprudence and pro
fessors at Wittenberg, and says: -

58) Wiedemann, I. c., p. 79. 

O. THE CHALLENGE TO A DEBA'!'E. 39 

shamelessly the good name of another is indeed in keeping with 
the practise of theologians, but not with Christian godliness. 
Paul says to Timothy that the servant of the Lord should not 
strive nor engage in a wordy warfare. :For such striving is not 
to any useful purpose, but to the suhvcrsion of [the faith of] 
the hearers. For the love of Christ and with a most godly 
yearning I pray you, therefore, my dear Andrew, let us 110t seek 
our own, but God's glory, and although we differ as to terms, 
let us be united in brotherly love of the truth by the operation 
of the Spirit, who through the diversity of tongues has gathered 
all nations in the unity of faith. Farewell, and forget not your 
profession of love and friendship.58) 

Carbtadt, however, heeded this appeal 1;10 little that he set 
to work forthwith to prepare a counter Defensio, which he 
published September 14. He inscribed it "The Defense of 
Andreas Carlstadt against the :M:onomachy of the Excellent 
Dr. Johann Eck." (To avoid confusion, we shall hereafter 
refer to Eck's treatise as the }If onomachy, to Carlstadt's as 
the Defensio.) Carlstadt prefaced his Defensio with the fol
lowing remarks:-

Carlstadt accepts the verdict not only of the Apostolic Sce 
and of the universities at Rome in Italy, at Paris in France, or 
at Cologne in Germany, but of each and all who have read not 
only the conelusion, but the entire contents of such writings as 
these: the Dialogs of Jerome againHt Pelagius, the books of 
Augustine on the Rewards of Sin, on the Spirit and t1~e Letter, 
on the Perfection of Righteousness, and against Julian, and the 
writingtl of other Church Father~, such as Chrysostom, Cyprian, 
Cyril, Hilary, Ambrose, Cassian, Gregory, Bernard, Bede, as far 
as these have a bearing on the prcsent controversy, and who have 
unden;tood these books. 

It does not bespeak great confidence in the learning of 
the universities to which Carlstadt refers that he specifies so 
minutely the qualifications for which he looks in his judges. 
Or did he only wish to publish a catalog of his own attain
ments, and to serve notice that he would only submit to the 
verdict of his compeers in erudition ~ The Defensio itself, 
however, Carlstadt addressed to Provost Henning Goede and 
Dean I,aurentius Schlamau, doctors of jurisprudence and pro
fessors at Wittenberg, and says: -

58) Wiedemann, I. c., p. 79. 



It shall be your  office t o  a c t  t h e  p a r t  of the  Ysylli i11 thi5 
controversy, t o  t h e  end t h a t  tlie t r u t h  may send for th  i t 5  light, HI~CI 
t o  p ray  God that pride may  be conquered and  envy p u t  far auay 
from us.@)) 

T h i s  m i g h t  mea i l  t h a t  C a r l s t a d t  chooses W i t t c l l b e r g  a2 
the place,  a n d  his col leagues at  t h e  u n i ~ ~ e r s i t y  a s  t h e  judge3  
o f  his d e b a t e  w i t h  Eck .  At a n y  ra te ,  W i t t e n b e r g  m u s t  h a y e  
been mei l t ioned  d u r i n g  t h e  negotint iol is  f o r  t h e  d e b a t e ;  f o r  
IZolde rccords  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  E c k  decl i i led t h i s  placc.61) 

C a r l s t a d t  conc ludes  h i s  l l e f ens io  w i t h  a l e t t e r  t o  J o l i a i l ~ i  
W o r t w e i n  of  t h e  O r d e r  o f  t h e  K n i g h t s  o f  St. J o h n  a t  W u e r z -  
b u r g ,  w h o  wilI  "refresh himself," he hopes, "with t h e s e  l i t -  
e r a r y  labors" of  his,  a n d  ~xyitll a br ie f  n o t e  t o  EcB,  i n  whic.11 
he s t a t e s  t h a t  be h a s  reviewed o n l y  t h e  f i rs t  t w o  herip4 of 
theses  in Eck's  Jfonomachy, a n d  s a y s :  - 

Now turn pour hear t  wi th  care t o  t h e  t ~ a c l i e ~ ~ q  of tlle Cln11 ch 
If there  is any th ing  ungodly i n  this affair of ours  (which Gocl 
prevent! ) ,  refute it! Verily, I shall yield t o  t h e  nlnn nllo oies-  
comes me in battle.  I ask  your  forgiveness for nig 1111rl.itd 
writing. In  Chsibt falex-ell. 

T h e n  fol lows t h e  n a m e  of the p r i n t e r ,  J o h a i i n  Gru{.r le~l-  
berg ,  the year of publ ica t ion ,  1518, a n d  this H e b r e w  c i t a t i o ~ l  
f r o m  Eccl .  1 , 2  : Habel habalim, t h a t  is, V a n i t y  of  vanitier.')r) 
What a confess ion  a t  the end of s o  n l u c h  l a b o r !  

C a r l s t n d t  stipulated t h r e e  c o n d i t i o n s  t h a t  must I)c n1r.t i f  
he w a s  t o  f a c e  E c k  in p u b l i c  d e b a t e :  a l l  his expenses  n i u s t  
be r e f u n d e d  hin1;'*3) h e  must b e  a s s u r e d  o f  s a f e  c o n d u c t  tc~ 
a n d  f r o m  t h e  p lace  of  debate ,  and re l iab le  n o t a r i e s  m u s t  be 
s e c u r e d  t o  t a k e  d o w n  t h e  a r g u a ~ e n t s  o n  e i t h e r  side. 

59) The Psylli were said to be an African race of snakc-c11n1 n l r l <  
who healed snake bites by sucking the poison from the woiinds 

60) XVIII. 632 E. 81) 1. c., I ,  192. 62) S V I I I ,  710 f .  
63) Carlstadt complains of extreme poverty in a letter t o  Spalatin 

dated June 1 4 :  "I do not wish to conceal from you that I a m  so 
poor that I would not like to have my encmies know it. I hare not 
suffered such want as  long as I am a doctor. I-IowcLvrr, do not Ict the 
other side know this. I can neither purchase books nor food sufficient 
to keep in good health. The zeal of my students is my onlv comfort. 
I am troublt,d, however, because many have to stay ou t  of my l c c t u r c ~  
because they cannot get the necessary copies [of book5 wl~ich Carl- 
stadt ought to publish for them, but  had no money to h a x ~  printed], 
and I fear that some will go away in disgust, i f  our mo\t grflc~ouq 
Prince does not come to my aid. They are appeating to mc ( . \ r r> dar. 
and I have to feed them with empty hopes. (XV, 807 ) 

40 6. THE CHALI_ENOE TO A DEflATE. 

It shall be your office to act the part 01 the Psylli 58) in this 
controversy, to the end that the truth lIlay Rend forth its light, and 
to pray God that pride may be conquered and envy put far Rway 
from us.W) 

This might mean that Oarlstadt chooses Wittenberg as 
the place, and his colleag'ues at the university as the judges 
of his debate with Eck. At any rate, Wittenberg must 11<we 
been mentioned during the negotiations for the debate; for 
Kolde records the fact that Eck declined this place.61) 

Oarlstadt concludes his Defensio with a letter to J ol1ann 
Wortwein of the Order of the Knights of St. John at W uerz
burg, who will Hrefresh himself," he hopes, "with these lit
erary labors" of his, and with a brief note to Eck, in \vhieh 
he states that he has reviewed only the first two ;.:eries of 
theses in Eck's J.[ onomacllY> and says:-

Now turn your heart with care to the teachers of the Church. 
If there if; anything ungodly in this affair of ours (which God 
prevent! ), refute it! Verily, I shall yield to the man wllO over
comes me in battle. I ask your forgiveness for my hl1rriE'cl 
writing. In Chrit;t farewell. 

Then follows the llame of the printer, Johann Gnwnell
berg, the year of publication, 1518, and this Hebrew citatiOll 
from Ecc1. 1, 2: Habel habalim, that is, Vanity of vanities!>:!) 
What a confession at the end of so much labor! 

Oarlstadt stipulated three conditions that must he met if 
he was to face }~ck in public debate: all his expenses must 
be refunded him; (~3) he must be assured of safe eonduct to 
and from the place of debate, and reliable notaries must be 
secured to take down the arguments on either side. 

59) The Psylli were said to be an African race of snak0-chann('r~ 
who healed snake-bites by sucking the poison from tbe wonn(l~. 

60) XVIII. 632 11'. 61) I. C., I, 192. 62) XVIII. 710 f. 
63) Carlstadt complains of extreme poverty in a letter to Spa latin 

dated June 14: "I do not wish to conceal from you that I urn so 
poor that 1 would not like to have my enemies know it. I lla,e not 
suffered such want as long as I am a doctor. Howpver. do IIOt Ipt the 
other side know this. I can neither purchase books nor food sufficient 
to keep in good health. The zeal of my students iR my only comfort. 
I am troublpd. however, because many have to stay out of my 10ctn1'c" 
because they cannot get the necessary copies [of books which Carl
stadt ought to publish for them. but had no money to hay£' printpdl. 
and I fear that some will go away In disgust. if our most gl'acious 
Prince does not come to my aid. They are appealing to me ('vcry day, 
and I have to feed them with empty hopes_ (XV, 807.) 

40 6. THE CHALI_ENOE TO A DEflATE. 

It shall be your office to act the part 01 the Psylli 58) in this 
controversy, to the end that the truth lIlay Rend forth its light, and 
to pray God that pride may be conquered and envy put far Rway 
from us.W) 

This might mean that Oarlstadt chooses Wittenberg as 
the place, and his colleag'ues at the university as the judges 
of his debate with Eck. At any rate, Wittenberg must 11<we 
been mentioned during the negotiations for the debate; for 
Kolde records the fact that Eck declined this place.61) 

Oarlstadt concludes his Defensio with a letter to J ol1ann 
Wortwein of the Order of the Knights of St. John at W uerz
burg, who will Hrefresh himself," he hopes, "with these lit
erary labors" of his, and with a brief note to Eck, in \vhieh 
he states that he has reviewed only the first two ;.:eries of 
theses in Eck's J.[ onomacllY> and says:-

Now turn your heart with care to the teachers of the Church. 
If there if; anything ungodly in this affair of ours (which God 
prevent! ), refute it! Verily, I shall yield to the man wllO over
comes me in battle. I ask your forgiveness for my hl1rriE'cl 
writing. In Chrit;t farewell. 

Then follows the llame of the printer, Johann Gnwnell
berg, the year of publication, 1518, and this Hebrew citatiOll 
from Ecc1. 1, 2: Habel habalim, that is, Vanity of vanities!>:!) 
What a confession at the end of so much labor! 

Oarlstadt stipulated three conditions that must he met if 
he was to face }~ck in public debate: all his expenses must 
be refunded him; (~3) he must be assured of safe eonduct to 
and from the place of debate, and reliable notaries must be 
secured to take down the arguments on either side. 

59) The Psylli were said to be an African race of snak0-chann('r~ 
who healed snake-bites by sucking the poison from tbe wonn(l~. 

60) XVIII. 632 11'. 61) I. C., I, 192. 62) XVIII. 710 f. 
63) Carlstadt complains of extreme poverty in a letter to Spa latin 

dated June 14: "I do not wish to conceal from you that I urn so 
poor that 1 would not like to have my enemies know it. I lla,e not 
suffered such want as long as I am a doctor. Howpver. do IIOt Ipt the 
other side know this. I can neither purchase books nor food sufficient 
to keep in good health. The zeal of my students iR my only comfort. 
I am troublpd. however, because many have to stay out of my 10ctn1'c" 
because they cannot get the necessary copies [of books which Carl
stadt ought to publish for them. but had no money to hay£' printpdl. 
and I fear that some will go away In disgust. if our most gl'acious 
Prince does not come to my aid. They are appealing to me ('vcry day, 
and I have to feed them with empty hopes_ (XV, 807.) 

40 6. THE CHALI_ENOE TO A DEflATE. 

It shall be your office to act the part 01 the Psylli 58) in this 
controversy, to the end that the truth lIlay Rend forth its light, and 
to pray God that pride may be conquered and envy put far awa;v 
from us.W) 

This might mean that Oarlstadt chooses Wittenberg as 
the place, and his colleag'ues at the university as the judges 
of his debate with Eck. At any rate, Wittenberg must 11<we 
been mentioned during the negotiations for the debate; for 
Kolde records the fact that Eck declined this place.61) 

Oarlstadt concludes his Defensio with a letter to J ol1ann 
Wortwein of the Order of the Knights of St. John at W uerz
burg, who will Hrefresh himself," he hopes, "with these lit
erary labors" of his, and with a brief note to Eck, in \vhieh 
he states that he has reviewed only the first two ;.:eries of 
theses in Eck's J.[ onomacllY> and says:-

Now turn vour heart with care to the teachers of the Church. 
If there if; an'ything ungodly in this affair of ours (which God 
prevent! ), refute it! Verily, I shall yield to the man wllO over
comes me in battle, I ask your forgiveness for my hl1rriE'cl 
writing. In Chrit;t farewell. 

Then follows the llame of the printer, Johann Gnwnell
berg, the year of publication, 1518, and this Hebrew citatiOll 
from Eccl. 1, 2: Habel habalim, that is, Vanity of vanities!>:!) 
What a confession at the end of so much labor! 

Oarlstadt stipulated three conditions that must he met if 
he was to face }~ck in public debate: all his expenses must 
be refunded him; (~3) he must be assured of safe eonduct to 
and from the place of debate, and reliable notaries must be 
secured to take down the arguments on either side. 

59) The Psylli were said to be an African race of snak0-chann('r~ 
who healed snake-bites by sucking the poison from tbe wonn(l~. 

60) XVIII, 632 11'. 61) I. C., I, 192. 62) XVIII. 710 f. 
63) Carlstadt complains of extreme poverty in a letter to Spa latin 

dated June 14: "I do not wish to conceal from you that I urn so 
poor that 1 would not like to have my enemies know it. I lla,e not 
suffered such want as long as I am a doctor. Howpver. do lIot Ipt the 
other side know this. I can neither purchase books nor food sufficient 
to keep in good health. The zeal of my students iR my only comfort. 
I am troublpd, however, because many have to stay out of my 10ctnrc" 
because they cannot get the necessary copies [of books which Carl
stadt ought to publish for them, bnt had no money to hay£' printpdl, 
and I fear that some will go away In disgust, if Otlr most gl'aciotls 
Prince does not come to my ald. They are appealing to me ('vcry day, 
and I have to feed them with empty hopes_ (XV, 807.) 



6. TIIE ('IIALLENGE TO A DEBATE. 4 1 

Thc account of Eck's i l fo?~omachy and of Carlstadt's De- 
jrnsio fills seventy-eight columns in the St. Louis edition 
of Luther's Works. Carlstadt follows Eck point for point 
just as Luther had done i n  the Asterisks. The joint publi- 
cation of Eck's and Carlstadt's treatises is in  the St. Louis 
edition divided into two main sections. I n  the first, em- 
bracing forty-two theses, Eek defends the claim which he had 
set up in  the preanlble to the ObelisLs, vix., that  the kingdom 
of heaven signifies the Church as i t  exists now i n  the era of 
the Rew Testament; he denies the necessity of daily re- 
pentance for believers, and admits such a necessity only for 
mortal sins. Carlstadt, on the other hand, is occupied with 
showing the difference between the repentance of which Lu- 
ther had spoken i n  his Theses and the sacrament of penance. 
I n  the secoild main divisioll, again embracing forty-two 
theses. Ecli maintains his first Obelisk, r? ix . ,  that repentance 
of the heart is a great thing, because Christ prizes the in- 
tcnticm and the will above the deed. The argument turns 
on the question what human free will can accomplish in f o ~ o  
theologiro, that is, when applied to divine matters. Eck's 
:~rguinent is Pelagian; he declares the will the king in  man's 
soul. Carlstadt argues against the merit of man's works; he 

1 shows that Eck's teaching on the powers of free will rein-  
diates the Scriptures, and that it collfounds intcntion. wl~ich 
is R gift of God, wit11 the natural powers of man. Eck's 
third divisio11, on the spirit and the letter, i n  which me- 
rhauical serx~ice is unduly extolled, Carlstadt has not jnc1uctc.d 
ill his rejoinder. Carlstadt's review of the positions taken 
hy Eel; is clrama o u t  a t  great lengtll. 

Carlstadt col~lpletecl the manuscript of his Def~rbsio in  
t,wo weelts (Angust 14-28). Luther must have seen Carl- 
sttlclt's mal~uscript, for he writes to Spalatin August 31: - 

Another battle is being prepared by Dr. Andrew Carlstadt ~ agai~lst Eck's LIIonomachy. As much as I call gather, Eck has not 
nccomplished anything by his treatise, e~cept  that he has shorn11 

I 
where he is most rulnerahle.cili 

6. 1'IIE CHALLENGE 1'0 A DEBATE. 41 

The account of Eck's 1l10nomachy and of Carlstadt's De
/ensio fills seventy-eight columns in the St. Louis edition 
of I,uther's Works. Carlstadt follows Eck point for point 
justus Luther had done in the Asterisks. The joint publi
cation of Eek's and Carlstadt's treatises is in the St. Louis 
edition divided into two main sections. In the first, em
bracing forty-two theses, Eck defends the claim which he had 
set up in the preamble to the Obelisks, viz., that the kingdom 
of heaven signifies the Church as it exists now in the era of 
the New Testament; he denies the necessity of daily re
pentance for believers, and admits such a necessity only for 
mortal sins. Carlstadt, on the other hand, is occupied with 
showing the difference between the repentance of which Lu
ther had spoken in his Theses and the sacrament of penance. 
In the second main division, again embracing forty-two 
theses. Eck maintains his first Obelisk, viz., that repentance 
of the heart is a great thing, because Christ prizes the in
tention and the will above the deed. The argument turns 
on the question what human free will can accomplish in fo1'o 
theologico, that is, when applied to divine matters. Eck's 
argument is Pelagian; he declares the will the king· in man's 
soul. Carlstadt argues against the merit of man's works; he 

,shows that Eek's teaching on the powers of free will repu
diates the Scriptures, and that it confounds intention. which 
is a gjft of God, with the natural powers of man. Eck's 
third division. on the spirit and the letter, in which mc
ehanical seryice is unduly extolled, Carlstadt has not ineludcd 
in his rejoinder. Oarlstadt's review of the positiolls taken 
by Ed: is dmvm out at gTeat length. 

Oarlstadt completed the manuscript of his Defensio in 
two 'weeks (August 14--28). Luther must have seen Carl
stadt's malJuscript, for he \-vrites to Spalatin August 31:-

Another hattIe is being prepared by Dr. Andrew Carlstadt 
against Eek's Jionomachy. As much as I can gatlwl", Eck has not 
accomplished anything by his treatise, !'xe!'pt that he has shown 
where he is most ,'ulnerable.6-I) 

(4) XXla, JOG. 

6. 1'IIE CHALLENGE 1'0 A DEBATE. 41 

The account of Eck's 1l10nomachy and of Carlstadt's De
/ensio fills seventy-eight columns in the St. Louis edition 
of I,uther's Works. Carlstadt follows Eck point for point 
justus Luther had done in the Asterisks. The joint publi
cation of Eek's and Carlstadt's treatises is in the St. Louis 
edition divided into two main sections. In the first, em
bracing forty-two theses, Eck defends the claim which he had 
set up in the preamble to the Obelisks, viz., that the kingdom 
of heaven signifies the Church as it exists now in the era of 
the New Testament; he denies the necessity of daily re
pentance for believers, and admits such a necessity only for 
mortal sins. Carlstadt, on the other hand, is occupied with 
showing the difference between the repentance of which Lu
ther had spoken in his Theses and the sacrament of penance. 
In the second main division, again embracing forty-two 
theses. Eck maintains his first Obelisk, viz., that repentance 
of the heart is a great thing, because Christ prizes the in
tention and the will above the deed. The argument turns 
on the question what human free will can accomplish in fo1'o 
theologico, that is, when applied to divine matters. Eck's 
argument is Pelagian; he declares the will the king· in man's 
soul. Carlstadt argues against the merit of man's works; he 

,shows that Eek's teaching on the powers of free will repu
diates the Scriptures, and that it confounds intention. which 
is a gjft of God, with the natural powers of man. Eck's 
third division. on the spirit and the letter, in which mc
ehanical seryice is unduly extolled, Carlstadt has not ineludcd 
in his rejoinder. Oarlstadt's review of the positiolls taken 
by Ed: is dmvm out at gTeat length. 

Oarlstadt completed the manuscript of his Defensio in 
two 'weeks (August 14--28). Luther must have seen Carl
stadt's malJuscript, for he \-vrites to Spalatin August 31:-

Another hattIe is being prepared by Dr. Andrew Carlstadt 
against Eek's Jionomachy. As much as I can gatlwl", Eck has not 
accomplished anything by his treatise, !'xe!'pt that he has shown 
where he is most ,'ulnerable.6-I) 
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42 6. TIIE CHALLENGE TO A DEBATE. 

Four days later Capito, who was a t  Base1 and had read 
Eck's Monomachy, wrote to Luther : - 

Johann Eclr has written against Andr. Carlstadt. You will 
not debate before fair judges; may your most strenuous efforts 
place us in a safe position! I am privately writing Eck with 
great freedom.&) 

It is surprising that Capito regards it as self-evident that 
Luther will be a party to the impending debate, and that he 
expects a favorable issue from i t  because of Luther's co- 
operation. 

While these polemical writings were being exchanged, the 
German Diet was assembled a t  Augsburg. Though nothing 
was said at the Diet regarding Luther and his attack on in- 
dulgences, the discussion of his Theses was the most popular 
subject of co~lversation among the German princes and the 
delegates. Eck, too, had come to Augsburg, chiefly to pay 
his respects to the papal Legate Cajetan, who had been em- 
powered by the Pope to suppress, by all means a t  his dis- 
posal, the Hussjte hcresy in Bohemia and the neighboring 
districts. Luther wab regarded a t  Rome as a Hussite, and 
the Cardinal Legate had been given detailed inst~uctions how 
to deal also with Lutbcr. If i t  should be necessary, he n7as 
empowered to arrest Luther and selzd him to Rome. To~val-ds 
the end of August Luthcr received the official citation to 
appear before the Legate for a trial of his ehargcs against 
Tetzel and the Cjlzurch. A month later he sta~tccl on his 
journey to Augsburg. I t  tnust have been forescci~ that he 
would meet Eck a t  Augsburg, for Carlstadt had authorized 
Luther to arrange definitely for his debate with Eck. Luther 
entered Augsburg October 7 ,  and found lodging ~v i th  the 
Carmelite monks. He postponed his visit to the ('nrdinaI 
because lzis friends had insisted that he must not present 
himself before Cajetau without an imperial swfc- ond duct, 
which he did not receive until October 12. During his very 
first interview, which occurred on this day, the Cardiilal cited 
against Luther the Extravagant Unigevzit~rs, which declares 
that the indulgences flow from the bounrlleqs ~nerits  of 
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6. TIIE CIIALLEXGE TO A DEBATE. 4 3 

Christ, from which, as from an inexhaustible treasure, the 
Church dispenses to all who are in need by the sale of in- 
dulgences. This was the very point on which Luther, in the 
Asterisks, had to make an  admission to Ecli. Luther seems 
not to have been struck with this peculiar coincidence that 
the Cardinal a t  their very first meeting, and after they had 
exchanged but a few words, put his fiiger a t  once on a point 
which Luther had had to acknowledge to be 3 weak point in 
his position. Had the Cardinal been informed? The his- 
torians thinli that the circumstantial evidence points to Eck 
as the informer. Luther, however, makes no such complaint. 
If a suspicion was raised in his mind by this circumstance, 
he prornptly suppressed it. It certainly would not have helped 
his cause if lie had charged the Cardinal that the latter was 
fighting hiin with Eck's weapons. 

During Luther's stay a t  the Carinelite convent, Eck came 
to visit him and discussed his debate with Carlstadt with 
Luther. It is not easy to fix the exaclt date when this meet- 
ing took place. On October 11 Luther writes to Melanch- 
thon, telling him that he will be informed by Carlstadt what 
the state of affairs is at Augsburg.66) This letter is not ex- 
tai1t.G;) It is possible that i t  contains an account of Luther's 
conference with Eck. On October 14 Luther wrote nn ac- 
touilt t o  Carlstadt of his third interview with Cajetan, but 
in this Setter hc says nothing about having nlet Eck.68) Lu- 
ther left Augsburg during the night of Octrober 20 to 2.1, 
alld the six days which intervened between his last interview 
with the Cardinal and his departure were taken up with irn- 
portant literary work. For not only did he write lengthy 
Setters to his friends about his coilferenoes with the Cjardinal, 
but he also wrote wry careful statements of his doctrinal 
position for the use of the Cardinal, and, besides, his farnous 
"Appeal from the Pope ill-informed to the Pope to-be-better- 
informed." These activities must have fully occupied Lu- 
ther's tiine. 011 this ground we are inclined to believe that 
1,uther's meeting with Eck had talcen place before the first 
interview with Cajetan. If  Ecii., as i 3  very probable, had 
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44 6. THE CHALLENGE TO A DERATE. 

forxned a connection with the Cardinal, and the two had 
reached a secret understanding, i t  was to the interest of Eck 
and the Cardinal that Eck should visit T,uther as soon as the 
latter had reached Augsburg. 

For the first time, then, the two men who had exchanged 
letters for a year and a half met face to face at Augsburg. 
The meeting seems to have been pleasant, and Eck showed 
himself quite tractable. Three months later Luther was corn- 
pelled, by another queer move of Eck, to refer to  this mcet- 
ing, and in the letter which he addresses to Carlstadt he says 
the following about this meeting : - 

A s  p o u r  representa t ive  I discussed ~ v i t h .  him at Augsburg the 
1)ossihilit-y of composing y o u r  differences with h i m  11-y a personal ,  
f r iendly ,  and familiar meeting.GQ) 

The places which Eel< in his pompous challenge had named 
for the debate were rejected by Luther. Eck, on his part, 
declined to have the debate at Wittenberg. The two places 
on which an agreemeilt was reached were Zrfurt and Leipzig, 
aild Luther promised to report the agreement to Cttrlstadt 
and have him make a choice. 

Towards evening on October 31, 1515,50) a tired mo11B rode 
into Witteaberg on the road from Kernberg. The DuBe of 
Anh:tlt, whom lze inet on the road, had laughed a t  swing hi111 
ride, for i t  was plain that the monk could not ride. Near 
Leipzig he hacl lost his way, or he would have scachcil Wit- 
tenberg sooner. The irloilk was Luther, returning from 
Augsburg on the first anniversary of the Ninety-fin, 'rheies. 
-- - 

69) ST, 811. - \T'iedemann's uncritical work is  sern again a t  t h i s  
point. I-Ie claims tha t  Luther mas not sincere in his ~ r o ~ o s o l  of an  
amicable settlement of the differences between Carlstadt and Eck by 
a private meeting of the two. in a letter t o  the  Elector of Xovem- 
ber 39, 1518, Luther ileclarps t h a t  he was ready for a pnl,lic debate, 
bnt Cardinal Cajetan had deuicd him permission to  11old a tlebate. 
This remark does not at all  refer t o  the  debate betwc.cn Carlstndt i ~ r ~ d  
Eck, bnt  t o  a debate which L ~ l t h e r  was personally ~~r i l l i np  to Il(11d with 
any one a t  Auqshurg in order l o  maintain his Theses for which hr was: 
being tried. Besidcs, Luther had wished to repeat tlic cliscu<sion of 
the  scholastic theology in  which he  had engaged at I l e id~~ lbc ru :  lie 
thought i t  might be held a t  th? Carmelite cloister. Alvo for thiq ills- 
ctlssioxl the consent of the  cardinal would have ber,n ncccbssar$. If 
Wiedemann's remark means anything, i t  must mean that sincr Luther 
was personally so pngnacious a t  Angsb~urg, i t  is  impossi1)lc tha t  he 
suggested a peaceful settlement t o  Eck of his trouble n-lt11 Carlstndt. 
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thought it might be held at the Carmelite cloister. Also for l11is dis
cussion the conseut of the cardinal would have be,'n n('c('ssnr~·. If 
Wiedemann's remark means anything, it must mean that sine<' Luther 
was personally ~o pugnacious at Angsbnrg, it is impoRsihll' that he 
suggested a peaceful settlement to Eck of his trouble with Curlst udt. 
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A year had passed since that memorable day when he had 
come forward in the simple faith of an honest inquirer with 
the request that whoever could, would tell him by what right 
indulgences are sold, and what they are good for. What 
a year i t  had becn! His huinble act had been proclaimed 
throughout Europe. The great men in Church and State 
had begun to make inquiries about him, and the majority 
of his friends had begun to move away from him as from 
a marked man. H e  went to his humble cell in the Augus- 
tinian cloister and wrote to his friend Spalatin: - 

Hail, niy dear Spalatin! By the grace of God I rcturiied to 
Wittenberg to-day, but I do not know how long I shall remain 
here; for my affairs are in such strai ts  t ha t  1 am tossed alrout 
between fcar and hope.71) 

But he did remain, trusting that He in whose name he 
had begun the good work would see hirn through to the end. 
He  plunged right into his accustomed work, anlazing his 
friend with his courage and confidence. Two weeks later 
(November 15) he wrote to Eck: - 

Magister Andreas accepts our agreement madc a t  Augsburg 
that you meet either a t  Leipzig or Erfur t  in a fair dispntatioil 
for the discovery of the truth,  in order t ha t  there may be an 
end of quarreling and writing books. Hc asks you, accordingly, 
to  fix the day for the meeting and select one of the two places 
named. He would have made the selection, but he thought tha t  
hc ought to  give you the choice, because the fatigue of the journey 
will I)e greater for you, and you map be rushed with work more 
than he. See to  it,  then, t ha t  I have not urged him to this 
resolution in vain, and that the hope of our adversaries, that  the 
theologians will quarrel forever and never agree, may be proved 
futilr.72) 

Carlstadt, then, liad the clloice of the place fo r  the debate, 
and colirteously surrendered his privilege. Luther seems to 
have advised him to that eff'ect. This generosity of the 
'CVittenbergers was used to their disadvantage; for Eck chose 
Leipzig, where Duke George and his university professors 
and magistrates frowned and sneered and raved against the 
daring heretic Luther a r~d  the little upstart university on the 
Elbe. Luther never was a diplomat. Poor Luther! 
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7. DUKE GEORGE 1IAS HIS WAY 

7. Duke George Has His Way. 
Both Luther and Eck now proceeded without delay to 

make the necessary arrangements for the debate. The first 
step to be taken was to obtain the consent of the authorities 
a t  Leipzig. Both addressed letters to the theological faculty, 
Luther still acting as agent for his colleague. Eck, however, 
wisely sent another letter a t  the same time addressed to 
Duke George, under whose territorial jurisdiction the Uni- 
versity of Leipzig was placed, who was, in fact, its legal 
owner. I n  this letter of December 4 Eck recounts to the 
Duke the development of his difference with Carlstadt in 
such a way as to reflect all credit on his own conduct and 
throw all blame on his opponent. His bishop, he relates, had 
requested him to write out an opinion on Luther's Theses, 
which he had done in all sincerity. His  exceptions had come 
into Luther's hands, and then Carlstadt had felt himself 
called upon to defend Luther's propositions, and had attacked 
Eck in  such a manner that the latter had no choice but to 
challenge him to a public debate, unless Carlstadt preferred 
to recant his errors and withdraw his charges. Carlstndt had 
accepted the challenge, but to Eclc's surprise had declined 
Rome, Paris, and Cologne as suitable places for the debate, 
and then Eck had offered him Erfurt or Leipzig. 

Wherefore, as I do not fear to debate before ar?y l ea~nrd inen, 
I beg your Grace for permission to debate at Leipzig.73) 

By the facts presented in previous chapters regarcling the 
origin and development of the controversy, we are prepared 
to make the necessary corrections in the accour~t ~rrhich Eck 
gave to Duke George. H e  does not mention that T,l;thrr had 
replied to his Obel~sks, nor that the public disc:~~wion had 
been arranged with the impartial aid of Luther. With his 
letter Eck sent the Duke a copy of his dlonomac11,1/. 

The first result of this correspondence appears in the fol- 
lowing letter of December 16, which the Dean and Doctors 
of the Theological Faculty of the university acldres$c~ri t o  
Duke George: - 

73) Pres. Smith, Luther's Corresp., I, 135. 
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We send your Grace certain letters of Dr. Eck. We surmise 
that  he is trying to  get from your Grace tha t  which he spoke 
about in  his letters to our faculty. And tha t  your Grace may 
briefly comprehend the  affair, we give your Grace to  understand 
what happened last summcr about the day of St. John [June 241, 
when-there was a dispute about papal graces and indulgences be- 
tween the Reverend Dr. Martin Luther, of Wittenberg, and John 
Tetzel, then of Frankfort [on the Oder], a s  your Grace cloubtless 
~.emembers. Then Lord Albert, Archbishop of hlagdeburg and 
Mayence, sent a n  honorable embassy to us to  inquire ~vhich side 
in this dispute was nearer the t ru th  and what our opinion on 
the said difference was. But  considering tha t  certain imperial 
counselors a t  that  time refused to give an  opinion, we clid the  
same, and sent his Electoral Grace our memorial testifying our 
good will t o  the  following effect: Whereas both sides have 
brought much scandal among the people, and we fcar tha t  more 
will arise, and as  each side is convinced tha t  it is in the right, 
our opinion would not make them lay aside theirs, but  would 
only impel them to  assail each other with injnry ant1 scandal. 
Moreover, a s  the affair concerns the Holy Father a t  Rome, i t  i s  
not fitting tha t  we should meddle with it.  But we advised that  
his Electoral Grace should assemble a synod and have the thing 
heard and decided by them. Otherwise, we eared an  increase in  
scandal. I n  the mean time John Eck, a3 he informs u~i ,  gave his 
opinion oil the same question to  the bishop of Eichutaett, and 
thereby fell into a dispute with Dr. Carlstadt of Wittenberg. 
And when 1 1 ~  offered to  dispute a t  Rome, Paris, or Cologne, 
Dr. Carlstitdt declined. And though wc wcre long ago requested 
by Dr. Luther in behalf of Dr. Carlstadt, as well a s  by Dr. Eck, 
to interfelt! in this  affair, we have thought i t  best for sundry 
reason3 to refuse both parties. For we fcared tha t  others, even 
laymen, might be drawn into the quarrel, and that  the  Elector 
Frederick might lay i t  up against this university, and that  thereby 
there inight arise a quarrel between him and your Grace. Wherc- 
fore we rc~commend Eck to commit the chief points of Dr. Luther's 
propobitions to some bishops for decision, or to a select board 
drawn from certain universitiei, for thus, by a awritten or oral 
disputatio~l between select coaimissioncrs, the thing n~ igh t  11e 
ended.~4) 

Bo th  applicants, then, had been refused permission by the 
theologians of tlle university 011 the plea t h a t  the respect f o r  

74) The entire correspondence on this phase of the Leipzig Debate 
is quite extensive. I t  is found in Seidemann, Die Leipziger Dispq~tatio~c 
im Jahre 15L9, p. 22 fP. 111 fP. We have selected only essential parts. 
The present translation is from Preserved Smith, l .  c ,  I, 129 f.  
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opinion OIL the same question to the ui;;;hop of Eichstaett, and 
thereby fell into a dispute with Dr. Carlstadt of Wittenberg. 
And when he offered to dispute at Rome, Paris, or Cologne, 
Dr. Carlstadt declined. And though wc wcre long ago requested 
by Dr. J.Juthcr in behalf of Dr. Carlstadt, as well as by Dr. Bck, 
to interfere in this affair, we have thought it best fur sundry 
reasons to refuse both partieR. For we feared that others, even 
laymen, might be drawn into the quarrel, and that the Elector 
Frederick might lay it up against this university, and that thereby 
there might arise a quarrel between him and your Grace. \Vherc
fore we reeommcnd Eck to commit the chief points of Dr. Luther's 
propositions to some bishops for decision, or to a ;;elect buard 
drawn from certain universities, for thus, by a written or oral 
disputation between select commissioners, the thing might he 
cmied.74) 

Both applicants, then, had been refused permission by the 
theologians of the university 011 the plea that the respeet for 

74) The entire correspondence on this phase of the Leipzig Debate 
is quite extensive. It is found in Seidemann, Die Le·ipz'iger D'lsputation 
im Jahre 151.9., p. 22 If. 111 If. We have selected only essential parts. 
The present translation is from Preserved Smith, l. C., I, 139 f. 

7. DUKE GEORGE HAS HIS WAY. 47 

\Ve send vour Grace certain letters of Dr. Eck. We surmise 
that he is tr'ying to get from your Grace that which he spoke 
about in his letters to our faculty. And that your Grace may 
briefly comprehend the affair, we give your Grace to understand 
what happened last summer about the day of St. John [June 24], 
when-there was a dispute about papal graces and indulgences be
tween the Reverend Dr. Martin Luther, of 'Vittenberg, and John 
Tetzel, then of Frankfort [on the Oder], as your Grace doubtless 
remembers. Then Lord Albert, Archbishop of Magdeburg and 
Mayence, sent an honorable embassy to us to inquire which side 
in this dispute was nearer the truth and what our opinion on 
the said difference was. But considering that certain imperial 
counselors at that time refused to give an opinion, we did the 
same, and sent his Electoral Grace our memorial testifying our 
good will to the following effect: Whereas both sides have 
brought much scandal among the people, and we fear that more 
will arise, and as each side is convinced that it is in the right, 
our opinion would not make them lay aside theirs, but would 
only impel them to assail each other with injury and scandal. 
Moreover, as the affair concerns the Holy Father at Rome, it is 
not fltting that we should meddle with it. But we advised that 
his Electoral Grace should assemble a synod and have the thing 
heard and decided by them. Otherwise, we .·:eared an increase in 
scandal. In the mean time John Eck, ail he informs us, gave his 
opinion OIL the same question to the ui;;;hop of Eichstaett, and 
thereby fell into a dispute with Dr. Carlstadt of Wittenberg. 
And when he offered to dispute at Rome, Paris, or Cologne, 
Dr. Carlstadt declined. And though wc wcre long ago requested 
by Dr. J.Juthcr in behalf of Dr. Carlstadt, as well as by Dr. Bck, 
to interfere in this affair, we have thought it best fur sundry 
reasons to refuse both partieR. For we feared that others, even 
laymen, might be drawn into the quarrel, and that the Elector 
Frederick might lay it up against this university, and that thereby 
there might arise a quarrel between him and your Grace. \Vherc
fore we reeommcnd Eck to commit the chief points of Dr. Luther's 
propositions to some bishops for decision, or to a ;;elect buard 
drawn from certain universities, for thus, by a written or oral 
disputation between select commissioners, the thing might he 
cmied.74) 

Both applicants, then, had been refused permission by the 
theologians of the university 011 the plea that the respeet for 

74) The entire correspondence on this phase of the Leipzig Debate 
is quite extensive. It is found in Seidemann, Die Le·ipz'iger D'lsputation 
im Jahre 151.9., p. 22 If. 111 If. We have selected only essential parts. 
The present translation is from Preserved Smith, l. C., I, 139 f. 



45 7. DUKE GEORGE H A S  HIS WAY. 

the Pope, the peace of the Church, and public safety de- 
manded that the debate be not held. These theologiails were 
far  better statesmen and diplomats than theologians; their 
answer would in our day he termed "a beautiful straddle" 
by every politician. One reason, however, which they did not 
express was their fear of the antischolastic theology which 
was being championed at Wittenberg, and which was utterly 
opposed to their ideals, they being hide-bound schoolmen. 
Besides, they bore Luther personal ill will, which they had 
manifested first through their Dr. Dungersheim, who wrote 
against Luther, and then on it later occasion, of which we 
have an interesting accouut from Luther. In July, 1518, 
Luther had been at Dresden, most likely on business of his 
order, and had preached before Duke George on July 25. 
Duriug his visit the following incident occurred which Lu- 
ther ,six months later explained to Spalatin at the latter's 
request : - 

You must not he surprised, my dear Spalatin, tha t  some 
people claim I was co~lquerecl a t  a banquet in  Dresden, for they 
have long been saying even othcr things, in fact, anyt l~ing thvy 
have pleased. True, together with our John Lang and the Dresdru 
Prior [Melchor &liritsch] I was compelled rather than invited 11y 
Jerome Xmser ( a  lec,turer in tlleology a t  Ideipzig and ro~lfiilrntial 
agent of Duke George) to attend an evening drinking party. 
Thinking that  I was among friends, I soon found t11,lt I ha(1 
fallen arnoag spies. There was present a little 1,vil)zig professor 
[TVeissestaedt], a poor Thomiat, who thought tha t  he lrilc~w (>>er j -  
thing e~traorclinarily well. Though full of liatierl aga i~ l i t  ntc, he 
treated me kindly a t  first, but fiaallp, when a d i s p ~ ~ t e  ;lro\e, I N *  
attrtkrd me violently and wit11 a loud voice, All the ~vlkile there 
stood outside n Dominican monk of the preaching fratel.nity, -rvho 
was listening to all I said. Later I heard that  he hsd 1)ragged 
that  he had become extremely incensed against me, am1 c-onld 
hardly restrain himself froni coming in t o  spit ill 1 1 1 ~  f a c ~  a n d  
call me all  manner of foul names. So much thi'i man \\.a, h~al l -  
dalized because I refuted Thomas Aquinas for the 1)cwc. l i t  of thc 
little profesuor. This i s  the person who hoabts r r r n  to-clap tha t  
Z was so completely confounded tha t  I could not nnsntsr a ~vorcl 
either in Latin or German. For since we argnt'tl as I I . I I ~ ~  in 
niixed Latin and German, he claimeil quite confi~lvr~tl ,~ that  I did 
not understaud a word of Latin. By the \Tray, our dispntcb ~c,lated 
to the worthless stuR in Ari-totlc and Thoma.: A(l~~in;t+.  J -11o\vtd 
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[vVeissestaedt], a poor Thomi8t, who thought that he k11(,W ('very
thing extraordinarily well. Though full of hatred against IIIe, he 
heated me kindly at firAt, but finally, when a diHpute aroH!c', lu,' 
attacked me violl'ntly and with a loud voice. All t.he while thl're 
stood outside a Dominican monk of the pl"l'aching fraternity, \\'110 
was listening to all I said. Later I hearel that he had l)ra.gged 
that he had become extremely incensed against me. alHl eould 
JJardly restrain himself from coming in to I'pit ill 111.1' f;wl' and 
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either in Latin or German. For since ,,,e a rgll!',j a,. 1\HIIH 1 in 
mixed Latin and German, he claimed quite confidcntly that I did 
not understand a word of Latin. By the wa~-. our di:-;pute Tdated 
to the worthleRs stufl" in Aristotle and Thomas A(I\liIlH~. J "howell 
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t ha t  nrither Thorrlab nor all the Thoiiii~ts together had under- 
stood a single chapter in Aristotle. A t  last, when he I~ecame 
boastful, I askecl him to gather together all the forces of his 
Thomistic learning and esplain to me what i t  means to fulfil 
the  comtnandments of God. "I know," I said, "that there is not 
a Thonlist who knows this." A t  this point the rude man, con- 
scious of his ignorance, criecl out, "Pay your fee!" (for so the  
money is called which a pupil pays to his teacher) ; for what 
else could he have answered since he knew nothing else? Break- 
ing into a laligh a t  this silly reply, we partcd. Afterwards the 
Prior of Dresden wrote me how they had bragged and made me 
contenlptible a t  the Duke's court, calling me an unlearned, proud 
man, and I know not what other names; also, how they hat1 
twisted my sermon a t  the castle in evety possible way. I had 
referred to an  entirely theological subject, vix. ,  the story of three 
virgins, and afterwards thrg  prated tha t  I had refe,rred to three 
women a t  the court of the Duke. I n  short, I have had to suffer 
from a generation of vipers (Luke 3, 7), who, thinking that  they 
lose some of their dignity i f  they leave anj th ing ahout me un- 
bIamed, want to do e%erything and can do nothing. I have 
treated these clowns with contempt, ancl wrote him to keep quiet 
and leave me my Cain and Judas. But E~nse r  has cagerly ex- 
cused himself, and when I was a t  Leipzig Iatcly, he swore to  me 
that  he had set no t rap  for me. 1-said to him what I still say: 
tha t  I despise such empty fury. If they are so very learned, they 
have presses ancl paper, let them publish something and display 
the glory of their splendid learning. 3ly sermon was on St. James 
the Greater, whose festival occurred a t  that  time. I preached on 
the Gospel (Matt. 20, 20--23) : "Ye know not what ye ask," and 
I scored the foolish wis11i.s which men utter to God in prayer, 
and taught ~ v h a t  a Christian ought to ask for.%) 

Iialkoff relates t h a t  the spy to -whom L u t h e r  refers i n  th is  
let ter  "collected what  Lu the r  said, together wi th  other th ings  
h e  had  ut tered  jn h i s  sermons, a n d  some th ings  f r o m  his 
writings, a n d  sent  t h e m  promptly to Rorne, where they pro- 
duced a great  effect. l adeed ,  th is  probably had  g rea t  weight 
in inducing Pope Leo t o  change Luther 's  summons to Rome 
t o  a citat ion to Augsburg (before Cajetan),  where it was 
thought  h e  could h e  more  expeditiously deal t  svith."'G) 
These Leipzig worthies, then, xvould certainly do all  in thei r  
power to thwart ally public d iscuss io i~  t h a t  was t o  be held 
i n  t h e  interest  of Luther's teaching. 

7 3 )  XV, 2386 f. 76) Pres. Smith, I. c., 1, 150. 
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treated these clowns with contempt, and wrote him to keep quiet 
and leave me my Cain and Judas. But Emser has eagerly ex
em.ed himself, ancl when I was at Leipzig lately, he swore to me 
that he had set no trap for me. I. said to him what I still say: 
that I despise such empty fury. If they are so very learned, they 
haye presses and paper, let them publish something and display 
the glory of their splendid learning. ~ry bermon was on St. James 
the Greater, whose festival occurred at that time. I preached OIl 

the Gospel (Matt. 20, 20--23): "Ye know not what ye ask," and 
I 8cor('(1 the foolish wisht's which men utter to God in prayer. 
and taught what a Chl'iRtian ought to ask for.75) 

Kalkoff relates that the spy to whom Luther refers in this 
letter "collected what I,uther said, together with other things 
he had uttered in his sermons, and some things from his 
writings, and sent them promptly to Rome, where they pro
duced a great effect. Indeed, this probably had great weight 
in inducing Pope I~co to change Luther's summons to Rome 
to a citation to Augsburg (before Oajetan), where it was 
thought he could be more expeditiously dealt with." 76) 

These Leipzig worthies, then, would certainly do all in their 
-power to thwart any public discussion that was to be held 
1Il the il1tereRt of Luther's teaching. 

75) xv, 2:386 f. 
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On December 30 Duke George sent the following answer 
to the theological faculty of Leipzig : - 

Honorable, learned, dear, and trusty Gentlemen! We have 
received your letter and one from our dear and trusty John Eck 
of Ingolstadt, in which he begged that he might hold a public 
debate wi th  Dr. Andrew Carlstadt of Witttnberg before you. And 
we have read the reasons why you refused this, and we consider 
that if ,  instead, you would do all you could to further it, and 
would give these doctors ~f other universities a place to debate 
in, you would win no little fame, praise, and honor thereby. 
And if you did this, you would not therefore be compelled to 
give any assent or recognition to the debdte, but a t  need could 
recommend the decision to the papal co~nmissarie~ or other proper 
authorities who stand ready to take the responsibility. Moreover, 
you should not be anxious lest any uproar or unpleasantness 
might arise from the propositions; but when and i f  it should 
arise, we can then deal with it.77) 

Duke George, then, was determined, in  opposition to his 
theologians, to have the debate take place a t  his university. 
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the Duke's low opinion of his theologians. H e  regarded them 
w s  N lazy set of men, who did not earn the bread he was pro- 
viding for them, aiid must be stirred up to do something for 
the glory of the university. 

During these negotiations Eck and Luther were still in 
correspondence with one another. We nottd a letter which 
Luther wrote to Eck to inform him that Carlstadt had left 
the choice of the place for the debate to him. Meanwhile 
Luther had published a reply to the criticism which Rome, 
through Silvester Prierias, had directed against his Theses. 
Eck read this reply and wrote his opinion about i t  to Lnther. 
In  a letter to Link a t  Nuernberg, dated December 11, Lu- 
ther says : - 

Dr. Eck wri tes  me  t h a t  h e  i s  neither altogether pleased nor 
altogether displeased wi th  my reply t o  Silvester Prier ias ,  a n d  adds 
a very wise a n d  t r u e  remark, vb., t h a t  h i s  opinion does not  weigh 
niuch w i t h  m e ;  for, illdeed, I regard his  advice a s  worthless.70) 

I n  the letter to which Luther refers Eck must also have 
nlentioned the effort which he had made to obtain from the 
1,eipzig authorities the favor to hold his debate at that place. 
Por on January 7,1519, when Luther was a t  Leipzig, he wrote 
tro Eck: - 

My dear  Eck, we have t r ied in many ways t o  obtain from 
t h e  gentlemen a t  Leipzig t h e  permission concerning which you 
write, b u t  they simply refuse, alleging t h a t  it is no t  i n  their  
power t o  serve u s  i n  th i s  affair,  because t h e  decision rests with 
the i r  ordinaries. F o r  so  the  dean of t h e  theological faculty 
answered my letter.  Hence I fear  th i s  debate wil l  he frustrated,  
unless you have another  plan. 

over to the tender mercies of the inquisitorial tribunal a t  Rome. On 
November 19 he wrote t o  Spalatin, pleading that  the Elector should 
insist that  Luther be tried on Gernian soil, because of the Wittenberg 
school. "I would pot like to see," he writes, "an interruption of the 
study of the best young men, who are showing nn extraordinary zeal 
for the Holy Scriptures, and who ought to come under the merciful 
provision of the rule statcd in Ex. 23, 1 9 :  'Thou shalt not seethe the 
kid in his mother's milk' ; for they are still suckling kids in theology. 
But after I am soppressed, the door is thrown open to our enemies 
against Carlstadt and all our theologians, and our university, hardly 
bursting into flower, will be suddenly destroyed, just as Pharaoh ordered 
the new-born infants of the Israelites to be drowned." (SV, 2420.) 

79) XV, 2431. 
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Bt the same time Luther replied to Ecli's criticism of his 
answer to Prierias : - 

As regards my "Explanations" [to the lu'inety-five Theses], 
I expect, and that  quite eagerly, t ha t  you will do what you have 
promised, aiz., prove tha t  even the principles on which I base nly 
Theses are worthlesb. when  1 quote Taulcr, yon say: "1 do llot 
know who tha t  is," and you are surprised tha t  I prefer Tsuler 
alone to Thomas Aquinas, Bonaventura, Alexander Hales, etc. 
I t  seems ridiculous to you that  I demand that  you should with 
me accept this one writer who is unkliown to the Church, while 
I have mysrIf rejected so many authoritic.s. But I beg you to 
read him before you pronounce him a dreamw, unless by your 
long-continued habit of being engaged on vanities you, too, have 
bcconle one of those very smart  people ~ v h o  call the Pope, the  
bishops, the professors a t  the universities the Church, and think 
that  whatever is unknown to these people is unknown to the  
Church. I wonder, ho~vever, who map have told you tha t  Tauler 
is unknown to the Church. But you are  the Church; all things 
are known to you! Do you not see tha t  you arrogate to  your- 
self the right to judge things which you have not pondered? 
Wherefore, if you wish to admonish me, pray, e~llploy judicial 
acumen, and consider each point carefully. Reflect tha t  I know 
very well tha t  he was unknow~l to your Chru.ch; for I said tha t  
he was not four~d in the public schoolh and had been written in 
the Latin language. SIolcwver, remcarnbe~' i r ~  what way I have 
given him the preference to the scholastics, namcly, because 
I have learned more from him than from all the rest. How 
prudently you have dodged this statement of mine! And yet 
I do not understand how ~ O L I  can fillally threaten to hurl thunder- 
bolts a t  me by attacking my ignorance, as if J had not read and 
did not kno\v what you \\rote, while you know well what I wrote, 
when you say of my a~i thor i ty :  "I do not know who tha t  is." 
Well, tha t  yon may know who he is, read him, lcst you be found 
to be a foolish judge who condemns what hc does not know. 
Not to  dclnancl of you what i s  beyond your strength, I do not 
ask you by rlrawing ~ ~ p o n  each and all of your S C ~ O ~ I L H ~ ~ C ~  t o  
produce one sermon equal to  his. I do not ask this because I am 
certain tha t  i t  is impossible. But I only ask you urgently to 
use a11 your powers of intellect, with all the fulness of your 
scholastic learning, all your qualities and acquirements, and see 
whether you can frilly undtbrstand one or two of his srrmonq. 
After that  we shall believe you tha t  he i~ a dreamer while you 
are wide awake, or are a t  least one nho is sleeping with I ~ i s  
eyes oycn. I write you this, nry dear Eck, to keep you from 
spending useless labor by admonishing mr, and to induce you, 
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instead, to undertake son~etliing which 1 cannot overthrow, and 
which will compel me to change my mind. I mean, do some- 
thing that is worthy of your gifts and your effort, lest we both 
make a poor use of our time. Farewell, my dear Eck.80) 

I n  Luther's opinion, then, there was to be no debate un- 
less Eck should find a new way to arrange one. Bu t  when 
Luther wrot,e this letter to Eck from TJeipzig, he did not know 
that  Duke George, seven days before, had given Eck the d e  
aircd per~nissioa to hold the debate a t  LeipzigFl) and when 
Eck received Luther's letter, he must have smiled. Yes. 
Dulre George had simply overridden his theological professors. 
I n  his letter to the theological faculty which we noted before, 
he informed them of his action, and enclosed not only Eck's 
letter to him, but also a draft of the reply which he desired 
the faculty to send to Eck. This mas brutal; but brutal was 
the character of Duke George. Besides, the 1)uke knew that  
only the theologians opposed the debate, while all the other 
members of the university favored i t  as an  event that was 
destined to bring great renown to their school. 

For Eck the action of Duke George proved fortunate; 
for this eager disputant had as early as December 29 pub- 
lished twelve theses which he proposed to debate with Carl- 
stadt "in studio I;ipsensi," that  is, a t  the University of 
Leil~zig. This premature pul)lication of Eck has been pro- 
nounced rash, on the ground that Eck could not know, when 
he issued the publication, whether he would be permit,ted to 
debate a t  T,ripzig. This may be true, and in  that case Eck, 
who a t  Vicnna had had ail experience with a reluctant faculty, 
may have wished to confront the Leipzig theologians with an 
accomplished fact from which they might feel that they could 
not recede with honor. Eck could argue that, having waited 
three weeks for the rc~ply, -he afterwards claimed a much 
longer time, - and in order not to lose more time, he had 

SO) XXIa, 136 f .  
81) Pres. Smith, 1, c. I, 144. Dnke George says: "We are  pleased 

that  you have chosen our university. We trust to  you. that  this debate 
may not be dangerous, but only for the salre of elucidating the truth. 
We have therefore given order [ !I to our llnivprsity to grant your 
rcqnest." 
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interpreted the silence of the faculty as consent, and pro- 
ceeded with the further arraugements for the dcbate.82) 
However, it is also possible that Eck, a t  the time when he 

his theses for the debate, knew that the university 
and the Duke were in favor of permitting the debate, and 
he shrewdly figured on the ultimate defeat of the opposing 
theologians. I n  this calculation he was not deceived. 

The poor theologians received their Duke's letter before 
January 4. In their plight they resolved to send a personal 
representative to tlie Duke, who was to plead with him to 
desist from his resolution. At the same time they addressed 
a letter of complaint against the Duke and the other mem- 
bers of the university to Bishop Adolph of Merseburg, who 
was the chancellor of the university. During these trans- 
actions Luther paid his hurried visit to Leipzig, and received 
the impression that there would be n o  debate. H e  did not 
learn all that had transpired between Duke George and Eck, 
and Duke George and the Leipzig theologians. But what he 
had learned aild written to Eck urns essentially correct; for 
three days later, January 10, Caesar Pflug, the Duke's trusted 
counselor, wrote to his master: - 

The theologians a t  Leipzig are  rut~.emely sorry to allow the 
disputation between Martin Luther ant1 tlie professor of Ingol- 
stadt, and beg that your Grace will be present a t  it in person.%) 

But did not Pflug'zi pen slip when he wrote Martin Lu- 
ther instead of Carlstndt? We shall see. 

The Bishop of Merseburg came to the aid of the distressed 
theologians with a letter to Dulie George dated January 11 : - 

We doubt not that  your Grace well knows tha t  many scan- 
cialous writings and sayings about iiidulgencea have recently gone 
about, causing much offense among the common people and much 
danger to  souls. Also, we ha-ve rerently heard from His Holi- 

82) He declared later, when he was faulted for having published 
his theses so soon, that  he had acted in good faith, for the refusal of 
the theological faculty had not reached him till February 4, and 
Luther's letter from Leipzig he had not received until February 8, 
because he had Been compelled at that  time to  make freqnent jonrneys 
between Ingolstadt and Augsburg. 

83) Pres. Smith, I .  c., I ,  147. 
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ness a t  Rome that he will not suffer such matters to be disputed, 
inasmuch as they are not doubtful or disputable. But we are in- 
formed by the worthy and learned dean of Meissen and his brother 
[Matthew Hennigk, professor of theology a t  Leipzig] that Dr. Eck, 
of Ingolstadt, has begged of the University of Leipzig the oppor- 
tunity to dispute on indulgences, as your Grace doubtless knows. 
But we think, as the Pope expressly forbids the same, that  we 
are straitIy bound by our oath to hinder in our diocese all that 
might offend or disparage the honor of the  Roman See. Where- 
fore we have written and warned the dean of the university. . . 8 4 )  

T h e  bishop's argument is  unimpeachable. T h e  Pope had, 
by the  Bul l  Cum postquam of November 9, 1518, forbidden 
all  public discussion of the  Ninety-five Theses, a n d  neither 
t h e  bishop, a s  chancellor, nor  the  theological professors had 
any  option i n  t h e  matter. B u t  neither, it seems, had Duke  
George and  t h e  other professors of t h e  university, if they 
wished to  be obedient sons of the Church. 

The cornfort which t h e  Leipzig theologians derived from 
the  letter of their bishop was of short  durat ion;  fo r  o n  
J a n u a r y  15 the  rector a n d  doctors - not  t h e  theologians - 
of the university wrote Duke  George: - 

We would have your Grace know that  Dr. Eck has asked for 
a convenient time and place to hold his debate with Dr. Carl- 
stadt. . . . Wherefore we forward his prayer to your Grace, and 
ask that you will write us what yo11 think on the matter. We 
will 1:~bor diligently in this for the profit of the university. not 
considering the earnest and written protest of Lord Adolph, 
Bishop of Merseburg.85) 

This  nleant tha t  t,he theological faculty was disavowed 
by the  rest of the  professors. The  writers unddubtedly h e w  
the  Duke's mind in t h e  mat ter  a s  expressed in his letter to  
Iiis theologians, because t h a t  had led to  the  remoi~strancc. with 
the  Rishop of Merseburg, a n d  they refer to  that.  W h a t  they 
u~ished to  know of Dtlke George was, whether he  adhered 
to  his original resolution to  have the debate take place a t  
1,eipzig. 

Two days later Duke George sent a blunt  reply to the  
hishop. and  since there had been a suggestion tha t  the  affair 

84 )  Pres. Smith, 2 .  c. ,  I, 147 f. 8.5) 7. c.. I, 1.72, 
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by the Bull Cum postquam of November 9, 1518, forbidden 
all public discussion of the Ninety-five Theses, and neither 
the bishop, as chancellor, nor the theological professors had 
any option in the matter. But neither, it seems, had Duke 
George and the other professors of the university, if they 
wished to be obedient sons of the Ohurch. 

The comfort which the Leipzig theologians derived from 
the letter of their bishop was of short duration; for on 
January 15 the rector and doctors - not the theologians
of the university wrote Duke George:-

We would have your Grace know that Dr. Eck has asked for 
a convenient time and place to hold his debate with Dr. Carl
stadt. . .. Wherefore we forward his prayer to your Grace, and 
ask that you will write us what you think on the matter. We 
will htbor diligently in this for the profit of the university, not 
considering the earnest and written protest of Lord Adolph, 
Bishop of Merseburg.85) 

This meant that the theological fnculty was disavowed 
by the rest of the professors. The writers undoubtedly knew 
the Duke's mind in the matter as expressed in his letter to 
his theologians, because that had led to the remonstrance with 
the Bishop of 1\1"erseburg, and they refer to that. What they 
wished to know of Duke George was, whether he adhered 
to his original resolution to have the debate take place at 
Leipzig. 

Two days later Duke George sent a blunt reply to the 
bishop, and since there had been a suggestion that the affair 
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might require oral representation by ix confidential agent, he  

had the following memorandum d r a m  u p  for  his counselor 

Dietrich von Wertheril : - 
Dr. Eck has desired of us that  he might debate after the 

scholastic manner before the t21eological faculty of Leipzig with 
Dr. Carlstadt, and has prayed that we should arrange with the 
said faculty for a time knd place, and that we should be present 
in person to hear the debate. T4'e have no objection to the same, 
thinking that it will redound to the honor and glory of the uni- 
versity to  have such able men dispute hefore it. And we rep- 
resented to the said faculty that they should not object to the 
same, considering that they were in no wise committed to the 
subject of the debate, but could take what stand they chose in 
it, and, moreover, as they were doctors and teachers of the Holy 
Scriptures, that i t  was their duty to bring to light what is  t ~ m c  
and what is false. But the dean of Rleissen has informed me 
that  i t  is not considered well that the disputation should take 
place, which I think hc did a t  the iiihtigation of the facuIty. 
For they arc so small-minded that they fear they mil1 get into 
trouble through this debate, or perchance, as they themselves 
confess, they are not able to convcrsc with such learned men. . . . 
But we think that they should earn their bread by dischargi~~g 
the duty of theologians. namely, briiiging the truth to light. For 
otherwise I shoulcl have to tell the truth to Dr. Eck, namely, that 
I found my theologians so unlearned that they were afraid to 
dispute with such learned me11.80) 

W e  see here the same brutal  frankness as on a previous 
occasion. T h e  pig-headed Duke  refuacs to do what  h i s  re- 
ligious principles should have compel1c.d h im to  do, viz., obey 
the Pope. He would have his way, a t  least i n  this instance. 
O n  January  19 he wrote to  the  univr.rsity tha t  he  believed 
tlze debate would increase their renown abroad, tha t  he  had 
written a letter to the  bishop, wllich, he hoped, would prove 
satisfactory, and  tha t  lze was glad to  learn tha t  the  members 
of t h e  university had coine to  a n  agreement, and  would grslilt 
Eck and Carlstadt yerlnission to hold their debate.87) 

T h e  bishop, however, was no t  a t  all  satisfied with t h e  
letter of Dnke  George, and 011 January  24 wrote to  remincl 
hiin tha t  it was really his duty as  a loyal member of the 
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letter of Duke George, and on J anUal'y 24 wrote to remind 
him that it was really his duty as a loyal member of the 
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Church to pre~rent the debate because the head of the Church 
mould not have it. He now asked the Dulie to send a con- 
fidential commissioner with whom he inight discuss the mat- 
ter, because he felt that i t  was not convellient to say all he 
wished to say in a letter. To the university members who 
had written their bishop an explanatio~~ why they had con- 
sented that the debate should be held, the bishop wrote 
January 31 and declared i t  a matter of course that they 
could not disobey the Duke's order, mrllich clearly was to the 
effect that the debate should be held. He  desired that the 
Duke's dignity and exalted station should be respected; 
nevertheless, he asserts that his interdict of January 11 was 
not issued without conipelling reasons. 

On February 1 the ~ui~i~rersity informed Duke George that 
they had executed his order and granted Eck the desired 
permission. It still remained to win over the theologians 
and the bishop, whose last letter the Duke had answered with 
another brutal and indignant reply that was not at all com- 
plimentary to the theological faculty. Instead of sending 
n coinmissioner to the bishop, the Duke suggested to the 
bishop that he might send a con~missioner to him. When 
the bishop, however, on February 5,  repeated his request for 
a conference with a personal representative of the Duke, 
Caesar Eflug was sent to Merscburg. But he acconlplished 
nothing; for the bishop declared that in view of the papal 
bull of November 9 he would be compelled to publish a notice 
forbidding the debate. This was probably the delicate point 
which he had not wished to mention in writing, because he 
foresaw that it would rouse Duke George's resentment. The 
theological debate between Eck and Carlstadt, therefore, was 
arranged without the consent and against the wishes of the 
Leipzig theologiails and the ecclesiastical powers. It had 
been anathematized in advance. 
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8. Striking at Andrew and Aiming at Martin. 
We noted in the preceding chapter a letter which Luther 

wrote to Eck from Leipzig. What had brought him to 
Leipzig a t  this time? H e  was on his way home from a con- 
ference a t  Altenburg, where he had met the papal cominisvary 
Miltitz. This gentleman had accomplished what Onjetan had 
failed to accomplish a t  Augsburg: he had induced Luther 
to promise that he would desist from further polemics on the 
subject of indulgences, provided his opponents mould like- 
wise stop all controversy. At  Leipzig Duke George himself 
told Luther that Eck had been refused to hold his debate 
with Carlstadt at Leipzig. This augured well for the cessa- 
tion of hostilities to which Luther had just obligated hiin- 
self. To his Elector Luther had written the day before: - 

I promised t o  stop my discussion of the pending controversirs 
aid allow the matter t o  bleed t o  death, provided my adversaries, 
too, remain silent. For I believe that i f  they had allowed my 
writings to go unattacked, everything m~ould now be quiet; the 
song would be finished, and everybody wo111d be tired of it. I fear 
that if this measure is not adopted, and they continue to attack 
me by violence and speech, the quarrel wi l l  begin in earnest and 
the offense will become a serious matter; for my arhenal is still 
fully stocked. For this reason I have thought it best t o  stop thin 
business.@) 

It seemed now as if Carlutadt's trouble with Eck, too, 
would Be relegated to forgetfulness. If  peace could be n3- 
storecl to the Church by this truce, Luther felt disposed not 
to hinder it, though he would have preferred to have the 
matter fought out in  a clean argument on the basis of 
Scripture. 

Towards the end of January he received a copy of the 
theses which Eck had published for his debate in Leipzig. 
Eck called this his "schedula" for the debate; he had sent 
Luther this copy. To his amazement Luther read the follow- 
ing propositions : - 

1. It agrees neither with the statements of Holy Scripture nor 
with the holy fathers, Augustine and others, to declare that our 
Lord Jesus Christ, when saying, "Repent!" desired that the entire 
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life of believers should bc repentance; accordingly, this term can 
quite properly be understood as referring to sacramental penance. 

2. Although venial sins occur daily, yet we deny that the 
righteoub sin continually, even in every good ~vork, also in the 
moment of their blcssecl death; we also declare i t  an error that 
the righteous, while his righteousness remains in him, can com- 
mit a mortal sin, or that in a baptized infant that sin remains 
~ ~ h i c h  has sprung from the will of another person. 

3. We hold that a person who maintains that  repentance is 
not properly begun by abhorring sin and considering its great- 
ness, etc., and that this mskcs a person's sin still greater, should 
not be listerled to, brsausc, he teaches, as it were, contrary to the 
Gospel and the holy fathers. 

4. n7e consider it contradictory to 13oly Scripture and the 
custom of the Church to say that  ,God, by canseling guilt, also 
remits the phnishment and does not change it into a temporal 
penalty by which satisfaction is to be rendered, and which is made 
known by the canons and the "fines which the priest imposes. 

5 .  We do not grant tliat every priest, no piclate excepted, can 
silt1 must remit the guilt and punishment of his subjects when 
they ask him, and that  a prelate who does not completely absolve 
from punishment and guilt commits a sin; because this is con- 
trary to the practise of Holy Mother Church. 

6. I\'P consider i t  an fwor  to say that the souls in purgatory 
do not render satisfaction for the punishment due their s i n i  from 
the guilt of which they were absolved here, but for which they 
had not sufficiently atoned; just as we do not regard tliat persoil 
free from error who does not believe that God exacts from the 
dying another punishment besides that of death. d 

7. We do not grant that because of the imperfection of love 
and faith there arises in the souls of the dying a horror and 
something akin to  despair by which they are tormented in pur- 
gatory, and that they are overwhelmed with this horror by their 
fear of death which causes them to loathe dying; because this 
is contrary to the truth and reason. 

8. We deny as contrary to our faith and all reason that the 
souls in purgatory merit more grace (than they possessed here), 
or that their rewards arc decreased when they are liberated by 
the merits of others, or that they are not certain of their salva- 
tion, or that they do not desire our help. 

9. We deny that the merits of the sufferings of Christ are not 
the treasure of the Church from which indulgences are dispensed, 
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jusb as we consider i t  w r y  great ignorance to believe that the 
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life of believers should be repentance; accordingly, this term can 
quite properly be understood as referring to sacramental penance. 

2. Although venial sins occur daily, yet we deny that the 
righteous sin continually, even in every good work, also in the 
moment of their blessed death; we also declare it an error that 
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mit a mortal sin, or that, in a baptized infant that sin remains 
which has sprung from the will of another person. 
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nef'S, etc., and that this makes a person's sin still greater, should 
not be listened to, because he teaches, as it were, contrary to the 
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remits the punishment and does n~t change it into a temporal 
penalty by which satisfaction is to be rendered, and which is made 
known by the canons and the ,nnes which the priest imposes. 
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and must remit the guilt and punishment of his subjects when 
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the guilt of which they were absolved here, but for which they 
had not sufficiently atoned; just as we do not regard that person 
free from error who does not believe that God exacts from the 
dying another punishment besides that of death. ----' 

7. '¥e do not grant that because of the imperfection of love 
and faith there arises in the souls of the dying a horror and 
something akin to despair by which they are tormented in pur
gatory, and that they are overwhelmed with this horror by their 
fear of death which causes them to loathe dying; because this 
is contrary to the truth and reason. 
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10. I t  is an error to say that indulge~ices are useless; like- 
wise it is a very vicious error to my tlmt illdulgences are a sort 
of poor makeshift substituted for works, and that they are there- 
fore of inferior value. Accordingly, me also hold that the per- 
son errs who says that he is bound to reject indulgences on the 
ground that the Lord says: For My sake I blot out transgressions, 
instead of saying: For the sake of money. 

11. I t  is an error that the Pope, by issuing indulgence+, can- 
not remit the punishlnent due for sin; yea, i t  is an error that 
he cannot absolve the souls in purgatory from punishmrnt; but 
above all we rlo not admit that the dying, the sicli, those prc- 
vented from going to confession, and those who are not guilt1 
of flagrant and gross offenses, are not in need of indulgences. 

12. We deny that the Roman Church, prior to the times of 
Silvester, was not superior to other churches, but we have always 
acknowledged the person who occupies the chair and has the faith 
of St. Peter to be the successor of Peter and thc Vicegerent of 
Christ.%) 

These theses showed plainly that in  the coming debate 
Eck meant to fight 1,uther while ostcalsibly struggling with 
Carlstadt. H i s  very first thesis is the antithesis to the first 
of Luther's Ninety-five Theses. H e  contradicts Luther again 
when he claims that the souls i n  purgatory are performing 
a postponed atonement for their church pellaiices with which 
they were in  arrears a t  the moment of death, that death does 
not liberate them froin the jurisdictioi~ of the Church, and 
that  purgatory is not merely a stage i n  the inner develop- 
ment of the soul. It is again Luther a t  whom he aims when 
he says that buying ind~ilgences for souls in purgatory does 
not a t  all decrease the merit of those souls, nor diminis11 
their assurance of salvation. Against Luther, too, he affirms 
that  the merits of Christ are applied through the device of 
indulgences. Last, not least, i t  is Luther whom he attacks 
in  his last thesis; for  that  was a point ~vhich only Luther 
had touched in  his "Rcsolutions," that is, in  the treatise in 
which he had explained his Theses against Tetzel. Carlstadt 
had only lightly touched on some of these points, confining 
himself almost entirely to a discussiorl of the powers of free 
will in  fallen man. Carlstadt had not referred a t  all to the 

89) XVIII, 712 ff. 
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primacy of t h e  Pope,  a n d  could n o t  afford t o  do this,  h e  
thought,  \>ecause he held his position a t  t h e  Stiftskirche by 
a simple g r a n t  fro111 t h e  P o p e  a n d  could be  deprived of it 
by a simple order f rom t h e  same  power. Car ls tadt  h a d  in- 
tended only to c o i ~ b a t  scholasticism, a n d  became qui te  un- 
cJasy ~vhen Lu the r  showed n disposition t o  make Eck7s twelfth 
thesis t h e  chief battle-ground.90) "It m u s t  rouse t h e  indigna- 
t ion of every fair-minded pcrson," says Kaus ra th ,  "to see how 
this  sophist f rom Ingols tadt  shams a duel wi th  Car ls tadt  in 
order to  makc side-thrusts a t  1,uther." 91) 

T h u s  t h e  t ruce  which Milt i tz had  patched u p  wi th  Lu the r  
was about  to  be broltcn a few weeks a f t e r  it h a d  been estab- 
lished. F o r  Lu the r  could n o t  consider himself bound by t h a t  
:rgreen~ent af ter  th i s  new a c t  of faithlessness o n  the  p a r t  of 
Ecli. Hc first expressed his m i n d  in a n  open le t ter  to  Carl-  
s t ad t  late in January or  early in Februa ry :  - 

Our Eck has issued a schedule in which he noisily proclaims 
with grand a i d  proud vrords, a s  is his way, tha t  he will ineft you 
in debate a t  Leipzig. ' Z had conferred with him in your name at 
Xagsbulg to see wllethc~r your controversy possibly could be com- 
posed by a friendly ancl confidential meeting, and, a s  becamp your 
dignity, you did not drclinc this. Sec now how beautifully this 
Inan is mindful of his claim that  he never changes, how, after 
shamefully abusing you, Ile promises you a duel, but no\+ turns 
'his frogs or gnats - I know not which - againrt me. 

I had hoped tha t  surll highly important suhjects would be 
discusred as the grace of God, humari ruise~y, ancl the matter 
which is the principal point in your corltrovcrsy with him. Mean- 
while Eck is shouting against poor me. I n  keeping wit11 the  
times he is playing a carnival prank: he digs up the foolish 
questions legarding indulgeilce. Four subjects he treats as sicle- 
issues, and doeq not touch them with tlit. tip of his finger, as wc. 
say. Perhaps thc Holy Gllost foresaw this prank and trick, an;\ 
illspired the heart of the escellent doctors of the University of 

90) By the way, in this thesis Eck had changed the wording of 
Luther's "Resolutions." 1,uther had denied that the Roman Church 
was over the other churclles (sirper al ius )  : Eck makes him deny that 
the Roman Church is su1)erior to the other churches (superior nl i i s ) .  
Moreover, Luther had insisted on the  snpreme authority of the Scrip- 
tures in this connection; this Eck interprets to be a denial of the 
authority of the Pope. (Enders, I. c., I, 406.) 

91) 1. c., I, 288. 
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JJl'imacy of the Pope, and could not afford to do this, he 
thoug'ht, because he held his position at the 8tiftslcirche by 
.u simple grant from the Pope and could be deprived of it 
by a simple order from the same power. Oarlstadt had in
tended only to combat scholasticism, and became quite un
pasy when Luther showed a disposition to make Eck's twelfth 
thesis the chief battle-ground.90) "It must rouse the indigna
tiou of every fair-minded person," says Hausrath, "to see how 
this sophist from Ingolstadt shams a duel with Oarlstadt in 
order to make side-thrusts at Luther." 91) 

Thus the truce which Miltitz had patched up with Luther 
was about to be broken a few weeks after it had been estab
lished. For Luther could not consider himself bound by that 
ilgrccment after this new act of faithlessness on the part of 
Eck. He first expressed his mind in an open letter to Oarl
stadt late in January or early in February:-

Our Eck has i5sned a schedule in which he noisily proclaims 
with grand amI proud words, as is his way, that he will meet you 
ill debate at Leipzig'.' I had conferred with him in your name at 
Augsburg to see whetlwr your controversy posRibly could be com
posed by a friendly and eonfidential meeting, and, as became your 
dignity, you did not decline this. Sec now how beautifully this 
man is mindful of his claim that hf>. never changes, how, after 
shamefully abusing you, he promises you a duel, but now turns 
l1is frogs or gnats - I know not which - against me. 

r had hoped that such highly important suhjectR would be 
discussed as the grace of God, human misery, and the matter 
which is the principal point in your controversy with him. Mean
while Eck is shouting against poor me. In keeping with the 
times he is playing a carnival prank: he digs up the foolbh 
questions regarding indulgence. Your subjects he treats as side
issues, and doeR not touch them with tIw tip of his finger, as we 
say. Perllaps the Holy GllOst foresaw this prank and trick, an'll 
inspired the heart of the excellent doctoI'R of the University of 

90) By the way, in this thesis Eck had changed the wording of 
Luther's "Resolutions." Luther had denied that the Roman Church 
was over the other churches (slIper alias); Eck makes him deny that 
the Roman Church is superior to the other churches (superior alUs). 
Moreover, Luther had insisted on the snpreme authority of the Scrip
tures in this connection; this Eck interprets to be a denial of the 
authority of the Pope. (Enders, 1. c., I, 406.) 
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issues, and doeR not touch them with tIw tip of his finger, as we 
say. Perllaps the Holy GllOst foresaw this prank and trick, an'll 
inspired the heart of the excellent doctoI'R of the University of 

90) By the way, in this thesis Eck had changed the wording of 
Luther's "Resolutions." Luther had denied that the Roman Church 
was over the other churches (slIper alias); Eck makes him deny that 
the Roman Church is superior to the other churches (superior alUs). 
Moreover, Luther had insisted on the snpreme authority of the Scrip
tures in this connection; this Eck interprets to be a denial of the 
authority of the Pope. (Enders, 1. c., I, 406.) 

91) l. 0., I, 288. 
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Leipzig to refuse you pernlission to settle this matter a t  their 
school. 

But, my clear Andrew, neither will 1 hav' you go into this 
mean sham debate, not only because this pretty red-checlted and 
white-armed mask is attacking mo and nLy propositions, but also 
because your gifts and your disputatio~r art? of too high an  order 
to  be degraded by a discussion of the foolis11 c la i~ns  of this sopl~ist 
and of my assertions regarding indulgence-;, which should r:~ther 
be called negligible*. All teachers, even the scholastics. tl~ohe 
miseral~le authorities of Eclt, admit, first, tha t  indulgences are nof 
necessary for a Christian; next, t ha t  i t  would be better thvre 
were none, and tha t  this subject is a s  suitable for being treated 
in writing or in a debate as a donkey for playing the harp. Nor 
had I ever considered i t  worthy of a dt~b:rtcb, if i t  had not been 
Necessary for the sake of Christ's people on account of deceivers, 
vain talkers, selfish and greedy people, %\rho must be reproved 
(Titus 1, 10. 7.) Kevertheless, these great anrl ~ ~ o b l e  tllrologian~ 
are worried so fearfully with these trifiing and useless things and 
strive to  magnify their iulportanee with such a display of anxiet: 
t ha t  one can see they believe the honor of their name and ofice 
to be a t  stake. I n  the mean time they entirely neglect and put 
aside the t rue  object of theology and of the essential things-- 
not, of course, because they seek after  lucrc and glory, oh, no1 - 
escept in an  incidental way, and providecl thehc. advantages are 
not put too far from them. 

However, God wills tha t  I shall not be engaged in it worthiei 
occupation than to spend my life wrairgliug with tricky and 
senseless sophists, with the noxious fttwnerh of the Pope. and 
with Romanizing tyrants. I shall therefole put my serious occu- 
pation hack gladly and cheerfully, and attend to the pleasantries 
of thesc people. 

Accordingly, my dear Eck, I do not charge you with a vanity 
tha t  is very plain, becauqe you published your bcl~edule for the 
debate before you were assured of the consent of Leipzig, yea, 
after you had learned from me tha t  they absolutely refnsed their 
consent. For you have indeed hoped to gather fame from t h ~  
air, t ha t  is, from a debate which is never to  take place. I do 
not charge you with treachery, lack of kindness, and conduct un- 
becoming a theologian because you present theses to Carlstadt 
which are  foreign to the matter between you. Since you could 
hope tha t  he would not acknowledge them as  relating to  him, 
you would again score an empty triumph over such a great man. 

I do not charge you with having changed to most contemptible 
fawning to the Pope, with having again produced a fiction about 
me, and foisted new errors upon me which you have imagined, 
while you pretend to  do nothing of the kind. I submit t o  such 
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treatment from a theologian. I only want to  show that we see 
through your miserable artifices and the fancies which you have 
woven out of nothing, and we wish to  remind you kindly to 
employ a little suhtler cunning in your insidious machinations. 
Your boorish and sleepy slnartness you may employ against your 
fellow-sophists. 

Ifeanwhilc be a brave man and "gird thy sword upon thy 
thigh, 0 most mighty" (Ps. 45, 3 ) .  For since you have not ac- 
cepted me for your pcbacc as arbitrator, you may perhaps wel- 
come me as a combatant. Not that  I have decided to gain a vic- 
tory over you; I only want to give yo11 an opportunity -after 
your victories in Austria, IJombardy, and Bavaria ( a t  a disputa- 
tion held a t  Landshut) - to  achieve the reputation of having 
triumphed also in Saxony and Meissen, ancl to be hailed forever- 
more as the great paladin of the empire. Then, after gaining 
such great and eternal glory, you wil l  be able to rest, according 
-to the saying of your master: Motion ceases when the highest 
perfection in anytliing has been attained. I should prefer, how- 
ever, if you would a t  last give birth to the wonderful beast 
which you are carrying about with you such a long time, and 
spit out the nauseous thingy that afflict your stomach, and thus 
make an end of your imposing and grandiloquent threats. 

But, nly dear Andrew, I come back to yon and heg that you 
will join me in writing to the gracious prince, Duke George, and 
the  wise counselor a t  Leipzig, whether they would let ns have 
aome public hall in wliich we might hold the debate. For I do 
not wish a t  all to see the cscellent doctors of the university bur- 
dened with the dangerous office of judges of this debate, which 
they have very prudently declined. 

Yes, this is what we shall do: we shall call in two notaries to 
wl~om both Eck and Luther, and others if they wish, may dic- 
tate their arguments. I make this suggestion lest we, too, should 
be charged with that contemptible vainglory and useless lal~or 
which can be observed in Eck's disputation a t  Vienna; also, that 
the shouting arid violent gesticulation with which disputants 
in our day are in the habit of raving and slaying the truth may 
he subdued, and, on the other hand, that every point may be set 
down in writing with the greatest modesty, and then he sub- 
mitted to the Apostolic See, the hishops, and the entire Christian 
world for their judgment.92) 

When  Beatus Rhenanus read this  open letter, he wrote 
t o  Zwingli t h a t  n o  painter could have portrayed Eck more 
strikingly t h a n  Luther  had done in this  letter. 

92) XV, 811 ff. 
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they have very prudently declined. 

Yes, this is what we shall do: we shall call in two notaries to 
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F o r  m a n y  weeks L~Lther  in his le t te rs  t o  f r i ends  expresses 
his indignat ion  and  grief a t  this la tes t  txeachrry of Eck.  On 
Februa ry  2 he  writes to E g r a n u s  at Zwickau: - 

Our Eck, whom I approached a t  hngsburg for thr  purpohe of 
induciug him to  meet Csrlstadt in public debate ~ r i t h  Car ldndt  
a t  Leipzig, in order t ha t  the  controversy might be settled, 1111~3 

a t  last  consented. Listen now how this mitii acts: he seizes upon 
my Theses and chews them up terribly, lmt lle ignores the party 
with whom he has to  do. One is tempted to  think tha t  he i s  in- 
dulging in a carnival play. I shall be forced to enter lnto a con 
flict with this inan a l~ou t  my Tlic*\es on indulgtbnccq. Hc i~ 
a quite vainglorious, miserable little beast I ie  promises t o  hold 
the debate after Easter. Some claim tliat he has her11 instigated 
by the  Dominicans. The Lord's will he done! I would h ~ v e  sent 
you a copy [of Eck's theses], but I have only one, \vliich \ \a\  
sent me from Nuernbrrg.93) 

On Februa ry  7 L u t h e r  published twclvc, comlter-theses in 
reply to E c k  : - 

I. Every day a person sins, and every d,ly he iepents, as  Ohiirt 
teaches us, sayilig, "Repent." (Mat t .  4, 17. t \VT~( mu>t except a -  
llot in need of reperitnnce :L certain riglltcous yer70n who ha-. 
recently appeared, althougli the heavenly T7inc>-drwrer purgcz cayen 
the branch which hears fruit .  

2. To deny tha t  a person sins men w h r n  engaged in a goo(! 
work, and tha t  a sin is venial, riot )Jc.c;luac of i ts  nature, but 
only by the merc*y of God, or tha t  there is h i l l  rc.rnainir~g in at1 

infant even after baptism, is t o  tread 110th Paul and Christ 
under foot. 

3. We number wit11 the Pelagiarl l~cretics ally one \:.!lo claims 
tha t  before loving righteousness a person lnay begin a good work 
or repentance without sinning therein, and we hhall prove evc.11 
with his master St .  Aristotle t ha t  the cl:~irn ih senseless. 

4. God changes eternal punishment to  a temporal hy making 
us hcar the cross, which neither ranon.: nor priests have any 
power to  impose or to  remove, though, being led astray by v ~ l e  
flatterers, they have dared to do so. 

5. Every priest must absolve n penitent person from punihli 
ment and g u ~ l t ,  or he comniits a sin;  likewise a prelate sin# when 
he reserves secret processes without sound reasons, although the  
practise of the Church, tha t  is, of the flatterers, is opposed t o  this. 

6. Perhaps the souls in purgatory do atone for their guilt, but 
only in vilest rashness can the claim be set up tha t  God demands 
of a dying person anything I~eyond this  t ha t  he die ~ i l l i n g l y ,  be- 
cause this can in no wise he established. 

93) X V ,  2442. 
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For many weeks Luther in his letters to friend::; expresses 
his indignation and grief at this latest treachery of Eck. On 
February 2 he writes to Egranus at Zwiekau:-

Our Eck, whom I approached at Augslml'g for the pUl'po~e of 
inducing him to meet Carlstadt in public debat<, with Carl"tadt 
at Leipzig, in order that the controven;y might be settled, ho,,, 
at last consented. Listen now how this man acts: he seizes npon 
my Theses and chews them up terribly, but he ignores the party 
with whom he has to do. One is tempted to think that he is in
dulging in a carnival play. I shan be foreed to enter into a con
flict with this man about my Thc,;es on iudulgences. He is 
a quite vainglorious, miserable little beast. He promises to hold 
the debate after Easter. Some claim that he ha~ been instigated 
by the Dominicans. The Lord's will be done! I would have Rent 
you a copy [of Eck's theses], but I have only one, which was 
sent me from Nuernbel'g.!J3) 

On Februal'Y 7 Luther puLli.shed twelve counter-theses in 
reply to Eck: -

1. Every day a person sins, and every (by he repents, as Christ 
teaches us, sayillg, "Hepent." (Matt. 4, 17. i \V(· nm~t except. a~ 
not in need of repentance it certain righteons peLion who ha" 
recently appeared, although the heavenly Vim'-drp~ser purges ('ven 
the hranch which bean; fruit. 

2. To deny that a person sins even "\VliPll (·ngaged in a good 
work, and that a sin is venial, lIot because' of its nature, hut 
only by the merey of God, or that there is "in remal1l111g in all 
infant even after lJaptism, is to tread both Paul and Christ 
under foot. 

3. vVe number with the Pelagian heretics allY olle who claims 
that before loving righteousness a pe'l'son may begin a good work 
or repentance without siuning therpin, amI we shall prove eVlen 
with his master St. Aristotle that the chdm is Henseless. 

4. God changes eternal punishment to a temporal by making 
us bear the cross, whh-h neither ranons nor priests have any 
power to impose or to remove, tlJOugh, being led astray by vile 
flatterers, they have dared to do so. 

5. Every priest must absolve a penitent per::;on from puni.~h· 
ment and guilt, or he commits a sin; likewise a prelate sins WlWll 

he reserves secret processes without sound rea,;on8, although the 
practise of the Church, that is, of the flatterers, ifl opp08ed to this. 

6. Perhaps the souls in purgatory do atone for their guilt, but 
only in vilest rashnesfl can the claim be set up that God demands 
of a dying person anything beyond this that he die willingly, be
cause this can in no wise he established. 
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For many weeks Luther in his letters to friend::; expresses 
his indignation and grief at this latest treachery of Eck. On 
February 2 he writes to Egranus at Zwiekau:-

Our Eck, whom I approached at Augslml'g for the pUl'po~e of 
inducing him to meet Carlstadt in public debat<, with Carl"tadt 
at Leipzig, in order that the controven;y might be settled, ho,,, 
at last consented. Listen now how this man acts: he seizes npon 
my Theses and chews them up terribly, but he ignores the party 
with whom he has to do. One is tempted to think that he is in
dulging in a carnival play. I shan be foreed to enter into a con
flict with this man about my Thc,;es on iudulgences. He is 
a quite vainglorious, miserable little beast. He promises to hold 
the debate after Easter. Some claim that he ha~ been instigated 
by the Dominicans. The Lord's will be done! I would have Rent 
you a copy [of Eck's theses], but I have only one, which was 
sent me from Nuernbel'g.!J3) 

On Februal'Y 7 Luther puLli.shed twelve counter-theses in 
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1. Every day a person sins, and every (by he repents, as Christ 
teaches us, sayillg, "Hepent." (Matt. 4, 17. i \V(· nm~t except. a~ 
not in need of repentance it certain righteons peLion who ha" 
recently appeared, although the heavenly Vim'-drp~ser purges ('ven 
the hranch which bean; fruit. 

2. To deny that a person sins even "\VliPll (·ngaged in a good 
work, and that a sin is venial, lIot because' of its nature, hut 
only by the merey of God, or that there is "in remal1l111g in all 
infant even after lJaptism, is to tread both Paul and Christ 
under foot. 

3. vVe number with the Pelagian heretics allY olle who claims 
that before loving righteousness a pe'l'son may begin a good work 
or repentance without siuning therpin, amI we shall prove eVlen 
with his master St. Aristotle that the chdm is Henseless. 

4. God changes eternal punishment to a temporal by making 
us bear the cross, whh-h neither ranons nor priests have any 
power to impose or to remove, tlJOugh, being led astray by vile 
flatterers, they have dared to do so. 

5. Every priest must absolve a penitent per::;on from puni.~h· 
ment and guilt, or he commits a sin; likewise a prelate sins WlWll 

he reserves secret processes without sound rea,;on8, although the 
practise of the Church, that is, of the flatterers, ifl opp08ed to this. 
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7. It is indeed contrary to  t ru th  and reason tha t  those who 
are  loath to die are  deficient in  love, and for tha t  reason suffer 
a horror of purgatory, provided t ru th  and reason are  the same 
as  the  opinion of poor theologians. 

8. We know that  the claim is set up by poor theologians that  
the souls in purgatory are certain of their salvation, and that  
grace is not inrreased in tlicm, but we wonder a t  t l~ese highly 
learned people because they can produce for their faith no ground 
that  even seems plausible to the average man. 

9. I t  is certain tha t  the merits of Christ a re  the treasure of 
the Ch~uch,  and that  wc derive aid from the merits of the saints: 
but tha t  indulgences are this treasure can only be claimed by 
a vile flatterer, by Extravagances which conflict with the truth,  
and by a few mythical acts and customs of the  Church. 

10. I t  is madness to say tha t  indulgences are  a blessing to  
Cllristians, for they are  in reality a makeshift for a good work. 
A Christian must repudi:tte indulgences berausc of their abuse, 
because Christ says (Is .  43,25)  : "For Mine own sake" -not for 
lnoney ! -- "I blot out thy  transgressions." 

11. It is ccrtaillly a dream of the vt3i.y Irarncd sophists and 
harniful flatterers tha t  the Pope can rcnlit all puriishlnents due 
for sins in tliis ancl the future life, and tha t  indulgences benefit 
those who have not committed gro3s sills; but not the least proof 
can be offered for this dream. 

12. That tlw Rom.111 C'hurcli ii supcriol to all othe15 is es- 
tablished from the altogether lifeless decretals of the Roman 
Popes that  have appeared during the last four hundred years; 
but the history of eleven ll~uldred years, the text of the divine 
ficriytures, and the decree of the Conr~cil of Nice, which is the 
holiest of all, contradict this claim 94)  

These thescs Lu the r  forwarcled to  Spala t in  on t h e  day of 
publica.ti'on, wi th  t h e  following remark : - 

Our Xclr, the little vainglorious animal, has published a sched- 
ule for liis debate with Carlstadt after Easter a t  Leipzig. I n  his 
unreasonable and crooked way of acting the man wants to in- 
dulge the hatred which he had conceived against me long ago,%) 
and now rushes against nlc and niy writings. He names one 
person as his opponent in the debate, but  attacks another, and 
-- --  

04) S V I I I ,  718. 
95) "When Eck noticed tha t  Luther in his ~vr i t ings  and srrmons 

vigorously oyposed the Semi-Pelagian error (z;is., that  the human will 
has the power to  effect a person's conversion), he conceived a secret 
grudge aqainst Luther, and took occasion of the  publication of Luther's' 
Theses arainst indulgences to  commpnt on them sneeringly." (Loescher, 
Z c ,  I 6 f.) This is a really keen observation and points out  cor- 
rectly thc real cause of Eck's animosity. 
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but the history of eleven hundred years, the text of the divine 
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holiest of all, contradict this claim.D4) 

These theses Luther forwarded to Spalatin on the day of 
publieation, with the following remark: -
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ule for his debate with Carlstadt after Easter at Leipzig. In his 
unreasonable and ('rooked way of acting the man wants to in
dulge the hatred which he had conceived against me long ago,95) 
and now rushes against me al1d my writings. He names one 
person as his opponent in the debate, but attacks another, and 
---- ---- \ 

D4) XVIII, 718. 
95) "When Eck noticed that Luther in his writings and sermons 

vigorously opposed the Semi-Pelagian error (viz., that the human will 
has the power to effect a person's conversion), he conceived a secret 
grudge against LuthE'r, and took occasion of the publication of Luther's' 
Theses against indulgences to comment on them sneeringly." (Loescher, 
1. C., II, 62 f.) This is a really keen observation and points out cor
rectly the real cause of Eck's aninrosity. 
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forces him to  take up  this matter. I am displeased with the  
cowardly hypocrisy of the man, and have published a reply to  
his theses, a s  you can see by the enclosed print. Perhaps Eck 
will furnish the occasion for treating in a serious manner a sub- 
ject t ha t  has so far  been treated only in a playful way. This will 
be unfortunate for the Roman tyrants.96) 

To Eck, however, Lu the r  wrote Februa ry  18: - 
I salute you and wish tha t  you would a t  last stop seducing 

the Christian people. I regret, my dear Eek, tha t  by plain proofs 
your friendship for me has a t  last been shown to he hypocritical. 
You boast t ha t  you are  seeking the glory of God, the truth,  the 
salvation of souls, the increase of faith, and yet yon teach in- 
dulgences, which is done to the neglect of truth,  faith, salvation, 
and the glory of God. Yours i s  such an  obtuse hear1 :tnd such 
a beclouded brain that ,  as the apostle says, you understa~ld neither 
what you say nor whereof you affirm (1  Tim. 1, 7 )  or, to speak 
in terms of your logic, yon do not see what the predicate states 
regarding the suhject. Either your hatred against me or your 
greed of glory has driven you into this blindness. Accordingly, 
when the whole world now calls you a silly person and a sophist, 
you must attribute tha t  to your immoclerate condnct, not to  me; 
for I was so much concerned about you that  1 first suppressed 
my r ls tcr isks  for your sake, and afterwardq labored to reconcile 
you with Carlstadt. Champion that  you are for the grace of 
indulgences, you are rewarding me beautifully for my labor: you 
intend to debate the subject of repentance with Carlstndt, and 
a t  the  same time you rave against me on the pubject of indul- 
gences, t ha t  is, on the relnission of repentance, ancl thus under- 
take matters tha t  are eiltircly contrary to one another. I leave 
you to reflect what sort of persou he is who undertakes such 
thing$. Well, T desire that  you fix the day for the debate; or 
if you prefer, J shrtll fix it. All the rrst  we shall settlr at the 
tirne of the debate.%) 

This le t ter  of Lu the r  p a ~ s e d  in transmission a le t ter  which 

Ecl. wrote t o  Lu the r  February  19. This let ter  connects w i t h  
Luther 's  let ter  t o  Eck f r o m  Leipzig. It furuishes  the di rec t  
proof t h a t  Eclr h a d  all the  time, while a r r ang ing  wit,h L u t h e r  
fo r  n debate w i t h  Carlstadt ,  in tended to  make L u t h e r  his 
real  opponent. 

Grace in the Lord, and I wish tha t  you ma.y be truly wise in 
Jesus. I t  was very annoying to me tha t  the very learned gentle- 

- 

06) S X I a ,  145.  A brief refercncr to  the same matter occurs in 
a letter  to  Spalatin of February 12. (ST, 2391.) 
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forces him to take up this matter. I am displeased with the 
cowardly hypocrisy of the man, and have published a rcply to 
his thescs, as you can sec by the enclosed print. Perhaps Eck 
will furnish the occasion for treating in a serious manner a sub
ject that has so far been heated only in a playful way. This will 
be unfortunate for the Roman tyrants.gG) 

To Eck, however, Luther wrote February 18:-
I salute you and wish that you would at last stop seclucing 

the Christian people. I regret, my dear Eck, that by plain proofs 
your friendship for me has at last been shown to be hypocritical. 
You boast that you are seeking the glory of God, tIle truth, the 
salvation of souls, the increase of faith, and yet you teach in
dulgences, which is done to the neglect of truth, faith, salvation, 
and the glory of God. Yours is such an obtuse head Rnd such 
a beclouded brain that, as the apostle says, you understand neither 
what you say nor whereof you affirm (1 Tim. 1, 7) or, to speak 
in terms of your logic, you do not see what the predicate states 
regarding the subjcct. Either your hatred against me or your 
greed of glory has driven you into this blindness. Accordingly, 
when the whole world now calls you a silly person and a sophist, 
you must attribute that to your immoderate conduct, not to me; 
for I was so much concerned about you that I first suppressed 
my Asterisks for your sake, and afterwards labored to reconcile 
you with Carlstadt. Champion that you are for the grace of 
indulgences, you are rewarding me beautifully for my labor: you 
intend to debate the subject of repentance with Carlstrtdt, and 
at the same time you rave against me on the ,~ubject of indul
gences, that is, on the remission of repentance, and thus under
take matters that are entirely contrary to one another. I leave 
you to reflect what sort of person he is who undertakes such 
things. Well, I desire that you fix the day for the dt'bate; or 
if you prefer, J shall fix it. All the rebt we shall settle at the 
time of the debate.97) 

This letter of Luther passed in transmission a letter which 
Eek wrote to Luther :Februal'Y 19. This letter connects with 
Luther's letter to Eek from Leipzig. It furnishes the direct 
proof that Eck had all the time, while arranging with Luther 
for a debate with Carlstadt, intended to make Luther his 
real opponent. 

Graee in the Lord, and I wish that you may be truly wise in 
Jesus. It was very annoying to me that the very learned gentle-

96) XXla, 145. A brief reference to the same matter occurs in 
a lettl'r to 8paJatin of February 12. (XV, 23\H.) 

97) XXI a, 146. 
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in terms of your logic, you do not see what the predicate states 
regarding the subjcct. Either your hatred against me or your 
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you must attribute that to your immoderate conduct, not to me; 
for I was so much concerned about you that I first suppressed 
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you with Carlstadt. Champion that you are for the grace of 
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at the same time you rave against me on the ,~ubject of indul
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take matters that are entirely contrary to one another. I leave 
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if you prefer, J shall fix it. All the re"t we shall settle at the 
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This letter of Luther passed in transmission a letter which 
Eek wrote to Luther :Februal'Y 19. This letter connects with 
Luther's letter to Eek from Leipzig. It furnishes the direct 
proof that Eek had all the time, while arranging with Luther 
for a debate with Carlstadt, intended to make Luther his 
real opponent. 

Grace in the Lord, and I wish that you may be truly wise in 
Jesus. It was very annoying to me that the very learned gentle-

96) XXla, 145. A brief reference to the same matter occurs in 
a lettl'r to 8paJatin of February 12. (XV, 23\H.) 

97) XXI a, 146. 



8. STRIKING AT AS1)BETV AND AIMING AT MARTIN. 67 

Inen a t  the University of Leipag declined the task of listening 
to us, and I did not see clearly what course to pursue, when the 
most gracious prince Duke George of Saxony took action on 
petition to his university, so tha t  they finally gave their coasent, 
a s  is shown by letters which I received to-day from the most 
illustrious Duke, f r o ~ n  the uriiversity, and from the [theological] 
faculty. Accordingly, 1 have chosen June 27 for the openi~lg of 
the debate, but we are  to rneet on June 26, to determine who is 
to be the first speaker. 

Now, since Carlstadt i5 your champion, while you are the real 
principal, by spreading the5e teacllings throughout Germany which 
in my poor opinion are false and erroneous, i t  is ploper that  yon 
appear. too, ancl either defend your teaching or disprove mine. 
But how 1 would love to see you rhnnge your mind, show your- 
self obedient in all things to the Apostolic See, listen to Leo X, 
the vicar of C'hrist, not seek t o  be singular, but come down from 
your opinion to the unanimous belief of the teachers, being a5- 
sured that  Christ would not have permitted His Church to re- 
main f o r  four hundred years in such error-; a s  you iniagincl! 
You see: from illy schedule for the debate that  I I~ave drawn up 
my theses not so much against Roclenstein as against your teach- 
ing. Farewell, my dear filartin, and let us each pray for illu- 
mination.98) 

H i d o r y  has hallcied dnwn he r  judgment  on E c k :  he i s  
"a bold, bad man." W i t h  t h e  nonchalance of impudericc ancl 
t h e  air  of innocaence, a s  if what he does is erllinently proper 
and nreds  no justification, lle faces Luther .  T h i s  m u s t  ac- 
caonnt fo r  L u t h e ~ ' s  viildictive spcrc.h t o  t h e  Inan. Lu the r  a t  
first scJ('nls non-pl~ilursecl a t  t h e  brazen audaci ty  of his self- 
:~ppointed  ailtagonist ; t hen  h e  sees through t h e  vile t r ick  
t h a t  is being p l a ~ e d  o n  him,  a n d  a f t e r  t h a t  h e  does n o t  spare 
t h e  trickster. Let i t  not be sa id  t h a t  E c k  thought  h e  was  
doing r ight ,  tha t  he  was defending wha t  was dear  to  h is  hear t  
and h i s  Church.  T h a t  would merely make  hiin o u t  to  be a n  
h o ~ l e s t  farlatic i n  a n  unr ighteous  cause, who does n o t  scruple 
about t h e  rnealis aiid methods to  ca r ry  h i s  point  and gain his 
end.  I l c  acted 

With that  dull, rooted, callous impudence 
Which, dead to shame, and every nicer sense, 
Ne'er blushed, unless, in spreading vice's snares, 
Shc blundered on some virtue unawares.'N) 

98) Enders, I .  c . I. 428 99) Churchill, R o s c ~ n d ,  I, 135 
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Now, since Carlstadt is your champion, while you are the real 
principal, by spreading these teachings throughout Germany which 
in my poor opinion are false and erroneous, it is proper that you 
appear, too, and either defend your teaching or disprove mine. 
But how I would love to see you chrU1ge your mind, show your
self obedient in all things to the Apostolic See, listen to Leo X, 
the vicar of Christ, not seek to be singular, but come down from 
your opinion to the unanimous belief of the teachers, being as
sured that Christ would not have permitted His Church to re
maiu for foul' hundred years in such errors as you imagine! 
You see from my schedule for the debate that I have drawn up 
my theses not so much against Bodenstein as against your teach
ing. Farewell, my dear Martin, and lpt us each pray for iUu
mination.98) 

History has handed down her judgment on Eek: he is 

"a bold, bad man." With the nonchalance of impudence and 

the air of innoeencc, as if what he docs is eminently proper 
nnd needs no justifieation, he faces Luther. This must ac
eonnt for Luther's vindictive speech to the man. Luther at 
first seems non-plussed at the brazen audacity of his se1£
appointed antagonist; then he sees through the vile trick 
that is being played on him, and after that he does not spare 
the tri(~kster. Let it not be said that Eck thought he was 
doing right, that he was d(,fcnding what was dear to his heart 
and his Ohurch. That would merely make him out to be an 
honest fanatic in an unrighteous cause, who does not scruple 
about the means and methods to carry his point and gain his 
end. He acted 

With that dull, rooted, callous impudence 
Which, dead to shame. and every nicer sellse, 
N e'er blushed, unless, in spreading vice's snares, 
She blundered on some virtue unawares.1l9) 

98) Enders, I. c .. r. 428 99) Churchill, Rosciad, I, 135. 

S. STRIKING AT A;XDHEW AND AIMING AT MARTIN. 67 

men at the University of Leipzig declined the task of lic;tening 
to us, and I did not see clearly what course to pursue, when the 
most gracious prinee Duke George of Saxony took action on my 
petition to his university, 130 that they finally gave their consent, 
as is shown by letters which I received to-day from the most 
illustrious Dnke, from the miiversity, and from the [theological] 
faculty. Accordingly, I have chosen June 27 for the opening of 
the debate, but we are to meet on June 26, to determine who is 
to be the first !Speaker. 

Now, since Carlstadt is your champion, while you are the real 
principal, by spreading these teachings throughout Germany which 
in my poor opinion are false and erroneous, it is proper that you 
appear, too, and either defend your teaching or disprove mine. 
But how I would love to see you chrU1ge your mind, show your
self obedient in all things to the Apostolic See, listen to Leo X, 
the vicar of Christ, not seek to be singular, but come down from 
your opinion to the unanimous belief of the teachers, being as
sured that Christ would not have permitted His Church to re
maiu for foul' hundred years in such errors as you imagine! 
You see from my schedule for the debate that I have drawn up 
my theses not so much against Bodenstein as against your teach
ing. Farewell, my dear Martin, and lpt us each pray for iUu
mination.98) 

History has handed down her judgment on Eek: he is 

"a bold, bad man." With the nonchalance of impudence and 

the air of innoeencc, as if what he docs is eminently proper 
nnd needs no justifieation, he faces Luther. This must ac
eonnt for Luther's vindictive speech to the man. Luther at 
first seems non-plussed at the brazen audacity of his se1£
appointed antagonist; then he sees through the vile trick 
that is being played on him, and after that he does not spare 
the tri(~kster. Let it not be said that Eck thought he was 
doing right, that he was d(,fcnding what was dear to his heart 
and his Ohurch. That would merely make him out to be an 
honest fanatic in an unrighteous cause, who does not scruple 
about the means and methods to carry his point and gain his 
end. He acted 

With that dull, rooted, callous impudence 
Which, dead to shame. and every nicer sellse, 
N e'er blushed, unless, in spreading vice's snares, 
She blundered on some virtue unawares.1l9) 

98) Enders, I. c .. r. 428 99) Churchill, Rosciad, I, 135. 

S. STRIKING AT A;XDHEW AND AIMING AT MARTIN. 67 

men at the University of Leipzig declined the task of lic;tening 
to us, and I did not see clearly what course to pursue, when the 
most gracious prinee Duke George of Saxony took action on my 
petition to his university, 130 that they finally gave their consent, 
as is shown by letters which I received to-day from the most 
illustrious Dnke, from the miiversity, and from the [theological] 
faculty. Accordingly, I have chosen June 27 for the opening of 
the debate, but we are to meet on June 26, to determine who is 
to be the first !Speaker. 

Now, since Carlstadt is your champion, while you are the real 
principal, by spreading these teachings throughout Germany which 
in my poor opinion are false and erroneous, it is proper that you 
appear, too, and either defend your teaching or disprove mine. 
But how I would love to see you chrU1ge your mind, show your
self obedient in all things to the Apostolic See, listen to Leo X, 
the vicar of Christ, not seek to be singular, but come down from 
your opinion to the unanimous belief of the teachers, being as
sured that Christ would not have permitted His Church to re
maiu for foul' hundred years in such errors as you imagine! 
You see from my schedule for the debate that I have drawn up 
my theses not so much against Bodenstein as against your teach
ing. Farewell, my dear Martin, and lpt us each pray for iUu
mination.98) 

History has handed clown her judgment on Rek: he is 

"a bold, bad man." With the nonchalance of impudence and 

the air of innoeenec, as if what he clocs is eminently proper 

nncl needs no justifieation, he faces Luther. This must ac
eonnt for Luther's vindictive speech to the man. Luther at 
first seems non-plussed at the brazen audacity of his se1£
appointed antagonist; then he sees through the vile trick 
that is being played on him, and after that he does not spare 
the tri(~kster. Let it TIotbe said that Eck thought he was 
doing right, that he was d(,fcnding what was dear to his heart 

and his Ohurch. That would merely make him out to be an 

honest fanatic in an unrighteous cause, who does not scruple 

about the means and methods to carry his point and gain his 

end. He acted 

With that dull, rooted, callous impudence 
Which, dead to shame. and every nicer sellse, 
Ne'er blushed, unless, in spreading vice's snares, 
She blundered on some virtue unawares.1l9) 

98) Enders, I. c .. r. 428 99) Churchill, Rosciad, I, 135. 



6 8 9. THE HAND O F  GOD. 

9. The Hand of God. 
Despite the resentment with which Luther viewed the un- 

blushing perfidy of Eck, he had the grace to see also in these 
sinister movements of his enemy the call of God suminoning 
him to a task far greater than he had imagined when he 
published his Theses. I t  was a far-seeing remark which 
Luther made to the Elector in the letter in which he an- 
nounced his agreement with Miltitz : that agreement would 
not only have brought literary peace to a few controversialists 
and ease of mind to frightened churchmen, but i t  wo~ild have 
put a quietus to a hopeful movement in behalf of vital in- 
terests of true Christianity. A modern reviewer of Luther's 
life-work has caught the significance of Luther's remark to 
the Elector that, if unopposed by the priests and monks, the 
thing which he had started would blced to death. Referring 
to the period after the conference with Miltitz, this reviewer 
says: "Things seemed to be going ~vell with Luther, and in 
some respects they were going well; the suspension of active 
measures against him brought quiet, and in the quiet his 
writings were circulated and read. A11 this was good, and, 
as things turned out, only good. But in  t h i ~  quiet there mas 
danger. If  i t  had continued, the interest in the Lutllcran 
controversy must have aancd, arrd after a while ecclr.;iastical 
matters would have settled down in their old chaiinel, and 
what became 'the Lutlleran tragedy' might have turned out 
to be only 'the Lutheran incident.' This result was favored 
by political conditions. As a rule, when an important matter 
has once thoroughly possessed the public mind, it does not 
give place until i t  has gone on to its logical conclusion- 
the exception occurs when i t  is thrust aside by some rival 
interest. I n  this particular case the rival in t~res t  was fur- 
nished by the death of the Emperorl") and the questions 
connected with the choice of a successor. The affairs of the 
Empire might have supplantcd the affairs of the Church, and 

100) The fifty years' reign of Maximilian I came to a close Janu- 
arx 12, 1519, five days after Luther's conference with hli l t i tz  a t  
Altrnbnrg. 
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when Europe had once become involved in the grcat national 
contests that soon followed, there would have been no time 
or inclination to return to Luther's affairs. Luther was right: 
'If let alone, the thing would bleed to death,' and i t  seemed 
to be in danger of being left alone. For t h e  present, a t  least, 
Luther was safe. He  was under the strong protection of the 
Elector, and t h e  Pope was too busy to care for him - his 
principal enemy could riot disturb him, and he was pledged 
to peace. Let the peace last and the tide would ebb, the 
opportunity mould pasd. But the peace did not last." 1'1) 

Por now comes blundering Eck, the little "Ruhn~tierlein," 
as Luther callcd him. But behind Eck, in the darkness with 
which H e  veils His awful, but always beneficent de'signs, 
stands God. Luther's eye of faith saw Him as in a glimpse, 
and saw God beckoning liim onward. He bowed his head 
and obeyed. Already on February 3 he wrote his friend Lang 
at Erfurt : - 

Our Eck is  planning a new mar against me, and, if Christ 
gives me the grace, you will see me clo what I have long medi- 
tated, via., I will a t  last rush a t  this Roman brood of vil~crs with 
a book. So far  I have only clandled and played with the Roman 
affair, although they set up a grievous wail as i f  1 had written 
against them with intolerable seriousncss.102) 

Now he writes to Staupitz under date of Eebrutliy 20: - 
My Eck, the trearherous man, is again dragging me into a new 

affair, as you see from the enclosed [open lettt-r to Carlstadt and 
Eck's schedule]. Thus the Lord takes care tha t  I shall not be 
idle. But, Christ willing, this  debate will turn out disastrously 
for the Roman rights and customs which Eelc regards as his staff 
of support ( Is ,  36, 6 ;  Ezek. 29, 6 )  .l@3) 

To Scheurl Luther wrote on the same day: - 
Our Eck, who has hitherto fairly concealed his rage against 

me, has a t  last revealed it. See what sort of man he is. But 
God, who is  in the midst of the gods l the authorities on earth], 
knows what He intends to bring forth out of this tragedy. I11 

this affair we shall not serve our interests, neither Eck his, nor 
I mine. It seems to me that  the counsel of God is being carried 
out in this. I have often said tha t  what I have done heretofore 

101) Vedder, I .  c . .  F8  f .  102) XV, 2468. 103) S V ,  2444. 
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Elector, and the Pope was too busy to care for him - his 
principal enemy could not disturb him, and he was pledged 
to peace. Let the peace last and the tide would ebb, the 
opportunity would pass. But the peace did not last." 101) 

For now comes blundering Eck, the little "Ruhmtierlein," 
as Luther called him. But behind Eck, in the darkness with 
which He veils His awful, but always beneficent de'signs, 
stands God. Luther's eye of faith saw Him as in a glimpse, 
and saw God beckoning him onward. He bowed his head 
and obeyed. Already on February 3 he wrote his friend Lang 
at Erfurt:-

Our Eck is planning a new war against me, and, if Christ 
gives me the grace, you will see me do what I have long medi
tated, vi,?:., I will at last rush at this Roman brood of vipers with 
a book. So far I have only dandled and played with the Roman 
affair, although they set up a grievous wail as if I had written 
against them with intolerable seriousness.102) 

Now he writes to Staupitz under date of February 20:
My Eck, the treacherous man, is again dragging me into a new 

affair, as you see from the enclosed [open letter to Carlstadt and 
Eck's schedule]. Thus thc Lord takes care that I shall not be 
idle. But, Christ willing, this debate will turn out disastrously 
for the Roman rights and customs which Eck regards as his staff 
of support, (Is. 36,6; Ezek. 29,6).103) 

To Scheurl Luther wrote on the same day:-
Our Eck, who has hitherto fairly concealed his rage against 

me, has at last revealed it. See what sort of man he is. But 
God, who is in the midst of the gods £the authorities on earth], 
knows what He intends to bring fortll out of this tragedy. In 
this affair we shall not serve our interests, neither Eck his, nor 
I mine. It seems to me that the counsel of God is being carried 
out in this. I have often said that what I have done heretofore 

101) Vedd<:>r, l. e .. 88 f. 102) XV, 2468. 103) XV, 2444. 
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lias been mere play; now I shall a t  last act in earnest against. ' 

the Roman Pope and tlie Roman arrogance.104) 

T o  another prominent person a t  Nuernberg, Pirckheimer, 
Luther  wrote on the  same day:  - 

I have quite thankfully received the artifices [the schedule 
for the debate] of my very suave Eck. I am smding you what 
I have composed against him. My aim, as you ser, is directed 
against the holy canons, that is, against the u~ilioly perversions 
of the Holy Scriptures. I have long wished for such an oppor- 
tunity, but upon my own initiative I did not like t o  come out 
with this matter. The Lord is drawing me, and I follow not 
unwillingly. If the Roman court is in mourning ovrr the dying 
indulgences, what will it do when, God willing, the decretals ex- 
pire? Not that, confident of my strength, I am raising a shout 
of triumph before the victory is gained, but I put my trust  i n  
the mercy of God, who is  wroth a t  the traditions of men. I shall 
maintain and acknowledge the authority and majesty of the Pope, 
but I shall not tolerate the perversions of the Holy Scriptures.105) 

These remarl<s show tha t  I~uther ' s  mind  mas being con- 
centrated on Eck's twelfth thesis, t h e  primacy of the  Pope. 
I n  a peculiar manner Luther's attention had been called to  
this subject to which he had not  given much thougbt pre- 
viously. I n  August he had been waiting a t  Wittenberg fo r  
t h e  decision of tlie Curia,  and  had resigned llimself t o  the  
thought t h a t  he  would be delivered u p  to  Roine and martyred 
fo r  his  Theses. In those days a n~aiiuscript had  been handed 
him i n  t h e  fo rm of a letter which opened u p  a new world to 
him. The document had heen prepared for  the  Die t  a t  Augs- 
burg;  i n  trenchant terms it warned the Germans against sub- 
mit t ing to t h e  tax fo r  the  war against the Turks.  O n  Sep- 
tember 2 Luther  wrote to Spalatin, who was a t  Augsburg a t  
t h e  t ime : - 

Thrre has arrived here a very intelligently written letter from 
the city of Itome,lOG) which sharply criticizes the levy of new 
taxes for a war against the Turks. It is plain that  this tax was 
devised by the Florentines, the greediest people under the l~eavens. 

104) XXIa. 149 f .  106) XXla, 151. 
106) This letter is the treatise h'~1bortatfo cir.i c~cj t~sdan& cloctis- 

simi ad ~ ~ v i i ~ c i p e s ,  7te i t b  decilr~ae graestatio?zetn conse~ztia$?f ( A n  Ex- 
hortation by a very learned gentleman to the princes not to consent 
to  the leoyi~lg of the tax) .  The author mas canon Frederick Fifichcr of 
\Vuerzburg, who had lately returned from Italy.) 
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They are making use of the Pope's good nature to fill their 
maw. . . . You may not know that the cardinals are the am- 
bassadors of avarice, but it is surely so, i f  this report is true.107) 

German li terature had been rilrichecl i n  those day.; with 
many a treatise on the same subject;  on manF a diet t h e  
German nation had voiced its grievances against t h e  extor- 
tions of the  Roman Curia, b u t  of this Luther knew nothing. 
All the  more reason why the letter which h e  hnd rweived 
gave hirn food fo r  reflection. It also roused the  patriot in 
Luther. O n  September 1 he  wrote to Staupi tz :  - 

I shall give free scope to my thought and pen, and show that  
there are people in Germany who see through these Roman tricks. 
The sooner I can do this, the better i t  will please me. Too long 
and too grievously these Romanist~ with their elidless intrigues, 
turns, and pranks have mocked us as dunces and clowns. They 
do not so much deceive us with their cunning as they openly and 
inipude~ltly ulalre fools of us.108) 

B u t  Luther was n o t  ready yet to  believe all t h a t  he had 
read i n  Fischer's letter. His eyes wcre opened a t  Augsburg 
a t  the conference with Cajetan and his Italians. One  day 
Urban of Serralonga, of t h e  Carclinal'b suite, had come into 
his lodging and pleaded with  h im to recant his Theses. H e  
had advised Luther  not to  enter into a n  argument with the  
authorities of Rome. He might  think and  believe what he  
pleased, b u t  he must  not  a t tack the  Pope's power. Luther 
relates the  episode i n  a letter t o  Spsllatia of October 10 and  
says: - 

Then he proceeded to make the most stupid suggestions. He 
declared frankly that it was permissible to preach lies, if that  
will bring money and fill your coffers. He said the Pope's power 
must not be disputed, but you mu,t extol him so highly that you 
declare, by one nod the Pope can abolish anything, even things 
that  belong in the Creed, especially in my present contention. 
He said a few other things, which I will communicate to you 
orally. But I turned down this Sinon, who has not been well 
trained in the Pelasgian art,lO9) anti he went.110) 

107) XV, 2399. 108) XV, 2395 f.  
109) Sinon is a wily Greek, who appears in Virgil's Ae?teid, 11, 70. 

106. 152. 
110) XV, 2414 f.  
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many a treatise on the same subject; on man;r a diet the 
German nation had voiced its grievances against the extor
tions of the Roman Ouria, but of this Luther knew nothing. 
All the more reason why the letter which he had received 
gave him food for reflection. It also roused the patriot in 
Luther. On September 1 he wrote to Staupitz:-

I shall give free scope to my thought and pen, and show that 
there are people in Germany who see through these lloman tricks. 
The sooner I can do this, the better it will please me. Too long 
and too grievously these RomallistB with their endless intrigues, 
turns, and pranks have mocked us as dunc{'s and clowns. They 
do not so much deceive us with their cunning as they openly and 
impudently make fools of us.108) 

But Luther was not ready yet to believe all that he had 
read in Fischer's letter. His eyes were opened at AUg'sburg 
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IT rban of Serralonga, of the Oardinal's suite, had come into 
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Henceforth, i n  Luther's view, the Germans are "the living 
antithesis to the Italians and the Romanists." From Augs- 
burg he writes to Melanchthon, October 11: - 

Italy has been hurled into an Egyptian darkness that can be 
felt. All of them are completely ignorant of Christ and Chrie- 
tian affairs. And yet we have them for lords and masters of our 
faith and morals.111) 

These reflections might nlomentarily recede to the back- 
ground amidst his multifarious other duties, but Luther did 
not get rid of them. The impressions which he had received 
were deepened by other writings which came to him, and 
which painted in  similar colors the corruption of the Roman 
Curia, and the extortion which it practised on Germany. 
When the records of his conference with Cajctan mere pub- 
lished soon after his return from Augsburg, Luther mas led 
into a more searching study of the essence of the papacy. 
His  mind became flooded with the most surprising thoughts. 
On December 11, 1518, he writes to Link: - 

I am sending you the records of my conference a t  Augsburg; 
they are couclred in sharper terms than the Legate may have 
expected, but my pen will give birth to still greater things. I do 
not know whence these thoughts come to me; in my opinion, this 
business, far from being ended, as the Roman grandees hope, has 
hardly been begun. I shall send you my trifles, in order that you 
may see whether I rightly suspect that the tnle Antichrist, as 
Paul depicts him 2 Thess. 2 ,3  E., is ruling a t  the Roman Curia. 
I think J can prove that a t  present he is worse than the Turk.112) 

The tax for the Turkish war troubled the Saxon rulers 
sorely ; through Spalatin they asked Luther for  a theological 
opinion on Scriptural grounds. The mere questioning of the 
propriety of this tax was significant; it showed what a deep 
inipressioll such treatises as  Fischer's had made on the Qer- 
mans. Luther denied the right to levy this tax in  a sermon 
which raised a sensation. He relates this in  a letter to 
Spalatin 1)ecernber 21, and says: - 

I hold that if we must fight the Turks, we ought to begin 
fighting at  home. I t  is useless to wage carnal wars abroad while 
we are hcing defeated in spiritual wars at  home. JIoreover, 

111) XV, 555. 113) XV, 2420. 
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The tax for the Turkish war troubled the Saxon rulers 
sorely; through Spalatil1 they asked Luther for a theological 
opinion on Scriptural grounds. The mere questioning of the 
propriety of this tax was significant; it showed what a deep 
impression such treatises as Fischer's had made on the Ger
mans. Luther denied the right to levy this tax in a sermon 
which raised a sensation. He relates this in a letter to 
Spalatin December 21, and says: -

I hold that if we must fight the Turks, we ought to begin 
fighting at home. It is uReless to wage carnal wars abroad while 
we are heing defeated in spiritual wars at home. :Uoreover, 
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I know of no war either in the Old or the New Testament that 
was waged with human strength, and that did not result un- 
happily and ingloriously. If the outcome was good, the war was 
waged from heaven, as I could sl~ow by abundant proofs. Now, 
since the Roman court surpasses the tyranny of all the Turks,-- 
for with such abominations i t  fights against Christ and the 
Church, - and since the clergy is deeply merged in avarice, vain- 
glory, and lelvdness, and the condition of the Church is every- 
where quite miserable, 1 have no hope of a good war or of a happy 
victory. As far as I see, God is warring against us; I-Ie must 
first be overconie by tears, prayers from a pure heart, holy liv- 
ing, and pure faith.113) 

The entire winter 1518/19 was a season of grave thinking 
for Luther. A mon~entouq inward development was taking 
place in him. Fronl all sides he was urged to be lenient and 
to yield, and Re have already seen that  a t  the conferel~ce with 
Miltitz lie did yield. The chasm that yawned hctween the 
old thcology and the new had o~lly been glimpsed; few men 
saw to the bottom of the contrasts that were being revealed 
between Christ and Antichrist. Luther himself had not 
sounded those depths, but he felt in5tiactively as lie pon- 
del-eci the mystery of iniquity that had been reared in the 
te~nple of the Lord that a serious conflict was arising for 
him, and with the impatience of strong chnl-ncters he afould 
sigh thnt the battle  night be on soon. 

To a lilind thus racked with pa i lz f~~l  discovt3ries came 
the pro~,-clcntio~l ernbodied in Eck's t~vclfth thesis. Catholic 
critics of Luther profess theinselves shocked at  the insincerity 
of T,uthcr a t  this time. Says n writer in the Catltolic En-  
c 1 1 ~ 1 0 p ~ d i a .  "Wl~ile the prclilninaries of the Leipzig Dispu- 
tation were th ell ding, a true insight into Lutl~er's real atti- 
tudc to~vnrcls the papacy, the subject of which ~ ~ o u l d  form 
the main thesis of diicaussion, can best be gleaned from his 
on.11 letters. On 3. Xarch, 1519, he writes Leo 5:  'Before 
GoJ end rill  H i s  creatures I bear testimony that I neither 
did, desire, nor So I desire, to touch or by intrigue under- 
mine the authority of the Roman Church and thnt of your 
Roliness.' (De W t t c ,  I, 234.) Two days latcr ( 5 .  Narch) 
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saw to the bottom of the contrasts that were being revealed 
between Christ and Antichrist. Luther himself had not 
sounded those depths, but he felt instinctively as he pon
dered the mystcry of iniquity that hnd been reared in the 
temple of the Lord that a serious conflict was arising for 
him, and with the impatience of strong characters he would 
sigh that the battle might be on soon. 

To a mind thus racked with painful discoveries came 
the provocation embodied in Eck's twelfth thesis. Catholic 
critics of Luther profess themselves shocked at the insincerity 
of Luther at this time. Says a writer in the Catholic En
cyclopedia: "'While the preliminaries of the Leipzig Dispu
tation were pending, a true insight into Luther's real atti
tude towards the papacy, the subject of which would form 
the main thc8is of discussion, CHn best be gleaned from his 
own letters. On 3. :1\1arch, 1519, he writes Leo X: 'Before 
God and all His creatures I bear testimony that I neither 
did. desire, nor do I desire, to toueh or by intrigue under
mine the authority of the Roman Ohureh nnd that of your 
Holiness.' (De Wette, I, 284.) Two days later (5. :March) 
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he writes to Spalatin: 'It was never my intentioil to  revolt 
from the Itomau Al~ostolic chair.' (Dc MTette, 1, 236.) Ten 
days later (13. March) he writes to the same: '1 a m  a t  
a loss to know whether the Pope be Antichrist or his apostle.' 
(De Wette, I, 2 3 . )  A month before this (February 20) he 
thanks Scheurl for sellding him the foul Dialoq mf Julizcs 
and St. Peter, a most poisonous attack on the papacy, say- 
ing he  is sorely tempted to issue i t  in  the vernacular to the 
public. (De Wette, I, 2.7.0.) 'Tu prove Luthcr's collsistency 
- to riildicwte his conduct a t  all points as faultlesi, both in 
veracity aild courage - under these circumstances may be left 
to myth-making simpletons.' (Bayne, Luther, 1,457.)'' 114) 

We shall now ilitroduce an American sinlplcton mllo does 
the very thing which Bayne scouts. H e  is not a I.utlieran, 
and does not believcl that 1,uther was ((the docile, peace- 
loving, engagernelit-keeping man, lsrovoked into controversy, 
draggc~cl unwillingly into di.sputation by Eck. ~ v h i d l  he him- 
self afterwards claimed to be, and has been so often asserted 
by others in his defense." Bu t  he does not hold I;uther guilty 
of the charge of hypocrisy at  this p~r iod .  "The 3 3th of March 
Luther said, 'I am studying the decretals of tl-~c Popes, pre- 
paring for my disputation, and (I whisper it in Sour ear) 
1 do not know whether the Popc is Antichrist or his apostle.' 
It was only tell days before tliat he had written llih respect- 
ful, subn~issive letters to the Pope. What shall we think of 
this ? I t   could be eaby to sny that Luther was acting a double 
part, playing fast and loose, blowing hot and cold. It would 
be more charitable, and probably truer, to say that  his con- 
duct was that of a strong man agitated by different motives; 
n o ~ v  reverence for long established order and duly corlstitutcd 
authority, now love of t ruth;  a t  one tiine shrinking from the 
coafusion and trouble that lie saw just before him, a t  another 
conscious that he was working tlic work of God. One point 
is clear: he saw no incollsistency between utmost hatred of 
tlze Pope and lnost reverent obedience to him. ITe said in 
a letter to Spalatin: 'I am conteiit that the Pope should be 

114) IX. 443 f.  The references to De Wette correspond to the 
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vVe shall now introduce an American simpleton who does 
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and does not believe that IJuther was "the do('ile, peace
loving, engagement-keeping man, provoked into controversy, 
dragged unwillingly into disputation by Eck, whieh he him
self afterwards claimed to be, and has been so often asserted 
by others in his defense." But he does not hold Luther guilty 
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Luther said, 'I am studying the decretals of the Popes, pre
paring for my disputation, and (I whisper it in ;rour ear) 
I do not know whether the Pope is Antichrist or his apostle.' 
It was ollly ten days before that he had written his respect
ful, submissive letters to the Pope. What shall we think of 
this? It would be easy to say that Luther was acting a double 
part, playing fast and loose, blowing hot and cold. It would 
be more charitable, and probably truer, to say that his con
duct was that of a strong man agitated by different motives; 
now reverence for long established order and duly constituted 
authority, now love of truth; at one time shrinking from the 
confusion and trouble that he saw just before him, at another 
conscious that he was working the work of God. One point 
is clear: he saw no inconsistency between utmost hatred of 
the Pope and most reverent obedience to him. He said in 
a letter to Spalatin: 'I am content that the Pope should be 
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called and be lord of all. What  is that to me, who know that 
even the Turk is to be honored and endured for  the sake of 
the power?' H e  would submit to the most tyran~lical rule, 
as  submitting to God, who permits, even ordaias, that rule. 
We inust interpret his conduct from his own point of view. 
Let us remember that few rllerl have been subjected to such 
a trial as that through which he was passing; nlso, let us be- 
lieve, if we can, that he was seeliing the right way, but was . 
not yet certain which was the right way; that his was the 
hesitation and vacillation of the eagle before he has chosen 
5nally the direction of his flight." 11.5) 

10. Obstacles. 
Luther's open letter to Carlstadt had contained the p u g -  

gestion that Carlstadt7s debate be dropped, and that Luther 
take his place and debate with Eck in some public hall at 
Leipzig. Lutlier retained the p1ac.e cllosen by Eck because 
through Eclz's schedule Leipzig had already bccli ullnouncecl 
to the world as the plitcc of the dcbate; he suggested a hall 
instead oE the university because he knew the opposition of 
the Lei lx ig  theologiavu to the debate. How hip suggestion 
cvns inisunderstoi:d i11 one point ant1 resented as a whole is 
shown by letter which the rector, profrssors, ni ld  doctors 
of the u:liversity adclressetl to T)ulie George February 15 : - 

At Y O L ~  Cisace's written command n e ha\ e grwntc~il pcrmissim~ 
t o  the ho~iorable a ~ l d  learned cloctol>, John Eck and dnclrew Carl- 
stadt ,  to clei~ntcs. Therenpo~l +he *aid Dr. l<cL reduc3c.d to  writing 
his conc~ll~sionh UII Dr. AIartin Luther's propositions concerning 
grace, in older to  give public notice of the debate with Dr. Carl- 
s tadt  a t  yous Grace's univeisity. S t la ightnay Dr. Luther, com- 
pelled by thih to  ~ n i s  ill the debate, thinki~rg to defend and up 
hold Dr C'arlstadt, pnl~lishes a letter in which hc announcefi, 
 contra^ to  yo11r Graoe'4 written conmland and t 1 1 ~  ~lecisioll of the 
ahole  hol~orable university, that the baid debate is  at all end. 
and, nrxertllrless, without greeting your Grace or the university, 
he publicly wltl in writing announces tha t  hc will dc,b:ite a t  your 
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ealled and be lord of all. What is that to me, who know that 
(lven the Turk is to be honored and endured for the sake of 
the power?' He would submit to the most tyrannical rule, 
as submitting to God, who permits, even ordains, that rule, 
We mus!; interpret his conduct from his own point of view. 
Let UB remember that few lllell have been subjected to i:lUch 
a trial as that through which he was passing; also, let us be
lieve, if we can, that he was seeking the right way, but was 
not yet certain which was the right way; that his was the 
hesitation and vacillation of the eagle before he has chosen 
finally the direction of his flight." 115) 

10. Obstacles. 
Luther's open letter to Oarlstadt had contained the sug

gestion that Oarlstadt's debate be dropped, and that Luther 
take his place and debate with Eek in SOllle public hall at 
Leipzig. Luther retained the place chosen by Eck because 
through Eck's schedule Leipzig had already been announced 
to the world as the place of the debate; he suggested a hall 
instead of the university because he knew the opposition of 
the I,eip~ig theologians to the debate, How his suggestion 
was misunderstood in one point and resented as a whole i:; 

shown by a letter whieh the rector, professors, and doctors 
of the university addressed to Duke George February 15:-

At your Grace's "written command we have gl'antNl permission 
to the honorable and learned doctors, John Eck and Andrew Carl
stadt, to debat<'. Therenpon the said Dr. Eck l'edueecl to writing 
his conclusions 011 Dr. JUartin Luther's propositioJ1~ concerning 
grace, in order to give public notice of the debate with Dr. Carl
stadt at your Grace's university. Straightway Dr. Luther, com
pelled by thiR to mix in th!' debate, thinkillg to defend and up
hold Dr. Carlstadt, pulJlishes a letter in which he anllounceR, 
contrary to yonr Grace's wl'itt!'J1 command and tlw decislon of the 
whoI!' hOllorable univcrsity, that the said dehat!' is at all end, 
and, nev!'rtllf'less. withont gre!'tillg your Grace or the university, 
he publicly and in writing announces that he will debate at your 
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was misunderstood in one point and resented as a whole i:; 

shown by a letter whieh the rector, professors, and doctors 
of the university addressed to Duke George February 15:-

At your Grace's "written command we have gl'antNl permission 
to the honorable and learned doctors, John Eck and Andrew Carl
stadt, to debat<'. Therenpon the said Dr. Eck l'edueecl to writing 
his conclusions 011 Dr. JUartin Luther's propositioJ1~ concerning 
grace, in order to give public notice of the debate with Dr. Carl
stadt at your Grace's university. Straightway Dr. Luther, com
pelled by thiR to mix in th!' debate, thinkillg to defend and up
hold Dr. Carlstadt, pulJlishes a letter in which he anllounceR, 
contrary to yonr Grace's wl'itt!'J1 command and tlw decislon of the 
whoI!' hOllorable univcrsity, that the said dehat!' is at all end, 
and, nev!'rtllf'less. withont gre!'tillg your Grace or the university, 
he publicly and in writing announces that he will debate at your 
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ealled and be lord of all. What is that to me, who know that 
(lven the Turk is to be honored and endured for the sake of 
the power?' He would submit to the most tyrannical rule, 
as submitting to God, who permits, even ordains, that rule. 
We mus!; interpret his conduct from his own point of view. 
Let UB remember that few lllell have been subjected to i:lUch 
a trial as that through which he was passing; also, let us be
lieve, if we can, that he was seeking the right way, but was 
not yet certain which was the right way; that his was the 
hesitation and vacillation of the eagle before he has chosen 
finally the direction of his flight." 115) 

10. Obstacles. 
Luther's open letter to Oarlstadt had contained the sug

gestion that Oarlstadt's debate be dropped, and that Luther 
take his place and debate with Eck in SOllle public hall at 
Leipzig. Luther retained the place chosen by Eck because 
through Eck's schedule Leipzig had already been announced 
to the world as the place of the debate; he suggested a hall 
instead of the university because he knew the opposition of 
the I,eip~ig theologians to the debate. How his suggestion 
was misunderstood in one point and resented as a whole is 
shown by a letter whieh the rector, professors, and doctors 
of the university addressed to Duke George February 15:-

At your Grace's "written command we have gl'antNl permission 
to the honorable and learned doctors, John Eek and Andrew Carl
stadt, to debat<'. Therenpon the said Dr. Eck l'edueecl to writing 
his conclusions 011 Dr. JUal'tin Luther's pl'oposition~ concerning 
grace, in order to give public notice of the debate with Dr. Carl
stadt at your Grace's university. Straight.way Dr. Luther, com
pelled by thiR to mix in the debate, thinkillg to defend and up
hold Dr. Carlstadt, puIJlishes a letter in which he anllounceR, 
contrary to your Grace's written command and tlw decislon of t.he 
whole hOllorable univcrsity, that the said dehate is at all end, 
and, nevertllf'less, withont greeting your Grace 01' the university, 
he publicly and in writing announces that he win debate at your 
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Grace's university. And a s  the said Dr. Martin touche* the legal 
rights of the Pope's holiness, the said debate would be thereby 
hindered, and every one would be deceived by having the t ru th  
thus abandoned. Wherefore we beg tha t  your Grace %il l  see t o  it 
tha t  Dr. Luther sliould not announce debates without your Grace's 
or the university's consent.116) 

F o u r  days later the universi ty sent the following repri- 
~ n a i ~ d  t o  Luther : - 

Recently, while celebrating the nativity of our holy Redeemer 
in  accordance with Christian custom, John Eck, the excellent 
Doctor of the  Holy Scriptures, wrote to the most gracious prince 
Duke George, to  this  university, and to  the  Doctors of Theology, 
choosing tllc theological faculty a.; a Lesbian rule to  bc judge in 
his controversy, requesting them most urgently to  permit him t o  
debate with Dr. Carlstadt in our far-famed university. Inasninch 
a s  by this investigation through the disputation the t ru th  is  
to  be dcfendccl against its calumniators, and, a s  i t  wert., brought 
to light out of t ha t  deep ditch of which Democritus speaks, we 
have. as  far  a s  we could, acceded t o  his request, and granted him 
a place for the debate. Dr. Eck has relied on our good will, and 
being resolved to  institute n scholarly debate with Dr. Carlstadt 
a t  this  place, he intends to  unfurl his banner, march out  of the 
camp of Pxllas, and meet your champion, as  he calls him, in open 
battle. To this encl he has published a sclledule for his disputa- 
tion, which is like a banuer. You think tha t  he has thprcby 
offered battle to  your Theses. Since he does not propose to  yield, 
you have l ~ y  a published 1c.tter challenged him on yonr par t  to  
a debate. W e  arc greatly surprised that ,  c o n t r a ~ y  to our actual 
resolution, you ~ v l i t e  t ha t  we have iefused Dr. Eck pernlission t o  
hold his debate; but we are still  more sl~rprised that  you spread 
the news tha t  your cliqputation will be held a t  our university a t  
Leipzig, when nothing of the kind is known to  u-,, and you have 
obtained no such permission either from us or from our most 
gracious prince, the beliign Maecc~nas of our university. Since 
yours seems a bold action, which, we are told, you abhor other- 
wise, \re rcquest you urgently not to  drag us into trouble, since 
we know uothing about your arrangement, and me ask you t o  
recall your announcement, if you will, or a t  least to  sonnil your 
retreat from the battle by publishing an  answer to this letter 
which we urgently request, and tha t  you wait until you have 
obtained froin us the pernlission t o  hold your debate.117) 

On the same d a y  (February 19) Eck blandly wrote t o  the 
universi ty : - 

116) Pres. Smith, 1. c., I, 162 f .  117) SV, 537. 
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Grace's university. And as the said Dr. Martin touche" the legal 
rights of the Pope's holiness, the said debate would be thereby 
hindered, and everyone would be deceived by having the truth 
thus ahandoned. Wherefore we beg that your Graee will see to it 
that Dr. Luther should not announce debates without your Grace's 
or the university's consent.116) 

Four days later the university sent the following repri

mand to Luther:-
Recently, while celebrating the nativity of our holy Redeemer 

in accordance with Christian custom, John Eck, the excellent 
Doctor of the Holy Scriptures, wrote to the most gracious prince 
Duke George, to this university, and to the Doctors of Theology, 
choosing the theological faculty as a Lesbian rule to bp judge in 
his controversy, requesting them most urgently to permit him to 
debate with Dr. Carlstadt in our far-famed university. Inasmuch 
as by this investigation through the disputation the truth is 
to be defended against its calumniators, and, as it wen', brought 
to light out of that deep ditch of which Democritus speaks, we 
have, as far as we could, accecled to his request, and granted him 
a place for the debate. Dr. Eck has relied on our good will, and 
being resolved to institute a scholarly debate with Dr. Carlstadt 
at this place, he intends to unfurl his banner, march out of the 
camp of Pallas, and meet your champion, as he calls him, in open 
battle. To this end he has published a schedule for hifl disputa
tion, which is like a banner. You thiJlk that he has thereby 
offered battle to your Theses. Since he doeH not propose to yield, 
you have by a published lptter challenged him on your part to 
a debate. \iVc are gn'atly surprised that, contrary to our actual 
resolution, you write that we have refused Dr. Eck permission to 
hold his debate; but we are still more surprised that you flpread 
the news that your disputation will he held at our university at 
Leipzig, when nothing of the kind is known to us, and you have 
obtained no such permission either from us or from our most 
gracious prince, the benign Maecenas of our university. Since 
yours seems a bold action, which, we are told, you a hhor other
wise, we request you urgently not to drag us into trouble, since 
we know nothing about your arrangement, and we a~k you to 
recall your' annonneement, if you will, or at least to sound your 
retreat from the hattIe by puhlishing an answer to this letter 
which we urg('lltly request, and that you wait llntil you have 
obtained from UR the permission to hold your debate.U7) 

011 the same day (February 19) Eck blandly wrote to the 
university: -
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resolution, you write that we have refused Dr. Eck permission to 
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wise, we request you urgently not to drag us into trouble, since 
we know nothing about your arrangement, and we a~k you to 
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Grace's university. And as the said Dr. Martin touche" the legal 
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his controversy, requesting them most urgently to permit him to 
debate with Dr. Carlstadt in our far-famed university. Inasmuch 
as by this investigation through the disputation the truth is 
to be defended against its calumniators, and, as it wen', brought 
to light out of that deep ditch of which Democritus speaks, we 
have, as far as we could, accecled to his request, and granted him 
a place for the debate. Dr. Eck has relied on our good will, and 
being resolved to institute a scholarly debate with Dr. Carlstadt 
at this place, he intends to unfurl his banner, march out of the 
camp of Pallas, and meet your champion, as he calls him, in open 
battle. To this end he has published a schedule for hifl disputa
tion, which is like a banner. You thiJlk that he has thereby 
offered battle to your Theses. Since he doe" not propose to yield, 
you have by a published If,tter challenged him on your part to 
a debate. \iVc are gn'atly surprised that, contrary to our actual 
resolution, you write that we have refused Dr. Eck permission to 
hold his debate; but we are still more surprised that you flpread 
the news that your disputation will he held at our university at 
Leipzig, when nothing of the kind is known to us, and you have 
obtained no such permission either from us or from our most 
gracious prince, the benign Maecenas of our university. Since 
yours seems a bold action, which, we are told, you a bhor other
wise, we request you urgently not to drag us into trouble, since 
we know nothing about your arrangement, and we a~k you to 
recall your 'annonneement, if you will, or at least to sound your 
retreat from the hattIe by puhlishing an answer to this letter 
which we urgently request, and that you wait nntil you have 
obtained from UR the permission to hold your debate.U7) 

011 the same day (February 19) Eck blandly wrote to the 
university: -
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I was sonlewhat troubled when I heard tha t  you did not care 
to  bear the burden of l~car ing and judging us, although I re- 
ceived your letter late, t ha t  is, on February 4. But now I a m  
made more cheerful, since I have learned that  you have changed 
your opinions, for which I render you immortal thanks. Con- 
cerning the time of the  debate, I should like i t  to begin on 
June 27, for reasons given in another letter to  your university, 
for I shall be obliged for urgent reasons to be away from our  
university of Ingolstadt then anyway. . . . I am writing t o  Luther 
to be present, for there i s  just a s  much reason for his presence 
as for tha t  of Carlstadt; for, in my poor opinion, both of them 
are  equally in  error.118) 

H e r e  a r c  interesting cross-purposes : one  of t h e  principals 
t o  t h e  debate declares : Luthe r  m u s t  come! while one  of t h e  
hosts says:  He shall  n o t  come ! It i s  amus ing  t o  n o t e  what  
a bold, master ful  a i r  t h e  same  m e n  can  assume to  Lu the r  
t h a t  l iad ignominiously gone down before h is  pig-headed 
Grace, D u k e  George. To a d d  to  the i r  confusion a n d  dis- 
grace, o n  t h e  same  day  on which they issue thei r  heroic 
repr imand t o  Luther ,  Eck,  whom they foster  a s  the i r  pet, 
writes t h e m  t h a t  h e  h a s  done t h e  same t h i n g  f o r  which they  
have reproved L u t h e r :  h e  has  take11 it u p o n  himself to  wri te  
t o  Lu the r  t h a t  h e  m u s t  be  a t  t he  debate. W h a t  did these 

. Leipzig gent lemen now do t o  Z c k ?  Nothing.  Consistency, 
thou  a r t  a jewel! 

Meanwhile Lu the r  had coine t o  t h e  co~lclusion t h a t  Cnrl- 
stadt's debate could n o t  be recalled, a n d  t h a t  h e  inus t  t ake  
p a r t  i n  it. Accordingly, he proceeded i n  a n  orderly way t o  
obtain the  consent of t h e  proper authorit ies.  011 February  19 
h e  wrote to  D u k e  George: - 

My devoted poor prayer and. humble service to your Grace. 
Serene, high-born Princp, gracious Lord! The ~vortliy Ilr. Eck 
writes tha t  he has applied to your Grace for pe~n~iss ion and 
gracious sanction to conuuet a del~ate a t  your Grace't ullivcrsity 
a t  Lcipzig against the worthy Dr. C'arlstadt. However, althougll 
Dr. John Eck proclainls a dcbate with Dr. Carlstadt, lie has made 
only a slight attack on the theses of Dr. Carlsta(1t. while he falls 
with all might upon my propositions. It becomes me, therefore, 
to meet this pre.;urnptuous giant  and defend my position, or let 
rnyself be better instructed. Wherefore it i s  my humble peti- 
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'I wal:; AOlllewhat troubled when I heard that you did not care 
to bear the burden of hearing and judging us, although I re
ceived your letter late, that is, on February 4. But now I am 
made more cheerful, since I have learned tlwt you ha,ve changed 
your opinions, for which I render you immortal thanks. Con
cerning the time of the debate, I should like it to begin on 
June 27, for reasons given in another letter to your university, 
for I shall be obliged for urgent reasons to be away from our 
university of Ingolstadt then anyway. . .. I am writing to Luther 
to be present, for there is just as much reason for his presence 
as for that of Carlstadt; for, in my poor opinion, both of them 
are equally in error .118) 

Here are interesting cross-purposes: one of the principals 
to the debate declares: Luther must come! while one of the 
hosts says: He shall not come! It is amusing to note what 
a bold, masterful air the same men can assume to ]~uther 

that had ignominiously gone down before his pig-headed 
Grace, Duke George. To add to their confusion and dis
grace, on the same day on which they issue their heroic 
reprimand to Luther, Eck, whom they foster as their pet, 
writes them that he has done the same thing for which they 
have reproved Luther: he has taken it upon himself to write 
to Luther that he must be at the debate. What did these 
Leipzig gentlemen now do to Eck? Nothing. Oonsistency, 
thou art a jewel! 

Meanwhile Luther had come to the conclusion that Oarl
stadt's debate could not be recalled, and that he must take 
part in it. Accordingly, he proceeded in an orderly way to 
obtain the consent of the proper authorities. On February 19 
he wrote to Duke George: -

My devoted poor prayer and. humble service to your Grace. 
Serene, high-born Prilll~e, gracious Lord! The worthy Dr. Eck 
writes that he has applied to your Grace for permission and 
gracious sanction to conuuet a debate at your Grace'::; university 
at Leipzig against the worthy Dr. Carlstadt. However, although 
Dr. John Eck proclaims a debate with Dr. Carlstadt, he has made 
only a slight attack on the theses of Dr. Carlstadt. while he falls 
with all might upon my propositions. It becomes me, therefore, 
to meet this presumptuous giant and ddend my position, or let 
myself be .\Jetter instructed. Wherefore it is my humble peti-
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tion to  your Grace, for the love of tht! truth,  to graciously allow 
such a debate. For the worthy doctors of the university have 
just informed me that  they have given their pron~isc~ to Dr. John 
Eck, though I had heard previously that  they had refused. H ~ M -  
ever, they lay i t  up against me that  T have published my debate 
before I had asked perniissiorl of your Grace. I did this relying 
on your Grace, and I hope tha t  your Grace will not refuse me, 
ebpecially since permission haa already bcen granted to Dr. Eck, 
a s  he boasts. I pray your Grace to kindly forgive me. May God 
mercifully spare and uphold your Grace. Amen.1191 

The Duke's answer o n  March 4 sa id :  - 

Worthy, learned, dear, and pious Sir! We have read and 
uoted all the contents of the lcttcr you have written us rcparding 
the debate which we have granted pwmission to Drs. Eck and 
Carlstadt to hold a t  our universitj a t  Leipzig, also your excuse. 
Since Dr. Eclc has informed ux by letter tha t  he has come t o  a n  
agreement with Dr. Carlstadt regarding the debate to  be held a t  
Leipzig with our permission, we did not wish to  refuse him. 
Ejow if you will also come to a n  agreenlent with him a ~ t d  apply 
to  us  again, we will then, a s  is proper and becoming, let you 
know our prudent and gracious anslrcr. This in answer to your 
letter.120) 

Acting on the Duke's suggestion, L~x the r  wrote to  Ecli, 
Apr i l  5 : - 

I am writing again, dear Eck, for the reason that  the inust 
gracious prince, Duke George of S~IOIVT, has replied to my letter, 
saying that  he would give me a definite answer to my petition 
to bc permitted to debate with you a t  Lcipzig after he liad bee11 
assured that  I had come to a n  agreement with you; for Ire states 
tha t  he has received letters fro111 you with reference t,o Carl- 
stadt, but not with reference to me. Now, since ('arlstadt rightly 
despises your treacherous pranks, and perhaps will not coildescend 
to  debate with you, moreover, since you are afraid because you 
have already felt his strength by his reply to you, - still, after 
you have deceived the Duke by fighting against another person 
than the one you attacked, it will behoove you now to inform 
either the Duke or me whether you are pleased with this new 
arrangement, in order tha t  we may not leave the Di~lie in suspense 
any longer. Try, therefore, to send me your reply soon, in order 
tha t  1 n1a-y obtain a definite answer [from the Duke], for tllc 
conheilt of the university I have in writing. Fare1~c.11. and cllange 
a t  last  from a sophist to a tli~ologian.12l) 

119) XXIa, 148. 120) XXI a, 154. 121) S X I a ,  174. 

78 10. OBSTACLES. 

tion to your Grace, for the love of the truth, to graciously allow 
such a debate. For the worthy doctors of the university have 
just informed me that they hav!, given their promise to Dr. John 
Eck, though I had heard previously that they had refused. How
ever, they lay it up against me that I have published my debate 
before I had asked permission of your Grace. I did this relying 
on your Grace, and I hope that your Grace will not refuse me, 
especially since permission has already been granted to Dr. Eck, 
as he boasts. I pray your Grace to kindly forgive me. May God 
mercifully spare and uphold your Grace. Amen.lID) 

The Duke's answer on March 4 said: -
'Worthy, learned, dear, and pious Sir! \Ve have read and 

noted all the contents of the letter you have written us regarding 
the debate which we have granted permission to Drs. Eck and 
Carlstadt to hold at our university at Leipzig, also your excuse. 
Since Dr. Eck has informed us by letter that he has come to an 
agreement with Dr. Carlstadt regarding the debate to be held at 
Leipzig with our permission, we did not wish to refuse him. 
Now if you will also come to an agreement with him aHd apply 
to us again, we will then, as is proper and becoming, let you 
know our prudent and gracious answcr. This ill answt'r to your 
letter .120) 

Acting on the Duke's suggestion, Luther wrote to Eck, 
April 5:-

I am writing again, dear Eek, for the reason that the most 
gracious prince, Duke George of Saxony, has replied to my letter, 
flaying that he would give me a definite answer to my prtition 
to be permitted to debate with you at Lcipzig after he had been 
assured that I had come to an agreement with you; for Jle states 
that he has received letters from you with reference to Carl
stadt, but not with reference to me. ~ ow, since Carlstadt rightly 
despises your treacl1erous pranks, and perhaps will not condescend 
to df'bate with you, moreover, since you are afraid because you 
have already felt his strength by his reply to you, - still, after 
you have deceived the Duke by fighting against another person 
than the one you attacked, it will behoove you now to inform 
either the Duke or me whether you are pleased with this new 
arrangement, in order that we may not leave the Duke in F;uspense 
any longer. Try, therefore, to send me your reply soon, in order 
t.hat I may obtain a definite answer [from the Duke], for thc 
com,ent of the university I have in writing. Farewpll, and ehange 
at last from a sophist to a theologian.121) 
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10. ORSTACLER. 7 9 

T h e  available documents do n o t  afford sufficient informa- 
t ion  regarding the  period between Luther 's  le t ter  t o  D u k e  
George a n d  his le t ter  to  Eck t o  enable u s  to  verify Luther 's  
s ta temeuts  in this let ter  regarding t h e  possibility of Carl- 
stadt's receding f r o m  t h e  debate a n d  regarding the wri t ten  
consent which L u t h e r  h a d  received f rom t h e  university. 
Cross-purposes st i l l  seem t o  be  a t  play d u r i n g  th i s  period. 
F o r  Lu the r  seems n o t  to  have received Eck's reply a s  speedily 
21s h e  had  expected, a n d  th i s  caused hiin t o  write another  
le t ter  to  D u k e  George o n  Apri l  28: - 

My poor prayer and honest encleavor always a t  the devoted 
service of your Grace. High-born, serene Prince, gracious Lord! 
I have received your Grace's letter and kind answer, ancl have, 
according to your Grace's suggestion, offered an  agreement to 
Dr. John Eck, but have so far  waited in vain for his answer. I n  
the mean time the said Dr. Eck has by a publishtsd notice sum- 
moned both Dr. Carlstadt and myself, and, besides, has taunted 
us in pro\-oking terms, and may even now be singing a song of 
triumph over us, as I evpect your Grace has been informed. 
Accordingly, I address to your Grace a devoted humble prayer 
like the previous one, to gracio~lsly grant me permission to hold 
this debate. Ancl as this affair has enclangered my life a~ l i l  
caused me iliuch enmity, I pray your Grace for God's sake t o  
grant me a safe-conduct to and from the place of debate. For, 
while ventu~.ing into this business, I must  not tempt God by 
despising ordinary human help. I shall always Ilumbly xequitr 
your Grace with my poor prayer to Cod.122) 

Duke  George answered this le t ter  M a y  7: - 
Worthy, learned, dear, and pious Sir!  We have received your 

second letter and noted the contents. You will have to bear in 
mind that ,  if you wish to debate with Dr. Eck, you will have 
to have Dr. Eck's answer and definite consent. Accordingly, we 
xvrote you in our previous letter tha t  you muat come to an agree- 
ment with him. When we receive a request from both you and 
him to grant you permission to hold your deba$e, we shall return 
you a prompt answer. Here ib where me rest the matter, and 
this is what we have to say in answer to your last lctter.123) 

It appears, then,  t h a t  Eck, a f t e r  summoning 1,uther t o  
meet  him a t  Leipzig, was  doing nothing t o  facil i tate Lu- 
ther's coming. W h a t  bhall wc t h ink  of h is  conduct?  Why,  

10. ORSTACLES. 79 

The available documents do not afford sufficient informa
tion regarding the period between Luther's . letter to Duke 
George and his letter to Eck to enable us to verify Luther's 
statements in this letter regarding the possibility of Carl
stadt's receding from the debate and regarding the written 
consent which Luther had received from the university. 
Cross-purposes still seem to be at play during this period. 
For Luther seems not to have received Eck's reply as speedily 
as he had expected, and this caused him to write another 
letter to Duke George on April 28:-

My poor prayer and honest endeavor always at the de"ot('d 
service of your Grace. High·born, serene Prince, gracious Lord! 
I have received your Grace's letter and kind answer, and have, 
according to your Grace's suggestion, offered an agreement to 
Dr. John Eck, but have so far waited in vain for his answer. In 
the mean time the said. Dr. Eck has by a published notice sum
moned hoth Dr. Carlstadt and myself, and, besides, has taunted 
us in provoking tcrms, and may even now be singing a song of 
triumph over us, as I expect your Grace has been informed. 
Accordingly, I address to your Grace a devoted humble prayer 
like the previous one, to graciously gralltme permission to hold 
this debate. And as this affair has endangered my life and 
caused me much enmity, I pray your Grace for God's sake to 
grant me a safe-conduct to and from the place of debate. For, 
while venturing into this business, I must not tempt God by 
despising' ordinary human help. I shall always humbly l'equite 
your Grace with my poor prayer to God.122) 

Duke George answered this letter May 7:-
vVorthy, learned, dear, and pious Sir! We have received your 

second letter and noted the contents. You will have to bear in 
mind that, if you wish to debate with Dr. Eck, you will have 
to have Dr. Eck's answer and definite consent. Accordingly, we 
wrote you in our previous letter that you must come to an agree
ment with him. When we receive a request from both you and 
him to grant you permission to hold your debate, we shall return 
you a prompt answer. Here is ""here we rest the matter, and 
this is what we have to say in answer to your last letter.123) 

It appears, then, that Eck, after summoning Luther to 
meet him at Leipzig, was doing nothing to facilitate Lu
ther's coming. What shall we think of his conduct? Why, 
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it is the habi tual  Eckian perfidy. Being still i n  suspense 

whether he could go  t o  Leipzig, Lu the r  addressed a t h i r d  
le t ter  to  Duke George on  M a y  16 : - 

Ever my poor humble prayei for your Grace! Gracious, high- 
born Prince and Lord! I humbly pray your Grace for God's sake 
not to take it ill tha t  I write to  your Grace again. Your Grace's 
last letter has caused me great tronble and terror. For I fear, 
or I imagine, t ha t  I may have somehow displeased your Grace, 
and now ha%e in  yon a n  u~lgracious lord. 1 am not conscious of 
anything, and i t  greatly grieves me. 

Your Grace has given a promise to Dr. Eck and your consent 
to hold his debatcx without requiring Dr. Andre\' Carlrtaclt t o  
inform you of his willingness. Yct you will not grant me the 
same privilege without a letter from Dr. Eck, while the lat ter  in  
a public notice plainly declare? tha t  I shall also 11nve to  d ~ b a t e  
with him a t  Leipzig, and tlius compcls me. I inforn~ed your 
Grace of this and wrote to  Dr. Eck in accordance with your 
first 1t.tter. I do not know what else to  do in o~clcr t o  obtain 
your Grace's permisrion, and T cannot think othcr~vise than tha t  
I have fallen into disgrace with SOII. Kow, lily lnost gracious 
Lord, I know well that  the world ha& stood ljrforr my disputa- 
tion, and tha t  i t  will remain after it. I ha le  not invited my- 
self t o  t h i s  debate, but have been forced into i t  by Dr. Erk. 
Kow I pray for C:ocl's sake that  your Grace will inform me, and 
forgive me if I have in any way offended; I shall gladly make 
amends. For I can~lot  compel Dr. Eck to write you thc lettcr 
which you require, but I shall write him once more and aslc him 
to do so. Commellcling your Grace to  the favor of God, 1 ask 
your Grace to  kindly forgivr me.124) 

Immediately af ter  finishing th is  let ter ,  Lut'iler wrote to  
Spala t in  : -- 

Duke George has answered me twice without giving me pcr- 
mission to hold my debate, though I had informed him tha t  Eck 
has both hy private letters and public notices compellccl me to  
answer him. Xow, why does he insist t ha t  Eck must intercede 
for me when he did not hesitate to give Eck the permission, and 
did not inake thr  sltinc delnailds in the case of Carlstadt? What  
abnormal doings are  these! 1 a m  sonding you his two letters, 
and am writing him now for the third time. Please ~ t lv i se  me 
what to you sec.111~ best to do ill this  mntter.125) 

The nulie's a n d  Ncli's action wcre indeed abnormal-  

"ein Uliding"; it was plainly cz~lculated t o  provoke Luther 
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it is the habitual Eckian perfidy. Being still in suspense 
whether he could go to Leipzig, Luther addressed a third 
letter to Duke George on May 16: -

Ever my poor humble prayer for your Grace! Gracious, high
born Prince and J~ord! I humbly pray your Grace for God's sake 
not to take it ill that I write to your Grace again. Your Grace's 
last letter has caused me great trouble and terror. For I fear, 
or I imagine, that I may have somehow displeased your Grace, 
and now have in you an ungracious lord. I am not conscious of 
anything, and it greatly grieves me. 

Your Grace has given a promise to Dr. Eck and your consent 
to hold his debate without requiri.ng Dr. AmIrew Carh;taclt to 
inform you of his willingness. Yet you will not grant me the 
same privilege without a letter from Dr. Eck, while the latter in 
a public notice plainly declares that I shall also have to dE'bate 
with him at Leipzig, and thus compels me. I informed your 
Grace of this and wrote to Dr. Eck in accordance 'with your 
first letter. I do not know what else to do in OHler to obtain 
your Grace's permh;sion, and I cannot think otherwise than that 
I have fallen into disgrace with you. Kow, my most gracious 
Lord, I know well that the worlel haH stood hefore my disputa
tion, and that it will remain after it. I have not invited my
self to this debate. hut have been forced into it by Dr. Eck. 
Now I pray for God's sake that your Grace will inform me, ancl 
forgive me if I have in any way offended; I shall gladly make 
amends. For I cannot compel Dr. Eck to write you the letter 
which you require, but I shall write him once more and ask him 
to do so. Commending your Grace to the favor of God, I ask 
your Grace to kindly forgive me.12-l) 

Immediately after £nishing this letter, Luther wrote to 
Spalatin: --

Duke George has answered me twice without giving me per
mission to hold my debate, though I had informed him that Eck 
has hoth by private letters and public notices compelled me to 
answer him. Now, why does he insist that Eck must intercede 
for me when he did not hesitate to give Eck the permission, and 
did not make the same demands in the case of Carlstadt? vVhat 
abnormal doings are these! I am sending you his two letters, 
and am writing him now for the third time. Please advise me 
what to you seems best to do ill this matter.125) 

The Duke's and Eck's action were indeed abnormal
"ein Unding"; it was plain1y caleulated to provoke Luther 
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a n d  prompt  h i m  ei ther  to  desist f r o m  the debate in disgust, 
or comnlit some rash  a c t  that would have incr iminated him. 
B u t  his patience was t o  be tried further. Duke George 

answered Luther's last letter M a y  23: - 
Worthy, dear, and pious Sir!  We have read the letter which 

you have addressed to us regarding the permission for the debate, 
and noted its conteatb. \Ire know of no displeasure which we 
have conceived or bear towards you. True, many things have 
hecn reported to us about which mc would not dislike to  speak 
with you, but we shall defer this  until you come to us. More- 
over, i t  is no small surprise to us why you insist so strongly on 
this debate after you declared formerly tha t  Chis is not a good 

. 
subject for a debate, and after you stated that  the doctors of 
the theological faculty had refused their pern~ission for the de- 
bate. It iq t rue  tha t  no rcquest has come to  11s from Dr. Carl- 
s tadt ;  however, Dr. Eck informed us by letter tha t  he had 
reached an  agreement with him regarding tho said debate. Now, 
i f  this is done in your case, c~iz., if you agree with one another, 
a s  according to your writing you arc trying to do, we shall return 
you a definite answer a5 we wrote you ill our last letter.126) 

It n7as now b u t  a inonth  till t h e  debate must begin;  in 
li t t le  over a for tn ight  Lu the r  m u s t  s t a r t  f o r  Leipzig, a n d  
still he was  kept in this tanta l iz ing uncertainty.  011 J u n e  6 

I a n ~  ~row publibhing my proofs against t ha t  hateful thir- 
teenthl27) thesis, being urgecl to do this by the j ea lo~~sy  which 
a ill not admit me to  the debate xherc  I would answer it.  Though 
I ]lave written three letters, I have not obtained a definite answer 
from Duke George. That fellow Itabe from Leipzigl28) has pone 
to Rome to  spread lips about me, and to bring back more abomi- 
nable reports. But I shall be present, and a t  least offer to inalie 
answer. To Carlstaclt everything is perniitted.129) 

On J u n e  10 t h e  following safe-conduct arrived a t  Leip- 
z1g : - 

A t  the desire of Dr. Carlstadt, we, Gcorge, Duke of Saxony, 
grant to him and to tliose whom he may bring with him, for the 
debate to take place a t  T,eipzig with Dr.  Erk, as  long as he may 
be with 11s and until he r e t ~ ~ r n s  to h i s  owl1 home, frec and safe 
conduct.1 YO) 

136) X S I a ,  171. 127) This is explained in the next chapter. 
128) Herrnann Rnb had been made a Doctor of Theology at r~eip- 

zig in 1512 ; since 1517 he was I?~qt(i~itor ltaereticne praaitatis. 
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and prompt him either to desist from the debate in disgust, 
or commit some rash act that would have incriminated him. 
But his patience was to be tried further. Duke George 
answered Luther's last letter May 23: -

Worthy, dear, and pious Sir! We have read the letter which 
you have addressed to us regarding the permission for the debate, 
and noted its contents. \Ve know of no di8pleasure which we 
have conceived or bear towards you. True, many things have 
been reported to us about which we would not dislike to gpeak 
with you, but we shall defer this until you come to us. More
over, it is no small surprise to us why you insist so strongly on 
this debate after you declared formerly that this is not a good 
subject for a debate, and after you stated that the doctors of 
the theological faculty had refused their permission for the de
bate. It is true that no request has come to us from Dr. Carl
stadt; however, Dr. Eck informed us by letter that he had 
reached an agreement with him regarding the said debate. Now, 
if this is done in your ease, 'viz., if you agree with one another, 
as according to YOllr writing' you arc trying to do, we shall return 
you a definite answer as we wrote you in our last letterJ:!I)) 

It was now but a month till the debatc must begin; in 
little over a fortnight Luther must start for Leip7:ig. and 
still he was kept in this tantalizing ullcertainty. On June 6 
he wrote to Lang:--

I am now publishing my proof8 against that hateful thir
tE'E'nth 127) thesis, being urged to do this by the jealousy which 
will not admit me to the debate whE're I would answer it. Though 
I have written three letters, I have not obtained a definite answer 
from Duke George. That fellow Habe from Leipzig128) has gonE' 
to Rome to spread liei:l about me, and to bring back more abomi
nable reports. But I shall be present, and at least offer to make 
Rllswer. To Carlstadt everything is permitted.129) 

. On June 10 the following safe-conduct arrived at I .. eip
Zlg:-

At the desire of Dr. CarlstRdt, we, George, Duke of SRxony, 
grRnt to him and to those whom he may bring with him, for the 
debate to tRke place at Leipzig with Dr. Eek, as long as he mRy 
be with llR Rucl until he returns to his own home, free and safe 
conduct.H) 

126) XXI a, 172. 127) This is explained in the next chapter. 
128) Hermann Rab had been made a Doctor of Theology at I,eip
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the theological faculty had refused their permission for the de
bate. It is true that no request has come to us from Dr. Carl
stadt; however, Dr. Eck informed us by letter that he had 
reached an agreement with him regarding the said debate. Now, 
if this is done in your ease, 'viz., if you agree with one another, 
as according to YOllr writing' you arc trying to do, we shall return 
you a definite answer as we wrote you in our last letterJ:!I)) 

It was now but a month till the debate must begin; in 
little over a fortnight Luther must start for Leip7:ig. and 
still he was kept in this tantalizing ullcertainty. On June 6 
he wrote to Lang:--

I am now publishing my proof8 against that hateful thir
tE'E'nth127) thesis, being urged to do this by the jealousy which 
will not admit me to the debate whE'rc I would answer it. Though 
I have written three letters, I have not obtained a definite answer 
from Duke George. That fellow Habe from Leipzig128) has gonE' 
to Rome to spread liei:l about me, and to bring back more abomi
nable reports. But I shall be present, and at least offer to make 
Rllswer. To Carlstadt everything is permitted.129) 

. On June 10 the following safe-conduct arrived at I .. eip
Zlg:-

At the desire of Dr. Carlstadt, we, George, Duke of Saxony, 
grant to him and to those whom he may bring with him, for the 
debate to take place at Leipzig with Dr. Eek, as long as he may 
be with llR and until he returns to his own home, free and safe 
conduct.H) 

126) XXI a, 172. 127) This is explained in the next chapter. 
128) Hermann Rab had been made a Doctor of Theology at I,eip

zig in Ifj12; since 1517 he was InquiSitor hacretic(w pravitati.~. 
129) XV, 2475. 130) Pres. Smith, l. c., 1. 195. 
DAF, LEIPZIG D~JBATE. 6 
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"And to those whom he m a y  b r ing  wi th  him" - that is 
the only answer Luther ever received f r o m  D u k e  George o n  
his repeated requests. "Under t h e  wings  of Carlstadt," h e  
said, he had to  go  to Leipzig. T h e  Duke, whose hea r t  was  
set o n  having t h i s  debate at  his univt?rsity, h a d  nevertheless 

purposely a n d  systematically snubbed Luther .  
B u t  th i s  was no t  t h e  only obstacle. I n  view of the under-  

s tanding which h e  had reached wi th  Mil t i tz  at  Al tcnburg ill 
t h e  first days  of J a n u a r y ,  a n d  which he h a d  reported to t h e  
Elector, Luther had now to  explain to  the l a t t e r  his reason 

f o r  desiring a debate wi th  E c l ~  1 3 t h  wrote t o  the Elector 
March  13: - 

My poor, humble prayer is ever for your I1:lectoral Grace! 
Most serene, hi&-born Yrinct., most gracious Lord! Your Elec- 
toral Grace's chaplain, Magister Spalatin, has sent me ccrtain 
statements which the Honorable Charles von Miltitz, commissary 
of Elis Holiness the Pope, has conlmunicated to your Electoral 
Grace concerning me, vm., tha t  I am henceforth to remain quiet 
and s tar t  nothing new. This is in arrordance with our agree- 
ment a t  Altenburg. God I ~ I ~ O W S  t ha t  I was altogether in ral'nest 
and glad that  the gainti was to be ciitletl thus, and as f a r  a s  
I a m  concerned, I have kept the agrecsnient, so much so that  
I have passed over the reply of Silves1,er Prierias, although it 
contained much that  was provoking to rne. I have also, against 
the advicc of my friei~ils, treated wit11 contempt the wanton 
ridicule of many of my adversaries, although, a s  the  Honorable 
Charles well knows and has admitted, I pr0mist.d to  remain silent 
only on condition that  my opponent+ too, kept quiet. However, 
since Dr. Eck, without giving me warning, attacks me with the 
plain intention of bringing about, not my disgrace and dishonor, 
but that  of the entire IJniversitg of Wittenberg; moreover, in- 
asmuch as many respectable people thinlc tha t  lle has been bought 
to do this, - I have thought i t  mlbecon~ing to treat  the treach- 
erous trick of this weathercock with contempt, and to desert the 
t ru th  in the face of such ridicule. For. if I am to be muzzled 
while everybody else may open his mo11t11 wide, your Electoral 
Grave can easily see tha t  I woultl then be assaulted even by 
persons who otherwise u,ould not dare to loolc at me. Now, I am 
heartily disposed to follow obedi~ntly the faithful counsel of your 
Electoral Grace and to remain aljsolut,t~ly quiet, provided they 
also keep quiet; for I have more things to do and am not seek- 
ing any personal gratification in this bn5inrrs. Othern~ise I pray 
your Gracc. not to lay i t  111) against me if I speak ou t ;  for I can- 
not with a good conscience forsake the truth.  Altl~ougb tht. 
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"And to those whom he may bring with him" - that is 
the only answer Luther ever received from Duke George on 
his repeated requests. "Under the wings of Carlstadt," he 
s!1id, he had to go to Leipzig. The Duke, whose heart ,vas 
set on having this debate at his university, had nevertheless 
purposely and systematically snubbed Luther. 

But this was not the only obstacle. In view of the under
standing which he had reached with Miltitz at Altenburg in 
the first days of January, and which he had reported to the 
Elector, Luther had now to explain to the latter his reason 
for desiring a debate with Eck. Hp wrote to the Elector 
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Most serene, high-born Prince, most gracious Lord! Your Elec
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of His Holiness the Pope, has communicated to your Electoral 
Grace concerning me, 'viz., that I am henceforth to remain quiet 
and Rtart nothing new. This is ill acconlance with our agree
ment at Altenburg. God knows that I was altogether in earnest 
and glad that the game was to be ended thus, and as far as 
I am concerned, I have kept thc agreem.ent, so much so that 
I have passed over the rcply of Silvester Prierias, although it 
contained much that was provoking to mc. I have also, against 
the advice of my friends, treated with contempt the wanton 
ridicule of many of my adversaries, although, as the Honorable 
Charles well knows and has admitted, I promised to remain silent 
only on condition that my opponentd, too, kept quiet. However, 
since Dr. Eck, without giving me warning, attacks me with the 
plain intention of bringing about, not my disgrace and dishonor, 
but that of the entire 'University of Wittenberg; moreover, in
asmuch as many respectable people think that he has been bought 
to do this, - I have thought it unbecoming to treat tbe treach
erOllS trick of this weathercock with contempt, and to desert the 
truth in the face of such ridicule. l"ol' if I am to be muzzled 
while evcrybody else may open his mouth wide, your Electoral 
Grace can easily see that I would then be assaulted even by 
persons who otht'rwise would not dare to look at me. Now, I am 
heartily disposed to follow obediently the faithful counsel of yOUl" 
Electoral Grace and to remain absolutdy quiet, provided they 
also keep quiet; for I have more things to do and am not seek
ing any personal gratification in this bUf;iness. Otherwise I pray 
your Grace not to lay it up against me if I speak out; for I can
not with a good conscience for~ak{' the truth, Although the 
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Grace concerning me, 'viz., that I am henceforth to remain quiet 
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ment at Altenburg. God knows that I was altogether in earnest 
and glad that the game was to be ended thus, and as far as 
I am concerned, I have kept thc agreem.ent, so much so that 
I have passed over the rcply of Silvester Prierias, although it 
contained much that was provoking to mc. I have also, against 
the advice of my friends, treated with contempt the wanton 
ridicule of many of my adversaries, although, as the Honorable 
Charles well knows and has admitted, I promised to remain silent 
only on condition that my opponentd, too, kept quiet. However, 
since Dr. Eck, without giving me warning, attacks me with the 
plain intention of bringing about, not my disgrace and dishonor, 
but that of the entire 'University of Wittenberg; moreover, in
asmuch as many respectable people think that he has been bought 
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proposition to Be debated concerns His Holiness the Pope, I had 
to follo\v the lead of my opponent in debate, and had to niain- 
tain the opposite view, however, always reserving my sub~nission 
and obedience to the Holy Roman See. allay God graciously spare 
your Electoral Grace! Anien.131) 

T h e  appeal to fairness in th i s  le t ter  nladc a n  impression 
- - 

o n  the Elector ; h e  ref ra ined f r o m  a n y  interference wi th  
Luther 's  debate. N o  doubt, he saw too t h a t  t h e  affair was 
incidentally becoming a tes t  of s t r eng th  between his uni-  
versi ty a n d  t h a t  of Dulie George. 

T h e  most serious obstacle, however, t h a t  was thrown in 
T,uther's way came i n  the f o r m  of a le t ter  of t h e  Pope,  
who on March  29 sumrnoned Lu the r  to  appear  before h i m  a t  
Rome : - 

To his beloved son Martin Luther, of the order nf Eremite 
Rrethren of St .  Augustine. and professor of theology. 

Beloved son, - Grc>eting and the Apostolic Blessing! We were 
highly pleased to learn from the letters of our beloved son Charles 
Miltitz, our nuncio, ~ v h o n ~  we had sent to our beloved son, tlie 
noble Frederic, Duke of Saxony, tha t  what had been incorrectly 
written or said by you had not been \vi.itten and said with the 
intention and purpo.,e of musing any offense to us, or to  the  
Al~ostnlic See, or to the Holy Roman Church, but in answer to 
a certain monk who provoked you by proclaiming certain in- 
dulgences by order of our beloved eon All~recht, the  Cardinal Priest 
of the title of St. Chrybngonus.l~z) IVe alio have l ~ a r n e d  that ,  
while you were attacking him too \iolently, you went further 
than you had intendctl, and exceeded thc bounds of decency and 
truth,  and that ,  after mature reflection, you have with bitter 
grief regretted and bewailed what has happened, and are now 
ready to recant all this in writing and confess your error to the 
princes and others to  whom your wl,itings have come, and to  
refrain from such things in the future. We have learned that  
you would have recanted in  the presence of our Legate, i f  the 
Legate had not been inclinecl to deal ton IlarsIily with you and 
show too much favor to  the raid monlr, who, as you claim, hits 
I~een the cause of your error Considering now that  tlie spirit is 
willing, but  the flesh is weak, and that  in the heat of 1>assio11 
many things are pait1 which have to be corrected on second 
thought, we give thanlcs to Almighty God who h ~ s  condescelided 
to illumine your heart axid to  prevent the belirvers of Christ hy 
your authority and your teaching from beiap drawn into giievous 
and pernicious errors in matters \I-hich c-oncerll the qal\atiotl of 

131) XV, 720. 132) The Archbishop of Mayence. 

10. OBSTACT,ES. 83 

proposition to be debated concerns Hi8 Holiness the Pope, I had 
to follow the lead of my opponent in debate, and had to main
tain the opposite view, however, always reserving my submission 
and obedience to the Holv Roman See. May Goel graciously spare 
your Electoral Grace! Amen.131) 

The appeal to fairness in this letter made an impression 
on the Elector; he refrained from any interference with 
Luther's debate. N a doubt, he saw too that the affair was 
incidentally becoming a test of strength between his uni
versity and that of Duke George. 

The most serious obstacle, however, that was thrown in 
Luther's way came in the form of a letter of the Pope, 
who on March 29 summoned Luther to appear before him at 
Rome:-

To his beloved son .Martin Luther, of the order of Eremite 
Brethren of St. Augustine, and professor of theology. 

Beloved son, - Greeting and th8 Apostolic Blessing! vVe were 
highly pleased to learn from t.lle letters of our beloved son Charles 
Mi1titz, our nuncio, w}lOm we had sent to our beloved SOil, the 
noble Frederic, Duke of Saxony, that what had been incorrectly 
written or said by you had not beE'1l written and said with the 
intention and purpm,e of causing any offense to us, or to the 
Apostolic See, or to the Holy Roman Church, but in answer to 
a certain monk who provoked you by proelaiming certain in
dulgences by order of our beloved son Alhn,cht, the Cardinal PrieRt 
of t]1e title of St. Chrysogon us.132) "T e also have h'arned that, 
while you werc attaC'king him too violently, you went further 
than you had intended, and exceeded the bounds of decency and 
truth, and that. after mature refleetion, you have with bitter 
grief regretted and bewailed what has happened, and are now 
really to recant all t.11is in writing and confess your error to the 
princes and others to whom your writings have comf', and to 
refrain from such things in the future. vVe have learned that 
you would have recanted in the llresence of our Legate, if the 
Legate had not been inclined to dE'al too harshly with you and 
show too much favor to t.he said monk, who. as you claim, has 
been t.he cause of your errol'. Considering now that the spirit is 
willing. but the flesh is weak, and that in the hE'at of paRsioll 
many things are said which have to be corrected on second 
thought, we give thanks to Almighty God who has condescended 
to illumine your heart awl to prevent the believers of Christ by 
your authority and your teaching from being drawn into grievous 
and pernicious errors in matter" which t'OllPern the salvation of 
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proposition to be debated concerns Hi8 Holiness the Pope, I had 
to follow the lead of my opponent in debate, and had to main
tain the opposite view, however, always reserving my submission 
and obedience to the Holv Roman See. May Goel graciously spare 
your Electoral Grace! Amen.131) 

The appeal to fairness in this letter made an impression 
on the Elector; he refrained from any interference with 
Luther's debate. N a doubt, he saw too that the affair was 
incidentally becoming a test of strength between his uni
versity and that of Duke George. 

The most serious obstacle, however, that was thrown in 
Luther's way came in the form of a letter of the Pope, 
who on March 29 summoned Luther to appear before him at 
Rome:-

To his beloved son .Martin Luther, of the order of Eremite 
Brethren of St. Augustine, and professor of theology. 

Beloved son, - Greeting and th8 Apostolic Blessing! vVe were 
highly pleased to learn from t.lle letters of our beloved son Charles 
Mi1titz, our nuncio, w}lOm we had sent to our beloved SOil, the 
noble Frederic, Duke of Saxony, that what had been incorrectly 
written or said by you had not beE'1l written and said with the 
intention and purpm,e of causing any offense to us, or to the 
Apostolic See, or to the Holy Roman Church, but in answer to 
a certain monk who provoked you by proelaiming certain in
dulgences by order of our beloved son Alhn,cht, the Cardinal PrieRt 
of t]1e title of St. Chrysogon us.132) "T e also have h'arned that, 
while you werc attaC'king him too violently, you went further 
than you had intended, and exceeded the bounds of decency and 
truth, and that. after mature refleetion, you have with bitter 
grief regretted and bewailed what has happened, and are now 
really to recant all t.11is in writing and confess your error to the 
princes and others to whom your writings have comf', and to 
refrain from such things in the future. vVe have learned that 
you would have recanted in the llresence of our Legate, if the 
Legate had not been inclined to dE'al too harshly with you and 
show too much favor to t.he said monk, who. as you claim, has 
been t.he cause of your errol'. Considering now that the spirit is 
willing. but the flesh is weak, and that in the hE'at of paRsioll 
many things are said which have to be corrected on second 
thought, we give thanks to Almighty God who has condescended 
to illumine your heart awl to prevent the believers of Christ by 
your authority and your teaching from being drawn into grievous 
and pernicious errors in matter" which t'OllPern the salvation of 

1:::1) XV, 720. 13~) The Archbishop of Mayence. 

10. OBSTACT,ES. 83 

proposition to be debated concerns Hi8 Holiness the Pope, I had 
to follow the lead of my opponent in debate, and had to main
tain the opposite view, however, always reserving my submission 
and obedience to the Holv Roman See. May Goel graciously spare 
your Electoral Grace! Amen.131) 

The appeal to fairness in this letter made an impression 
on the Elector; he refrained from any interference with 
Luther's debate. N a doubt, he saw too that the affair was 
incidentally becoming a test of strength between his uni
versity and that of Duke George. 

The most serious obstacle, however, that was thrown in 
Luther's way came in the form of a letter of the Pope, 
who on March 29 summoned Luther to appear before him at 
Rome:-

To his beloved son .Martin Luther, of the order of Eremite 
Brethren of St. Augustine, and professor of theology. 

Beloved son, - Greeting and thlO Apostolic Blessing! vVe were 
highly pleased to learn from t.lle letters of our beloved son Charles 
Mi1titz, our nuncio, w}lOm we had sent to our beloved SOil, the 
noble Frederic, Duke of Saxony, that what had been incorrectly 
written or said by you had not beE'1l written and said with the 
intention and purpm,e of causing any offense to us, or to the 
Apostolic See, or to the Holy Roman Church, but in answer to 
a certain monk who provoked you by proelaiming certain in
dulgences by order of our beloved son Alhn,cht, the Cardinal PrieRt 
of t]1e title of St. Chrysogon us.132) "T e also have lE'arned that, 
while you were attaC'king him too violently, you went further 
than you had intended, and exceeded the bounds of decency and 
truth, and that. after mature refleetion, you have with bitter 
grief regretted and bewailed what has happened, and are now 
really to recant all t.11is in writing and confess your error to the 
princes and others to whom your writings have comf', and to 
refrain from such things in the future. vVe have learned that 
you would have recanted in the presence of our Legate, if the 
Legate had not been inclined to dE'al too harshly with you and 
show too much favor to t.he said monk, who. as you claim, has 
been the cause of your errol'. Considering now that the spirit is 
willing, but the flesh is weak, and that in the hE'at of paRsioll 
many things are said which have to be corrected on second 
thought, we give thanks to Almighty God who has condescended 
to illumine your heart awl to prevent the believers of Christ by 
your authority and your teaching from being drawn into grievous 
and pernicious errors in matter" which t'OllPern the salvation of 
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souls. Acting, therefore, here on earth in the place of Him who 
has no pleasure in the death of the sinner, but tha t  the sinner 
turn from his way and live, we accept your apologies in a fatherly 
and benevolent spirit, which we accord to all men who are engaged 
in any science, especially to  the Doctors of Holy Scripture. We 
desire to see and hear you personally, in order that  you may safely 
and freely make before us; the Vicegerent of Christ, the recanta- 
tion which you were reluctant to  make before our Legate. -4c- 
cordingly, upon the receipt of this letter you may s tar t  on your 
journey and come to us without delay. We hope that  you will 
put  aside all hatred and cherish a coliciliatory spirit,  and that ,  
filled not with any passion, hut  only wtth tlic Holy Spirit, and 
confirmed in  love, you will so consider ~ v h a t  maltes for the praise 
of Almighty God, tha t  we shall he glad tha t  you have been an 
obedient son, and tha t  you may be glad to have found us a pious 
and gracious father.133) 

I t  is true, this letter never was delivered to Luther. It is 
likely that it was sent to Miltitz to be forwarded to Luther, 
and that Miltitz, as a wise diplomat, retained it in view of 
the changed coilditio~ls in the empire consequent upon the 
death of Masinliliall I. But Miltitz now became active 
against Luther himself. He had at, first carried out his 
agreement wi th  Luther 30 far as to summon poor Tetzel 
before him and make him the scapegoat for the Pope's and 
the Cardinal's sins. The miserable -friar had left Niltitz's 
presence utterly crushed, and hied himself to the Dominican 
convent at Leipzig, where he kept himself concealed and 
slowly pined away of a broken heart. But Miltitz had not 
raised a finger against Eck. On May 3, however, Luther 
received a letter from him which sn~nmoned him to come to 
Cobleiiz a t  once. On the same day the Legate wrote to 
Spalatin and to the Elector, strongly urging them to speed 
T,uther's departure and promising him the kindest treat- 
xllent.131) With Miltitz there was at Coblenz a t  this time 
Cajetan with his train of Roman attendants. H e  had re- 
mained in Germany after the Diet of Augsburg, and was 
framing the papal policy for tllr next Diet. Luther was not 
caught in  this snare. 111 the letter to Spalatin of May 16, to 
tvhic.11 we referred hefore, he says: - 
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souls. Acting, therefore, here on earth in the place of Him who 
has no pleasure in the death of the sinner, but that the sinner 
tnrn from his way and live, we ~ccept your apologies in a fatherly 
and benevolent spirit, which we accord to all men who are engaged 
in any science, especially to the Doctors of Holy Scripture. vVe 
desire to see and hear you personally, in order that you may safely 
and freely make before us~ the Vicegerent of Christ, the recanta
tion which you were reluctant to make before our Legate. Ac
cordingly, upon the receipt of this letter you may start on your 
journey and come to us without delay. We hope that you will 
put aside all hatred and cherish a conciliatory spirit, and that, 
filled not with any passion, but only with the Holy Spirit, and 
confirmed in love, you will so consider what makes for the praise 
of Almighty God, that we shall he glad that you have been an 
obedient son, and that you may be glad to have found us a pious 
and gracious father.133) 

It is true, this letter never was delivered to Luther. It is 
likely that it was sent to Miltitz to be forwarded to Luther, 
and that Miltitz, as a wise diplomat, retained it in view of 
the changed conditions in the empire consequent upon the 
death of Maximilian I. But Miltitz now became active 
against Luther himself. He had at iirst carried out his 
agreement with Luther so far as to summon poor Tetzel 
before him and make him the scapegoat for the Pope's and 
the Cardinal's sins. The miserable friar had left Miltitz's 
presence utterly crushed, and hied himself to the Dominican 
convent at Leipzig, where he kept himself concealed and 
slowly pined away of a broken heart. But Miltitz had not 
raised a finger against Eck. On }.IIay 3, however, r~uthcr 
received a letter from him which summoned him to come to 
Coblenz at once. On the same day the Legate wrote to 
Spalatin and to the Elector, strongly urging them to speed 
I~uther's departure and promising him the kindest treat-
111ent,134) With Miltitz there was at Coblenz at this time 
Cajetan with his train of Roman attendants. He had re
mained in Germany after the Diet of Augsburg, and was 
framing the papal policy for the next Diet. Luther was not 
caught in this snare. In the letter to Spalatin of 1fay 16, to 
whieh we referred before, he SLtyS: ~ 
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souls. Acting, therefore, here on earth in the place of Him who 
has no pleasure in the death of the sinner, but that the sinner 
tnrn from his way and live, we ~ccept your apologies in a fatherly 
and benevolent spirit, which we accord to all men who are engaged 
in any science, especially to the Doctors of Holy Scripture. vVe 
desire to see and hear you personally, in order that you may safely 
and freely make before us~ the Vicegerent of Christ, the recanta
tion which you were reluctant to make before our Legate. Ac
cordingly, upon the receipt of this letter you may start on your 
journey and come to us without delay. We hope that you will 
put aside all hatred and cherish a conciliatory spirit, and that, 
filled not with any passion, but only with the Holy Spirit, and 
confirmed in love, you will so consider what makes for the praise 
of Almighty God, that we shall he glad that you have been an 
obedient son, and that you may be glad to have found us a pious 
and gracious father.133) 

It is true, this letter never was delivered to Luther. It is 
likely that it was sent to Miltitz to be forwarded to Luther, 
and that Miltitz, as a wise diplomat, retained it in view of 
the changed conditions in the empire consequent upon the 
death of Maximilian I. But Miltitz now became active 
against Luther himself. He had at iirst carried out his 
agreement with Luther so far as to summon poor Tetzel 
before him and make him the scapegoat for the Pope's and 
the Cardinal's sins. The miserable friar had left Miltitz's 
presence utterly crushed, and hied himself to the Dominican 
convent at Leipzig, where he kept himself concealed and 
slowly pined away of a broken heart. But Miltitz had not 
raised a finger against Eck. On }.IIay 3, however, r~uthcr 
received a letter from him which summoned him to come to 
Coblenz at once. On the same day the Legate wrote to 
Spalatin and to the Elector, strongly urging them to speed 
I~uther's departure and promising him the kindest treat-
111ent,134) With Miltitz there was at Coblenz at this time 
Cajetan with his train of Roman attendants. He had re
mained in Germany after the Diet of Augsburg, and was 
framing the papal policy for the next Diet. Luther was not 
caught in this snare. In the letter to Spalatin of 1fay 16, to 
whieh we referred before, he SLtyS: ~ 
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souls. Acting, therefore, here on earth in the place of Him who 
has no pleasure in the death of the sinner, but that the sinner 
tnrn from his way and live, we ~ccept your apologies in a fatherly 
and benevolent spirit, which we accord to all men who are engaged 
in any science, especially to the Doctors of Holy Scripture. vVe 
desire to see and hear you personally, in order that you may safely 
and freely make before us~ the Vicegerent of Christ, the recanta
tion which you were reluctant to make before our Legate. Ac
cordingly, upon the receipt of this letter you may start on your 
journey and come to us without delay. We hope that you will 
put aside all hatred and cherish a conciliatory spirit, and that, 
filled not with any passion, but only with the Holy Spirit, and 
confirmed in love, you will so consider what makes for the praise 
of Almighty God, that we shall he glad that you have been an 
obedient son, and that you may be glad to have found us a pious 
and gracious father.133) 

It is true, this letter never was delivered to Luther. It is 
likely that it was sent to Miltitz to be forwarded to Luther, 
and that Miltitz, as a wise diplomat, retained it in view of 
the changed conditions in the empire consequent upon the 
death of Maximilian I. But Miltitz now became active 
against Luther himself. He had at iirst carried out his 
agreement with Luther so far as to summon poor Tetzel 
before him and make him the scapegoat for the Pope's and 
the Cardinal's sins. The miserable friar had left Miltitz's 
presence utterly crushed, and hied himself to the Dominican 
convent at Leipzig, where he kept himself concealed and 
slowly pined away of a broken heart. But Miltitz had not 
raised a finger against Eck. On }.IIay 3, however, r~uthcr 
received a letter from him which summoned him to come to 
Coblenz at once. On the same day the Legate wrote to 
Spalatin and to the Elector, strongly urging them to speed 
r~uther's departure and promising him the kindest treat-
111ent,134) With Miltitz there was at Coblenz at this time 
Cajetan with his train of Roman attendants. He had re
mained in Germany after the Diet of Augsburg, and was 
framing the papal policy for the next Diet. Luther was not 
caught in this snare. In the lett~r to Spalatin of 1fay 16, to 
whieh we referred before, he SLtyS: ~ 
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That ridiculous man, Charles Rliltitz, admits tha t  he has re- 
ceived no order from Rome conceriling me; still he summons me. 
Moreover, it is not he tha t  issues the summons, but the arch- 
bishop, and the summons is nevertheless tha t  I am to  appear be- 
fore the Cardinal. I wonder whether these men are  crazy. 
I shall write him; meanwhile I ask for your advice.ld5) 

To Miltitz Luther wrote May 17: - 
Greeting. Dear Sir, I received your Excellency's letter ad- 

vising me tha t  i t  would be to my advantage forthwith to repair 
to Coblenz. Please listen to me patiently. I n  the first place, 
when we came together a t  Altenburg, niy presence did not seem 
to myself necessary; for a s  my books, in which I most clearly 
opened my mind to  all, were published, I thought it sufficient 
if, after weighing my opinions, articles should be determined on 
for me to  revoke, and reasons should be assigned for the recan- 
tation, so tha t  i t  might appear efficacious and praiseworthy; for 
otherwise men would say that  i t  had been extorted from me by 
force, and the last state should be worse than the  first. I a m  
of this opinion still. 

But even i f  I ought to  come, you yourself can see how foolish 
those who have charge of this affair think me, since you write 
tha t  the nlaridate has not yet come from Rome, and tha t  the 
-4rchbishop does not summon me in virtue of such a mandate. 
I arn not sure tha t  thc mandate will arrive, especially in this 
c r i ~ i b  of the Empire, nor am I sure, should it arrive, t ha t  the 
ilrchbishop woulcl receive it.  How can I, therefore, truqt my- 
s ~ l f  to such a doubtful and perilous ~ i tua t ion ,  or how can so 
poor a man as T get the necessary money? I have already spent 
so much in this matter tha t  I have wearied my patrons and 
an1 ashamed to  ask for more, not to nlention the fact tha t  during 
the in.te+~eg?zlt?n no one can give a safe-conduct, particularly to 
a tnan with as many enemies a s  I have. 

Furthermore, tlie great debate which the most reverend Lord 
Cardinal refused to allow me to hold a t  Augsburg is coming otT 
a t  Leipzig. For I am challenged by John Eck, and should I de- 
cline, in so just a cause, to meet him, \vitli liow much shame 
slioulrl I brand not only myself and all my friends, I ~ n t  our most 
illustrious Elector and our whole order and my university! 111 

this debate the whole CRSC will be examined by many lear~ied men 
impartially, with good arguments on both sides, wllicll could 
not be the  case before either the Arcl~bishop or tlic Cardinal. 
So that  i t  is better tha t  your proposal should wait on the debate 
than that  t h ~  debate be hindered. . . . 

But come! Even if all these difficulties were met, yet xvould 

1:15) XV, 2446. 

10. OBSTACLES. 85 

That ridiculous man, Charles Miltitz, admits that he has re
ceived no order from Rome concerning me; still he summons me. 
Moreover, it is not he that issues the summons,' but the arch
bishop, and the summons is nevertheless that I am to appear be
fore the Cardinal. I wonder whether these men are crazy. 
I shall write him; meanwhile I ask for your advice.1S5) 

To Miltitz Luther wrote May 17:-
Greeting. Dear Sir, I received your Excellency's letter ad

vising me that it would be to my advantage forthwith to repair 
to Coblenz. Please list.en to me patiently. In the first place, 
when we came together at Altenburg, my presence did not seem 
to myself necessary; for as my books, in which I most clearly 
opened my mind to all, were published, I thought it sufficient 
if, after weighing my opinions, articles 8hould be determined on 
for me to revoke, and reasons should be assigned for the recan
tation, so that it might appear efficacious and praiseworthy; for 
otherwise men would say that it had been extorted from me by 
force, and the last state should be worse than the first. I am 
of this opinion still. 

But even if I ought to come, you yourself can see how foolish 
those who have charge of this affair think me, since you write 
that thc mandate has not yet come from Rome, and t.hat the 
Archbishop does not summon me in virtue of such a mandat.e. 
I am not sure that the mandat.e will arrive, especially in this 
crisis of t.he Empire, nor am I sure, should it arrive, that the 
Archbishop would receive it. How can I, therefore, trust. my
self to such a doubtful and perilous >!it.uation, or how can so 
poor a man as I get thE' necessary money? I have already spent 
so much in this matter that I have wearied my pat.rons and 
am ashamed to ask for more, not to mention the fact that. during 
the i,n.tel"l"egnll1n no one can give a safe-conduct, particularly to 
a man with as many enemies as I have. 

Furthermore, the great debate which the most reverend Lord 
Cardinal refu8ed to allow me to hold at Augsburg ifl coming otf 
at Leipzig. For I am challenged by John Eck, and should I de
cline, in so just a cause, to meet him, with how much shame 
i'hould I brand not only myself and all my friends, but our most 
illustrious Eleet.or and our whole orclrl" and my university! In 
this debate the whole case will be examined by many learned men 
impartially, with good arguments on both sides, which could 
not be the case before either the Archbishop or the Cardinal. 
So that it is better that your proposal should wait on the debate 
than that the debate be hindered, ... 

But come! Even if all these difficulties were met., yet. would 
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That ridiculous man, Charles Miltitz, admits that he has re
ceived no order from Rome concerning me; still he summons me. 
Moreover, it is not he that issues the summons,' but the arch
bishop, and the summons is nevertheless that I am to appear be
fore the Cardinal. I wonder whether these men are crazy. 
I shall write him; meanwhile I ask for your advice.1S5) 

To Miltitz Luther wrote May 17:-
Greeting. Dear Sir, I received your Excellency's letter ad

vising me that it would be to my advantage forthwith to repair 
to Coblenz. Please list.en to me patiently. In the first place, 
when we came together at Altenburg, my presence did not seem 
to myself necessary; for as my books, in which I most clearly 
opened my mind to all, were published, I thought it sufficient 
if, after weighing my opinions, articles 8hould be determined on 
for me to revoke, and reasons should be assigned for the recan
tation, so that it might appear efficacious and praiseworthy; for 
otherwise men would say that it had been extorted from me by 
force, and the last state should be worse than the first. I am 
of this opinion still. 

But even if I ought to come, you yourself can see how foolish 
those who have charge of this affair think me, since you write 
that thc mandate has not yet come from Rome, and t.hat the 
Archbishop does not summon me in virtue of such a mandat.e. 
I am not sure that the mandat.e will arrive, especially in this 
crisis of t.he Empire, nor am I sure, should it arrive, that the 
Archbishop would receive it. How can I, therefore, trust. my
self to such a doubtful and perilous >!it.uation, or how can so 
poor a man as I get thE' necessary money? I have already spent 
so much in this matter that I have wearied my pat.rons and 
am ashamed to ask for more, not to mention the fact that. during 
the i,n.tel"l"egnll1n no one can give a safe-conduct, particularly to 
a man with as many enemies as I have. 

Furthermore, the great debate which the most reverend Lord 
Cardinal refu8ed to allow me to hold at Augsburg ifl coming otf 
at Leipzig. For I am challenged by John Eck, and should I de
cline, in so just a cause, to meet him, with how much shame 
i'hould I brand not only myself and all my friends, but our most 
illustrious Eleet.or and our whole orclrl" and my university! In 
this debate the whole case will be examined by many learned men 
impartially, with good arguments on both sides, which could 
not be the case before either the Archbishop or the Cardinal. 
So that it is better that your proposal should wait on the debate 
than that the debate be hindered, ... 

But come! Even if all these difficulties were met., yet. would 
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That ridiculous man, Charles Miltitz, admits that he has re
ceived no order from Rome concerning me; still he summons me. 
Moreover, it is not he that issues the summons,' but the arch
bishop, and the summons is nevertheless that I am to appear be
fore the Cardinal. I wonder whether these men are crazy. 
I shall write him; meanwhile I ask for your advice.1S5) 

To Miltitz Luther wrote May 17:-
Greeting. Dear Sir, I received your Excellency's letter ad

vising me that it would be to my advantage forthwith to repair 
to Coblenz. Please list.en to me patiently. In the first place, 
when we came together at Altenburg, my presence did not seem 
to myself necessary; for as my books, in which I most clearly 
opened my mind to all, were published, I thought it sufficient 
if, after weighing my opinions, articles 8hould be determined on 
for me to revoke, and reasons should be assigned for the recan
tation, so that it might appear efficacious and praiseworthy; for 
otherwise men would say that it had been extorted from me by 
force, and the last state should be worse than the first. I am 
of this opinion still. 

But even if I ought to come, you yourself can see how foolish 
those who have charge of this affair think me, since you write 
t.hat thc mandate has not yet come from Rome, and that the 
Archbishop does not summon me in virtue of such a mandate. 
I am not sure that the mandate will arrive, especially in this 
crisis of t.he Empire, nor am I sure, should it arrive, t.hat the 
Archbishop would receive it. How can I, therefore, trust. my
self to such a doubtful and perilous >!ituation, or how can so 
pOOl' a man as I get thE' necessary money? I have already spent 
so much in t.his matter t.hat I have wearied my pat.rons and 
am ashamed t.o ask for more, not to mention the fact t.hat. during 
the i,n.terregnll1n no one can give a safe-conduct, particularly to 
a man with as many enemies as I have. 

Furthermore, t.he great debate which the most reverend Lord 
Cardinal refu8ed to allow me to hold at Augsburg ifl coming otf 
at Leipzig. For I am ehallenged by John Eck, and should I de
cline, in so just. a cause, to meet him, with how much shame 
i'hould I brand not. only myself and all my friends, but. our most 
illustrious Eleetor and our whole orclrl" and my university! In 
this debate the whole case will be examined by many learned men 
impart.ially, with good arguments on both sides, which could 
not be the case before either the Archbishop or the Cardinal. 
So that it is better that your proposal should wait on the debate 
than that the debate be hindered, ... 

But come! Even if all these difficulties were met., yet. would 

laG) xv, 2446. 



8 6 10. OBSTACLES. 

I not wish to have the cause tried by the Cardinal. I do not 
want him yrcsent, for he is not worthy of i t .  He tried t o  harass 
me from the Christian faith a t  Augsb~lrg, wherefore I doubt 
whether he  is a Catholic Christian himself. If I had time, 
1 would write to the Pope and cardinals and expose him, url- 
less he slioulcl retract all his rank err.ors. I regret t h a t  the 
legates of the Apostolic See are men who t r y  to destroy Christ. 

'I'hus, Sir, I think that I have justly excused myself from 
coming. I rnight add tha t  n certain spy, armed with many letters, 
ha* been here, seeking first you ancl then me, and he excited 
a lively suspicion tha t  he was p r c p a r i n ~  some violence against 
me; finally he was obliged to flee, lest he shoulcl be duckecl in 
the Elbe, as he a ln~ost  ivas and would bavc been had not we 
prevented it, for men thought tha t  he was your agent, especially 
aftcr we heard that  you were lingering it1 Gcrmany, though you 
promised us to go straight to Rorne. So it happened tha t  although 
I exonerated you from this charge, yet I saw that  there were 
snares all around for me to fear. . . . 

I f  what you \\.rite is true about Ilavi~lg to come after me 
with papal letters, may God grant tha t  you come saft.ly! I am 
very husy, serviilg many men, aud am not able to lose time. and 
wander about without callsiilg loss to many. Parewell, excel- 
lent Sir.lSti) 

Yes, du r ing  all  t h i s  excit ing correspondence Lu the r  mas 
66 very busy." N o t  only did he c a n y  o n  his work a t  tlle 
universi ty a n d  preach to  t h e  people c~f Wittenberg,  b u t  h e  
even collducted a lengthy controversial corrasponclcnce wi th  
P ro f .  Dungersheiln of Leipzig on  the  eubject of t h e  pr imacy 
of the Pope,l371 and wrote a lelzgthy defense of h is  position 
t o  tlle monlrs a t  Jueterbogk, m~ho h a d  raised c igh t  charges  of 
heresy agains t  him.128) On >!Larch 97 he cornpletr.cl his Ex- 
position of t h e  Psalms,  which h e  cleciicr~ted to  t h e  E l e c t o ~ , l W  
a n d  f o r  which Ile askeci the Elector six weeks la ter  t o  b r ing  
h i m  n blncli and a white cowl f r o m  t h e  f a i r  a t  Leipzig.140) 
H e  probably needed these to  malie a respectable appearance 
a t  the debate. Last. not  least, h e  eschaliged flat tering let- 
te rs  wi th  t h e  pr ince  of the  ISumanists, Erasmus,  dur i i lg  this 
period.111) 
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86 10. OBSTACLES. 

I not wish to have the cause tried by the Cardinal. I do not 
want him present, for he is not worthy of it. He tried to harass 
me from the Christian faith at Augsburg, wherefore I doubt 
whethel' he is a Catholic Christian himself. If I had time, 
I would write to the Pope anel cardinals and expose him, un
less he should retract all his rank errors. I regret that tIle 
legates of the Apostolic See are men who try to destroy Christ. 

Thus, Sir, I think that I have justly excused myself from 
coming. I might add that a certain spy, ~Il'med with many letters, 
has been here, seeking first you and then me, and he excited 
a lively suspicion that he waR preparing some violence against 
me; finally he was obliged to flee, lest he should be ducked in 
the Elbe, as he almost was and would have been had not we 
prevented it, for men thought that he was -your agent, especially 
after we heard that you were lingering ill Germany, though you 
promised us to go straight to Rome. So it happened that although 
I exonerated you from this clmrge, yet I saw that there were 
snares all around fOl' me to fear .... 

If what you write is true about having to come after me 
with papal letters, may God grant that you come safely! I am 
very busy, serving mallY men, and am not able to lose time and 
waneh~r about without causing 101"8 to many. Farewell, ex('('l
lent Sir.136) 

Yes, during all this exciting cOITebpondence Luther was 
"very busy." Not only did he carryon his work at the 
university and preach to the people of ,Vittenberg, but he 
even conducted a lengthy controversial correspondence with 
Prof. Dungersheim of Leipzig on the subject of the primacy 
of the Pope,137) and wrote a lengthy defense of his position 
to the monks at J uetorbogk, who had raised eight charges of 
heresy against him.IS8) On 1'1a1'ch 27 he completed his Ex
position of the Psalms, which he dedicated to the Electol',139) 
and for which he asked the Elector six weeks latel' to bring 
him a black amI a white cowl from the fair at Leipzig.140) 

. He probably needed these to make a respectable appearance 
at the debate. Last, not least, he exchauged flattering let
ters with the prince of the Humanists, Erasmus, dming this 
period,141) 
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11. Final Preparations for the Debate. 
On December 29, 1518, Eck, as we have seen, had pub- 

lished his schedule for tlze debate a t  Leipzig. This schedule 
was accorrlpanied by twelve theses directed against Carlstadt. 
The pubIication of Lutl~er's open letter to Carlstadt with the 
twelve counter-theses, and Luther's coinplaint that, while pre- 
tending to Gght Carlstadt, Eck had attacked him, induced 
Eck to change his challenge. On Xarch 14 he republished 
his schedule with the twelve theses in a new edition. This 
new edition contained an additional thesis, which had been 
iilserted between the sixth and seventh theses. Eck claimed 
that this thesis had accidentally dropped out a t  the time of 
the first publication. The total nuinber of the theses thus 
was raised to thirteen, t,he original seventh thesis becorning 
the eighth, and so on. The critical twelfth thesis, on the 
primacy of the Pope, henceforth is the thirteenth. This new 
schedule Eck labeled "against Luther and Carlstadt," naming 
T,uther as his opponent in the first place. 

Fck's new seventh tliesis reads : - 
He errs who denies that the free will of man is lord over 

man's actions, claiming that man is active only in reference to 
what is evil, while he is passive in reference to  what is good; 
nor is he without error who holds in opposition to the  scholastic^ 
that faith is destroyed hp every gross sin: nor is he without 
very great error 1~110 preaches recklessly that a person is ab- 
solved by faith, regardless of his repentance.142) 

There are so many possible ways 01 explaining the omis- 
sion of this thesis that we shall not suggest any one in par- 
ticular, but leave i t  to the indulgent reader to choose the one 
that suits him best. Any one wilI serve if a person has the 
good will to apply it. 

llgaiilst the new seventh thesis of Eclr, Luther, on Feb- 
ruary 7, issued the following counter-thesis: - 

He who prates that free will is lord over man's actions, 
whether they are good or bad, or ~r~ho dreams that man i~ jus- 
tified not by faith alone in the Word, or that faith is not de- 
stroyed by a gross sin, does not  know either what faith, or 
repentance, or free will is.143) 

142) XVIII, 713. 143) XVIII, 719. 
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Eck had called the enlarged republication of his schedule 
his Disputatio and h'mcusatio. In the l i te ra ture  of the day  
it is referred t o  simply a s  "Eck's Excusatio." This republi- 
ca t ion was accompanied by the following le t ter :  - 

To the Prelates beloved of God, Gaspar, Abbot of Wessobrunn, 
and John, Provost a t  Polling, his highly revered patrons, Eck 
wishes happiness in the Lord. 

Reverend fathers! It is not unknown to  you what I did be- 
cause I believed tha t  the new doctrine of M. Luther, Augustipian, 
departs from the path of truth, nor what followed upon the  be- 
ginning, which I had made when Andrew Bodenstein entered into 
the affair. I havc always hated tha t  style of writing which in- 
dulges ia violent attacks; I have, accor~lingly, resolved t o  test 
my views before the rno5t learned men, under wl~ose judgment 
I would take captiye and make a slave of my reason, because 
I know that  self-esteem is a mother of errurs, also tha t  singu- 
lari ty brings about a person's overthrow, a s  Bernard says; aiicl 
lastly, t ha t  i t  is folly not to believe people who are wiser than 
ourselves, as Eoethius says. Althougl~ the opportunity for a de- 
bate had for a long time been cut off by the&dversary, we have 
a t  last  agreed to meet a t  the University of Leipzig. Accordingly, 
following the direction of Aurelius Augustine, I have cornyribed 
the sum of the coming clisputation in a brief schedule. I did 
this i n  great hurry, so milch so that  1 o\erlookecl the thesis on 
frcc will and faith, which should not havc beexi omitted. I sent 
this schedule to brother Martin Luther, who is a great carper, 
and he boon spread i t  anlong the peopIe by means of a n  opc.11 
I ~ t t c r  to  his champion. I leave it to  the decision of my readers 
to say whether this open letter is as lnodcst as Eck \voultl have 
made it.  But  since peol~1e of this  sort, as St. Gregory ttdsures 
us, love only those who :%re silent, I shall neither be stirred up 
nor offended by hir biting lettcr. Wo11ltL to God that  1 wc3re 
deemed worthy of the glory of the apostles, clio., to sufier shame 
for the  t ru th  and the Lord Jesus. But I see that  I must be con- 
cerned about the weal;, lest they are offended; for if they see 
no excuse from me, they may easily side with my detractor. 

Luther ig indignant because I have directed my attack agcainst 
him, though I had promised to  debate with Dr. Bodenstein a t  
Leipzig. Being altogether an  Olibrius,lW) he has said tha t  he 
does not know whether I let my frogs or my gnats loose upon 
him. \Vhile making a great noise about his trifles concerning 
indulgence, he says, I had treated the propositions of Dr. Eoden- 

144) The Roman consul Olibrius was a crank and the subject of 
many a scurrilous street-song. 
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stein as  a side-issue and hardly touched them with the t i p  of 
my  finger. But  it will not escape the observation of the rcader 
what a n  impudent charge this  is. For  Bodenstein is  Luther's 
champion, a i d  has, not in a scholarly, but in a malicious manner, 
rejected three of my annotations to  Luther's Theses on Indulgence, 
and l ~ a s  threatened to  do the same with the rest. Accorclingly, 
I have not without reason touched upon thc subject of ' indul- 
gences in three theses. This suhject, on which so nlally master 
minds have labored, Luther calls his  jokes, a s  if i t  were some- 
thing contemptible. I know tha t  Jerome says tha t  jokes in the 
mouth of a, priest are blasphemies. As regards this disputation, 
however, I have been of the opinion tha t  men who are fighting 
tooth and nail  for the satne thing nerd not be kept separate. 
Accordingly, when the most serene prince, Duke George of Saxony, 
my most gracious lord. and the council of the honorable uni- 
versity of Leipzig and the theological faculty had consented to  
our debate,-- for the spirit of Luther no longer influenced them 
to  decline hearing our cause, - I have in a public notice chal- 
lenged Luther as  the principal defendant in the case, either t o  
defend his positions or to  overthrow mine. I have informed the 
theological faculty of Leipzig of my action. But I will not suiyer 
Luther t o  spir i t  Andrew Carlstadt away from the battle-ground 
secretly, since the lat ter  is so brave in writiug calumnies and 
singing his song of triumph before the victory. He refuscd to  
meet me a t  Rome, Paris, or  Cologne, arid gave as  his reason the 
great  expense and the long journey. Ancl would he decline the 
battle and withdraw behind his ramparts now tha t  I have fol- 
lowed him to  the door of his home country? Thnt would be 
a condnc,t becoming a cleger~erate and cowarctly soldier. How- 
ever, i f  he should have become wise in the  mean time, if he 
should recant his errors and follow the Romail Church, 1 would 
lieartily kiss him a s  a fr ic~ld,  yea, a s  my second ego. But I have 
laid the a x  to  the root of the tree when I published six theses 
against Dr. Bodenstrill and sent him the seventh in writing. 
I think I have comprehended t h ~  sum of a11 our writings in 
these theses. I have touc;hed upon these sul~jects not  a s  side- 
issues nor in a treacherous manner, but I have opposed my theses 
t o  Bodenstein with a theologian's singleness of heart. The propo- 
sitions, however, which I have directed against you, Luther, 
I have not forced upon you, nor raised false charges in them 
against you, but I could put  my finger on a l l  the places wllere 
you have uttered these enormities. Would to  God I had not 
found them in your writings! 

He charges me with vainglory because I published my schedule 
before I was sure of the consent of the doctors a t  Leipzig. I ad- 
mit  this; but what great guilt do I thereby incur? Ah, he says: 
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"After you had learned from me tha t  they had absolutely refused 
you the permission." That i s  surely a lie made of whole cloth. 
My schedule was printed a t  Augsburg before January,  while I was 
traveling to  my home. I have a letter from Luther, datcd Leip- 
zig, January 7, which I received F e b r u ~ r y  8. Observe, most 
reverend fathers, t ha t  niy scheclule was printed before Luther 
wrote me his letter. I need not mention tha t  on account of the 
distance the letter was slow in reaching me. I think you under- 
atand now what reason there was for speaking about my "1111- 
happy cunning artifices," my "imaginatjons formed out of 110th- 
ing," my "subtle art," and my "sleepy pn~dence." 

I shall submit to their pleasantries about me and their ridi- 
cule. Far  be it from me to  be boastful. If I did debate when 
a young man a t  some universities in Germany and Italy, I (lid 
this to train my intellect. Suppose I am what Luther and Boden- 
stein think I am:  a hair-splitting sophist, a poor theologian, a n  
arch-Aribtotelian, a scholastic, a debater; suppose I know noth- 
ing and they know all ;  I know that  I have scant resources; 
suppose I am a flea, while they arc, the onc a Goliath, the otller 
a Hercules; suppose, thcy are what  t11c.y consider themselres t o  
be, my unhappy teachers, whom 1 legarc1 as happy, although they 
seek to dishonor me in every way,--I shall suffer all this, if they 
will only admit tha t  1 am a believer and a Christian. I Bnow 
tha t  I am an unprofitable servant, even if I had done all t ha t  the 
Lord had colnmal~ded me; how xnucl~ more, when I l~rrceive that  
I have not clone it. But  I shall gladly sacrifice everything tha t  
I have recehed by the grace of God to protect the t ru th  of our 
fai th and of the Catholic Church, ant1 with the strength tha t  
God gives me I shall fight against thesc errors and exterlnirlate 
them. For Gregory says: No calumnies must move us to d e p a ~ t  
froni the true way and the sure rulc. 

But Luther claims that  my friendship for him has been hypo- 
critical. I admit that ,  because of our scientific studies, I cnterecl 
into friendly relations with him before I ha3 seen him, a s  fre- 
quently happens among scholars; but 1 did this only on the rec- 
ommendation of our mutual friend, the very learned Christopher 
Scheurl, a very honest jurist. Does he, then, believe tha t  I can 
be :t friend to  a person who is fighting untside of the one Chris- 
t ian Church? St.  Jerome says tha t  it ha4 been his diligent care 
to  have the enemies of the Church for his own enemies. I love 
tha t  man, but, with Augustine, I hate his errors. Is  this  doing 
something monstrous to  protect the truth and the  Pope, and to  
lead my neighbor out of error? I have seen and read with great 
grief the arrogant treatise in which hc relates his transactions 
a t  Augsburg before the Legate of the Apostolic See, and his appeal 
to  a council, and with many a sigh I hive culled from them a-few 
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statements. I should have expected more soberness and patience 
beneath the black co~ l l .  Would to God tha t  he had been, or still 
might be, a pupil in rnodesty to the martyrs Rogatianus and 
Cornelius, who, as St. Cgprian relates in his letters, declared tha t  
contempt of the clergy leads to  heresy. And in another place 
he says: Sclf-appreciation, l~rourl conceit, and contempt of supe- 
riors are the  beginnings of heretics and the origin and doings 
of evil-minded schismatics. That is tlie way to depart from the 
Church, to erect an  unholy altar  outside of the camp, to cause 
rebellion against Christian peace and divine order and unity. 
For - says he, writing to Pope Cornelius - from no other source 
have heresies ancl schisnls sprung than from disobeying the priests 
of God. How well u~ould i t  be if L u t l i ~ r  .cvould apply to  himself 
what St. Bernard advised thc citizens of Pisa to do with reference 
to Pope Honorius: Honor him who is your father and the father 
of the univcrse. But Luther is fanning dead embers into a flame, 
and makes new weeds grow after tlie old cutting, a s  Ambrose 

1 says. I l ay  the Almighty God, who hsa undertal<en t o  be with 
His Church unto the end of the world, illuinine the hearts of 
believers and give us His pcace! 

To conrlucle, a s  I have promised, I shall debate with both 
opponents in behalf of the t ru th  of our faith and for the pro- 
tection of the Apostolic See, with the help of Christ, not in some 
secular building or in a liidden corner, but a t  the greatly flourish- 
ing University of Leipzig, in the presence of the most lcarned 
fathers of this school. And I shall speak with becomii~g modesty, 
ill order tha t  the t ru th  may Ire preserved and not destroyed. I am 
pleased that  in accordance with the rule of Augustiae and Jerome 
thc entire debate is to be taken down by reliable notaries, and 
tha t  i t  shall then be published to t1:c City of Rome ancl the 
entire world. 

Of these matters, my denrest patrons, I wished to inform you 
and, through you, the entire Christian world, since you esteem 
the sacred t ru th  very highly, revere the head of the Church, the 
vicegerent of Christ, the Pope, and with your brethren pray with- 
out ceasing for the welfare of the Church and of the See of Peter. 
I n  behalf of Christ and Peter I commend to you, together with 
myself, this cause of thc truth.liS) 

Luther accompanied the publication of his thirteen 
counter-theses with the following letter "to the dear 
reader" : - 

My Eck is angry, dear reader, and he h:~d dedicated to the  
Apostolic See another schedule, which is filled with his wrath 
- 
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he says: Self-appreciation, prowl conceit, and contempt of, supe
riors are tIle beginnings of heretics and the origin and doings 
of evil-minded schismatics. That is the way to depart from the 
Church, to erect an unholy altar outside of the camp, to cause 
rebellion against Christian peace and divine order and unity. 
For - says he, writing to Pope Cornelius - from no other source 
have heresies and schisms sprung than from disobeying the priests 
of God. How well would it be if Luther would apply to himself 
what St. Bernard advised the citizens of Pisa to do with reference 
to Pqpe Honorius: Honor him who is your father and the father 
of the universe. But Luther is fanning dead embers into a flame, 
and makes new weeds grow after the old cutting, as Ambrose 
says. May the Almighty God, who has undertaken to be with 
His Church unto the end of the world, illumine the hearts of 
believers and give us His peace! 

To cOllducle, as I have promised, I shall debate with both 
opponents in behalf of the truth of our faith and for the pro
tection of the Apostolic See, with the help of Christ, not in some 
secular building or in a ]lidden corner, but at the greatly flourish
ing University of Leipzig, in the presence of the most learned 
fathers of this school. And I shall speak with becomhlg modesty, 
ill order that the truth may ue preserved and not destroyed. I am 
pleased that in accordance with the rule of Augustine and .Jerome 
the entire debate is to be taken down by reliable notaries, and 
that it shall then be published to the City of Rome and the 
entire world. 

Of these matters, my dearest patrons, I wished to inform you 
and, through you, the entire Christian world, since you esteem 
the sacred truth very bighly, revere the head of the Church, the 
vicegerent of Christ, the Pope, and with your brethren pray with
out ceasing for the welfare of the Church and of the See of Peter. 
In behalf of Christ and Peter I commend to you, together with 
my8elf, this cause of the truth.1(5) 

Luther accompanied the publication of his thirteen 
counter-theses with the fonowing letter "to the dear 
reader": -

My Eck is angry, dear reacler, and he h:td dedicated to the 
Apostolic See another schedule, which is filled with his wrath 
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and with accusations against me. To his former theses 11e has 
added another, a very angry one, which would afford a beautiful 
opportunity to reply to his abuses once for all time, if I did not 
fear tha t  out of it there might arise an obstacle t o  the coming 
debate. Well, there is a time for everything. For the present 
let this suffice. 

By citing the sayings of a few of the holy fathers, he accuses 
me of being a n  enemy of the Church. I take this to he his mean- 
ing, dear reader: The term "Churcll" signifies his notions and 
those of his champions who have labored in thc cause of indul- 
gences. For he is a person who consecrates things to the Apostolic 
See. He speaks after the manner of the men whom he regards a3 
his champions, and who use the words of Scripture and of the 
fathers a s  Anaxagoras used the elements: after  they have caon- 
srcrated them to the Apostolic See, the words change their real 
meanil~g and mean anything they please. It is wonderful! They 
may Ile turned from any meaning into any otlirr; they are  also 
ap t  t a  mean what these men imagine in their feverish dreams, 
or anything tha t  they rashly spout forth in the impotence of their 
womanish spite. Tea, their knowledge ir  of 50 little service to  them 
that  they do not even rightly undrlstand the good things they 
have learned, and, as the apostle says ( 1  Tim. 1, 7 ) ,  they undrr- 
stand neither what thry say nor whercof they affirm, t h a t  is, 
thcy have not learned how to connect the snbject with the predi- 
cate or the predicate with the subject in a declarative clause. We 
hope that  in the coming clebate he will cite other t e i t i ~ n o n i ~ s  
equalIy apt, in order tha t  the children, too, may be given a chance 
t o  laugh. I had hoped that  from the letter of Erasmus,l40) the 
master of all knowledge, and from th r  invincible Defevzsio of 
Dr. Carlstadt, Eck mould have learned to know his narrow-minded- 
ness; hut hiu patience conquers everything: he is content t o  dis- 
please everybody if only he pleases himself and his champions. - 

IIe has charged me with g o s s  impiety by calling me a hm-etic 
and a Bohemian, and say3 that  I am "f~nll ing dead emhers into 
flame." He says this in accordance with his rule of modesty, 
or a s  n function of consecration by which everything bccomes 
consecrated without having any other ointnlent applied to it than 
the poison of his tongue. 

fioaever, I let you know, dear reader, t ha t  I do not accept 
the  evil name which he has given me, ant1 that ,  a s  regards the 
monarchy of the Roman Pope, I do not despise the respectable 
consensus of opinion of so many believers in Italy, Germany, 

146) Erasmus's letter to Eck of May 15, 1519 (Weimar Ed.), made 
learned Europe Iaugh because of the good-natured raillery, fine irony, 
and the consummate skill with which the famous Humanist showed up 
the hollow pretension of Eck's learning. 
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France, Spain, England, and other countries. There i s  only one 
thing that  I ask of tlie Lord: tha t  He  will never let me say or 
think anything that  pleases Eck, such a s  he i s  a t  present, lest, 
for the sake of maintaining human free will, I might ridicule 
Christ, the Son of God, and lest, for the sake of the  Roman 
Church, I might deny that  Christ rules in India and in the Orient, 
o r  - speaking likewise in riddles for the benefit of this ingenious 
manufacturer of riddles! --lest I open again the sewer of Con- 
stanzl47) and s tar t  a new martyrdom in  the  Church because of 
old murders in Africa. For in order not to be offended at his 
vicious riddle, you nlust know, dear reader, t ha t  some number 
with the articles of John Hus this one, t ha t  the papal primacy 
of the  Bishop of Rome is  derived from the emperor, a s  Platina 
clearly states. But I have asserted that  this primacy is proven, 
not by imperial, but  by papal decretals. For in the well-known 
versela) the Latcran Church of Rome itself describes the extent 
of i ts  authority, saying tha t  both by papal and imperial decree 
it is the mother of churches, etc. Horn now? Even this church, 
in the view of Eck, will become Hussite, and fan dying enibers 
into flame. Again, since the above verse is sung by order of the 
Pope, with the consent of the cardinals, of entire Rome, and the 
Church universal, it is not surprising that  Eclr has grown tired 
of these old emhers, and is desirous to perform a new act of 
consecration, of offering to the  Apostolic See a new holocaust by 
incinerating a t  once the Pope, tlle cardinals, and the Laterari 
Church. God be praised tha t  there remains a t  least one Eck who 
is of a Catholic mind, tlie solitary persecutor of the idea of 
standing alone, all the rest having become corrupted by the poison 
of Bohemia. But why should we wonder tha t  sophists do not 
know these histoiical matters, when they do not even underxtaiid 
their o\vn simple statemt~nts? I have, indeed, never treated this 
subject, nor have I thought of making i t  the subject of a debate. 
- 

147) The "sewer of Constanz" is the Council which mas held in 
that city 1414-1418, and which sentenced Hus to be burned. 

148) Luther herr refers to these lines : 
Dogmate Papali datur et simul Imperiali, 
Quod sim cunctarum Mater, Caput Ecclesiarum. 
Hinc Salvatoris, Coelestia Regna datoris, 
Nomine sanxerunt, cum cuncta pcracta fuerunt. 
Sic nos ex toto conversi supplice voto 
Nostra quod haec Aedes tibi, Christe, sit inclyta Sedes. 

The meaning is : By papal and a t  the same time by imperial decree 
it is given me to be the mother of all, the head of the churches. There- 
fore, when everything was completed, they consecrated me by giving 
me the name of the Savior, the bestower of heaven. With all our 
heart, then, we ask in fervent petition that this honse of ours may be 
a famous seat for Thee, 0 Christ. - The refcrence is, of course, to the 
formal dedication of the completed church-building. 
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Dogmate Papali datur et simul ImperiaIi, 
Quod sim cunctarum :Mater, Caput Ecclesiarum. 
Hlnc Salvatoris, Coelestia Regna datoris, 
Nomine sanxerunt, cum cuncta peracta fuerunt. 
Sic nos ex toto conversi supplice voto 
Nostra quod haec Aedes tibi, Christl', sit inclyta· Sedes. 

The meaning is: By papaL and at the same time by imperial decree 
it is given me to be the mother of all, the head of the churches. There
fore, when everything was completed, they consecrated me by giving 
me the name of the Savior, the bestower of heaven. With all our 
heart, then, we ask in fervent petition that this house of ours may be 
a famons scat for Thee, 0 Christ. - The reference is, of conrse, to the 
formal dedication of the completed church-building. 
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But  Eck, who has been long incensed a t  me with the most mali- 
cious spite, and who knows tha t  such theses are odious, has 11oped 
to rouse indignation against me a t  least by this point, since lie 
despaired of victory a s  regards the other points. For he has 
learned to  slay the young lion while the old lion is  looking on, 
a s  the saying is;  t ha t  is, he wants to tu rn  a disputatioli for the 
discovery of the t ru th  into a tragedy of hatred. 

But  let them accuse me a s  nincbh a s  they will; let them con- 
secrate their flatteries to  the Apostolic. See, t o  i t s  throne and 
footstool, yea, let them consecrate things also to  the apostolic 
money-chest, since tha t  pertains most to  this business of the in- 
dulgences and the papal primacy; 1c.t tlicm leap around the al tar  
of their Baal;  let them call him with a loud voice to rouse him, 
for he is a god, he is  making verses, 11e is  rngaged, he is gone 
afield, he is  sleeping, etc. 1 Kings 18, '26 f. It is sufficient for 
me t o  know tha t  the Apostolic Sec neithcr intends nor is  able to  
do anything against Christ. I n  this  c!iscussion I shall not  be 
afraicl of the Pope nor of referring to  his name, least of a l l  of 
such featherlets and manikins.149) I am concerned about one 
thing only, ciz., that I niay not be deprived of my Chri4tian rcyu- 
tat ior~ to  the injury of the entire pure doctrine of Christ. For 
in regard to  tha t  I would have no one expect me t o  Ilc "patient," 
and I would not have Eck look for modesty either under tlit! 
hlack or white cowl. Cursed be the praise of t ha t  wicked modera- 
tion of Allah who allowecl Benhaclad, t l ~ e  enemy of Israel, to  e ~ -  
cape! (1  Kings 20, 3 4 . )  For in this rnattcr 1 would like t o  be 
not only what grirves Eck, a chanlpion in biting polemics, but 
also i?vincible in devouring, t ha t  I might make one lnoutllful of 
a l l  the Silvesters, Civesters, Cajetans, and Ecks, and the rest of 
the  false brethren wlio are fighting against Christian grace, a<  
Isaiah expresses it, chap. 9, 12. Let them frighten others with 
their flatteries and consc~crations [ to  the Pope] : Martin de- 
spises the priest? and sacrificers to thc Apostolic See. 

011 the other matters I shall speak in the debate and after. 
But  Dr. Aadrew Carlstadt, too, who has already conquered the 
error of Eck, will come not a s  a fleeing qoldier, but will con- 
fidently meet this dead lion tha t  has been cast a t  his feet. Mean- 
while we shall let his miserable conscience elljoy his fictitious 
hope of victory and his empty boastful threats. Aceorrlingly, 
I add to my theses a thirteenth in opposition to  the wrath of Eck. 
God will have to  bring something good out of this debate which 
Eck has soiled with so much evil, malice, and abuse. 

Farewell, dear reacler.150) 

149) In the original there is a t  this place a pretty pun on papam 
- pappos - - puppas. 

160) S V ,  821 ff. 
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cious spite, and who knows that such theses are odioul'l, has hoped 
to rouse indignation against me at lea::<t by this point, since he 
despaired of victory as regards the other points. For he has 
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secrate their flatteries to the Apostolic See, to its throne and 
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TAast,ly, Carlstadt, tlhe original cause of the debate and the 
reel principal on the Lu the ran  side, issued his theses for the 
debate as follows: - 

1. Since Dr. John denies tha t  the believers' entire life is re- 
pentance, ancl tha t  therc is always need of repentance, he i s  a Jew 
in the skin of a Christian, for he cries: If the righteous be the 
son of God, let him come down from the crose, and he does not 
know that  this  life is a season in which we must txpect to bear 
the cross. 

2. In  like manner he draws a falsc conclusion, thus: The life 
of believers does not signify the sacrament of penance, hence, not 
repentance. 

3. To bring out Dr. John's Irnowledge, also this proposition, 
drawn from Cyprian and Bernard by conjecture, will be main- 
taincd: T ~ P  entire life of believers has the sacrament of penance. 

4. Dr. John regards it as something curious tha t  I have tnrned 
from that  repentance which has been commancled to  penances 
which are srourgings and punishments tha t  one suffers, but  he 
does not wonder a t  the penitent prophet who is prcpared to 
~inclergo scourgings and pain, nor does he woncler at himself for 
not knowing himself. 

5. Since Dr. John boIdly denies tha t  the rightcons repent, he 
denies what the Chnrrh confesses. He is also under the ban of 
heresy for claiming that  the righteous, while still in this life, 
are not rcally sinners. How will a person who is under such 
R ban defend the Church? 

6. Little sins are true sins tha t  must he atoned for and re- 
pented of. 

7 ,  lFcery little sin which man does not regard is damnable; 
it is, therefore, not siifficient not to have ronsentecl to sinning, 
but one must acknowledge tha t  real sins are  referred to  in such 
passages as :  "Who can understand his errors?" and: "Clt.anse 
Thou me from secret faults." 

8. Daily sins which :&re neither recognized as  real sins here 
on earth, nor atoned for by rendering clue satisfaction for them, 
a re  mortal sins. A t  the vain objections of sophists I shall not 
feel astonished. 

9. By setting up scholastic teachings which have been in con- 
troversy four hundred years against the older truth,  Dr. John has 
instituted a new statue, of custom and limitation which was un- 
known in former times, ?> i~ . ,  t ha t  errors and sins also can be made 
a rule. TJook to it,  then, ye oldest of the fathers, and thou, 
Augustine, for you have not overcome the  Donatists, but enmeshed 
them by a false reasoning. 

10. Furthermore, ye apostles, prophets, and Thou, Christ the 
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T"astly, Carlstadt, the original cause of the debate and the 
Tcal principal on the Lutheran side, issued his theses for the 
rlebate as follows: -

1. Since Dr. John df'nies that the believers' entire life is re
pentance, and that there is always ne.ed of repentance, he is a Jew 
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heresy for claiming that the righteous, while still in this lifc, 
are not rC'ally sinners. How will a person who is under such 
a ban defend the Church? 

6. Little sins are true sim, that must be atoned for an(l re
pented of. 

7. Every little sin which man does not regard is damnable; 
it is, therefore, not sufficient not to have consented to sinning, 
but one must acknowledge that real sins are referred to in such 
passages as: "\Vho can understand his errors 1" and: "Cleanse 
Thou me from secret faults." 

s. Daily sins which are neither recognized as real sins here 
on earth, nor atoned for by rendering due satisfaction for them, 
are mortal sins. At the vain objections of sophists I shall not 
feel astonished. 

9. By setting up scholastic teachings which have been in con
troversy foul' hundred years against the older truth, Dr. Jollll has 
instituted a new statue. of custom and limitation which waR un
known in former times, 1)i,.z., that errors and sins also can be made 
a rule. Look to it, then, ye oldest of the fathers, and thou, 
Augustine, for you have not overcome the Donatists, but enmeshed 
them by a false reasoning. 
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Savior, beware, for by improper speech you have led us to be- 
lieve tha t  we are  sinning even in  every good work. 

11. Free will, before a person has re<-eived grace which is in- 
fused by the Holy Spirit, is efficacious only for sinning. But this  
earthly fact my deceiver does not believe; how, then, will he 
believe when I spealc of heavenly things? 

12. Yea, our will, when not governed by the divine will, ap- 
proaches the more rapidly to wickedness, the more eagerly i t  i s  
bent upon acting. 

13. By his principle, which is a. stock argument of debaters, 
Dr. John can do what is in his power, uis., he can remove the  
bar, or obstacle, to grace, t ha t  is,-he can soften the stony heart, 
which contradicts Ezekiel and the thesis of Ambrose already cited. 

14. Since Dr. John does not see tha t  a good work is entirely 
of God and God's operation, he is still looking a t  the Scriptures, 
and understanding thern, with the veil of Moses over his face. 

15. Finally, everybody can easily se(! what theological learn- 
ing Dr. John possesscs, for in his C'hrysopass~rs he haq col1ectc.d 
I o not know how much ragged material regarding predestina- 
tion, and yet he denies tha t  the passages which treat  of pre- 
destination may refer to works tha t  are to be rewarded. 

16. Dr. John cites against me the saying of Bernard: Take 
away free will, and tliere wilI be nothing left tha t  can be savetl, 
in order to prove tha t  free will can accomplish very much. EIe 
has altogether misread Bernard, and rcveals sufficiently with what 
penetration he examines the church fat1ic.r~. Ilr: renders himsc~lf 
suspected to all students as a falsifier. 

17. Dr. John Judaizes \\.hen he declarra tha t  salvation depends 
on the canons in so far as a perdon musl do what they command 
by virtue of his free will; pursuing the law of righteousness, he 
thus sets up his own righteousnesx.151) 

Of all  the papers t h a t  mere prepared, fo r  the debate  this 
is t h e  most  difficult t o  understand,  1)ecause of the peculiar  
brevity of s ty le  which Car ls tadt  affects, a n d  because of h is  
far-fetched references a n d  obscure allusions. These  theses 

were published Apri l  26, wi th  the following le t ter  : - 
To the excellent Dr. John Eck, the defcncler of metaphysical 

theology and our Magister, Andrew Carlstadt wishes grace and 
a better mind in the Lord. 

If I did not love, revere, and honor the most holy father and 
lord in Christ, Leo, by the providence of God the tenth Pope by 
tha t  name, and the holy Church of Christ, I should not, my in- 
vincible debater, consider your rather caoarse and boorish impu- 
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is the most difficult to understand, l)ecausE' of the peculiar 
brevity of style which Carlstadt affects, and because of his 
far-fetched references and obscure Rl1usions. These theses 
were published April 26, with the following letter: -

To the excellent Dr. John Eck, th,' defender of metaphysical 
theology and our Magister, Andrew Carlstadt wishes grace and 
a better mind in the Lord. 

If I did not love, revere, and honor the most holy fatber and 
lord in Christ, Leo, by the providence of God the tenth Pope by 
that name, and the holy Church of Chril;t, I should not, my in
vincible debater, consider. your rather (~oarse and boorish impu-
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Savior, beware, for by improper speech you have led us to be
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earthly fact my deceiver does not believe; how, then, will he 
believe when I speak of heavenly things? 

12. Yea, our will, when not governed by the divine will, ap
proaches the more rapidly to wickedness, the more eagerly it is 
bent upon acting. 

13. By his principle, which is lot stock argument of debaters, 
Dr. John can do what is in his power, vi:;;., he can remove the 
bar, or obstacle, to grace, that is, he Cal] soften the stony heart, 
which contradicts Ezekiel and the thesis of Ambrose already cited. 

14. Since Dr. John does not see that a good work is entirely 
of God and God's operation, he is still looking at the Scriptures, 
and understanding them, with the veil of Moses over his face. 

15. Finally, everybody can easily Reo what theological learn
ing Dr. John possesscl:l, for in his Chrysopassns he has collected 
I do not know how much ragged material regarding predcRtina
tion, and yet he denies that the passages which treat of pre
destination may refer to works that are to be rewarded. 
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dence  orth thy of this reply. I shall, tliciefore, ieply only that  gou 
inay lino~v tha t  I am, I hope, not only u most dcvollt reverencer 
of the nnnle of thc Pope, but also all ohedient rnenibci of the 
body of the Lord, ~cdeeniecl with tlie precious blood of Jesuh. 

Bu t  you object tha t  for this vely reason you, too, had taken 
upon you~self the taslr of this defense, and have thui~dei-ed against 
me the aiguineilts of Cyprian, Augustine, Jerome, Smbiose, and 
Gregory, ar l f  you had i~nlcaslied a paclc of teiribly bai king dogs 
against me. Uut I pelctaive your tiicks and trcaclieious p~.a:lkr 
quite p1,~inly. Froril a cl~stanc-. you are >hooting your light a r  
rows agt ins t  the \Vittenbergers, but you are wouncling a t  t h ~  
bame time the teaching of Christ, and \vhi!(> attacking 11%. you 
a l e  peivelting, mutilating, ycha, dcstroyii~g the lIoly Scril~tuipb, 
for in many ways you are dragging ill the hcavenly wisdom t o  
prove your false conclusions ancl sayings of the heathen, so tha t  
simple people, wllo cannot makc an exact test of buch learned 
m a t t e ~ s ,  hecome infected with your poison. For you cite the 
church fathers to people who arc  not kerii enough to  see xvliat 
ia to  be pioven and what not, and who imagine tliat it ir suf- 
i~e ient  to collect nil abundance of testi~noiiics n i thout  pondering 
what thcir force is ill an aiguinent, 01 whether they are ap t  t o  
'clnove bc~uples and cut the knotted f e t t e ~ s  of ctoubts \vitll wllich 
they a1 e hound. 

Tllereforc, ileal reader, I aslc you to  be nlindful of the trii~uilal 
oi Gocl aild tbe juclginelrt, and not lo  qide elthe1 with ni? o:- rriy 
opponent, considering not the persons of the combatants, but the 
subject wllicli they debate, and the testimonies m-ith which they 
are arn~ed.  Yea, I would remind you, dear reader, t ha t  as  1 am 
to  speal; in the fear and reveience of God, so you must hear me 
in a like spirit.  Dr Eclc is  not citing the church fathers in an 
lloiiest manlier, and is  ~ o t  without malice, but is  layir~g t r a l ~ s  and 
bnarrb. T11c deceitful hypocrite cites the testimoriy of Cyprian, 
Augubtine, ailtl otliers: but a l e  tlie good things which he r.ites 
t r ~ l e ?  If true, arc they good' Are they, a s  a rule, citecl i;l the 
l~ropt-"' l~ lace?  Rarely. Doeb he always say only what is  t i ue?  
Oftentimc>s he does not. He says good things, but they art. not 
to  the point. With one salve he wants t o  clue everybody'\ sore 
(.yes. His cunning ways are suspicions. The theses which he 
proves are not in doubt with either of us, since both I and lie 
take our stand on them. But  by these ar t s  he blinds the eyes 
of those M-110 do not understand the iwuc, ancl leads thein to be- 
lieve tha t  \TV> are a t  variance in n well-known matter about 
which there call rle no contro~rersp. I n  the principal pointq. h o ~ -  
ever, he is weak and easily defeated. This vainglorious fencer 
desiirs nothing morr than to achieve a little renown wit11 the 
semi-learned or unlearnecl, foi he is so desirous of glory tha t  he 
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dence worthy of this reply. I shall, thcreforc, reply only that you 
may know that I am,. I hope, not only a most devout reverencer 
of the Imme of the Pope, but also an obedient member of the 
body of the Lord, redeemed with the preeious blood of J eRUS. 

But you object that for this very reason you, too, had taken 
upon yourself the task of this defense, and have thundered against 
me the arguments of Cyprian, Augustine, Jerome, Ambrose, and 
Gregory, as if you had 1m leashed a pack of terribly barking c10g8 
against me. But I perrdve your tricks and treacherous prank" 
quite plainly. From a distallc~ you are f<hooting yuur light ar
rows against the 'Vittenbergers, but you are wounding at the 
same time the teaching of Chrigt, and whil(; attacking us, you 
are perverting, mutilating, yea, d(~stroying the Holy Scriptures, 
for in lllany ways you are dragging in the heavenly wisdom to 
prove yuur false conclusions and sa,yings of the heathen, so that 
tiimple people, who cannot make an exact test of such learned 
matters, become infected with your poison. For you cit", the 
church fathers to people who are not keen enough to see what 
is to be proven and what not, and who imagine that it is suf
iicient to collect an abundance of testimonies without pondering 
what their force is in an argument, or whether they are apt to 
remove scruples and cut the knotted fetterB of doubts with which 
they are hound. 

Therefore, dear reader, I ask you to be mindful of the tribunal 
of God and the judgmE'llt, and not to side either with nile 0:' my 
oppoJlf'nt, considering not the persuns of the comlmtants, but the 
subject which they debate, and the testimonies with which they 
are lumecl. Yea, I would remind you, dear reader, that as I am 
to speak in the fear and reverence of God, so you must hear me 
in a like spirit. Dr. Eck is not citing the church fathers in an 
honest mariner, and is Dot without malice, but is laying traps and 
snare". The deceitful hypocrite cites the testimony of Cyprian, 
Augm,tine, and others; but are the good things which he dtes 
true '! If true, are they good'? Are they, as a rule, cited in the 
prop!?l' place? Rarely. Doe" he alway~ ~ay only what is true? 
Oftentimt)s he does not. He says good things, but they are not 
to the point. 'Vith one salve he wants to cnre everybody's sore 
eyes. His cunning ways are suspicious. The theses which he 
proves are not in doubt with (·ither of us, since both I and he 
take our stand on them. But by these arts he blinds the eyes 
of tho~e who do not understand the issue, and leads them to be
lieve that W(e are at variance in a well-known matter a.bout 
which there can be no contruven;y. In the principal points, how
ever, he is weak and easily defeate(l. This vainglorious fencer 
desire:;; nothing more than to achieve a little renown with the 
semi-learned or unlearned, for he is so desirous of glory that he 
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is not ashanled to  snatch i t  by force and childish pranks. I11 

Vienna this brawler was miserably discomfited; his hcart i s  still 
weak and sore from the stabs which he received from his oppo- 
nents; but with his tongue he hissed a t  his conquerors, dissem- 
bling his wouncls. However, no soorter had he picked himself up 
out of the d i r t  of the arena and slunk away than he romposed 
a eulogy, comforted himself with having achieved a victory, and 
proclaimed his fictitious praise to people living many miles from 
the place of combat. SeveraI persons have affirmed this who heard 
him-at Vienna flinging a b o u t  his metaphysical notions. 

The fox may leavc his skin, but not his way" This vile 
logician is still afllicted with the itch; he i s  loolcing for some one 
to  rub against, some person whom he may injure and infect. But 
i t  seems to me his malady should be treated not with a sound 
arm, but with thorns of juniper. 111 my writings which I pub- 
Iished against this fox i t  will be seen tha t  I did not run away 
from a tFial before the university a t  Rome or before other learned 
men. Yet Eck maliciously dares to slander me, saying that  I will 
not submit to the judgment of the Church, and tha t  T am a sedi- 
tious person. I have submitted to the judgment of any one who 
has diligently and carefully examined the church fathcrs. The 
first page of my defense shows this;  still this mean talker is not 
ashamed to  say that  I have refused to be judged by many. I do 
not deny that  such fruitless and vain quarreling, which Paul  for- 
bids, i s  displeasing to  me, as i t  ilaturally ought to be; for in 
such a contest the  parties do not seek after the truth,  but  each 
makes a great noise and wants to  capture trophies; he scores 
a victory by hook or crook, even with painted g1111s. There was 
a time when I, too, thought, like my little opponent, t ha t  when 
t ru th  gained a triumph, I might remain silent a s  though I had 
been defeated. But no~v I consicler it disgraceful and pernicious 
not to side with the t ru th  a t  once. That exceedingly wicked 
woman Calpurnia was the cause by her shameless libel, and by 
the unrest which she caused a magistrate, tha t  a law was issued 
tha t  no wanton charges should be lodged with the praetor, hut 
honor and decency must be respected. But rily impudent blusterer 
and brawlers like him raise such a womanish tumult and uni- 
versal disturbance, and respect the office of theologians so little, 
t ha t  they utterly disregard decency. I yield to wordy quibbling, 
however, with contempt and declaring my dissent; but I gladly 
take par t  even in minor discussions by which the fruitful t ru th  
is investigated an'd hidden meanings are discovered, provided the 
discussio~l is taken down by notaries. For if it is not taken down 
in writing, the opponents differ shamefully in their claims. By 
this device a bit is placed in the mouth of bold men, making i t  
difficult for them to lie. 
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nents; but with his tongue he hissed at his conquerors, dissem
bling his wounds. However, no sooner had he picked himself up 
out of the dirt of the arena and slunk away than he composed 
a eulogy, comforted himself with having achieved a victory, and 
proclaimed his fictitious praise to people living many miles from 
the place of combat. Several persons have affirmed this who heard 
him at Vienna flinging about his metaphysical notions. 

The fox may leave his skin, but not his wap. This vile 
logician is still afHicted with the itch; he is looking for some one 
to rub against, some person whom lIe may injure and infect. But 
it seems to me his malady should be treated not with a sound 
arm, but with thorns of juniper. III my writings which I pub
lished against this fox it will be seen that I did not run away 
from a trial hefore the university at Rome or hefore other learned 
men. Yet Eck maliciously dares to slander me, saying that I will 
not submit to the judgment of the Church, and that I am a sedi
tious person. I have submitted to the judgment of anyone who 
has diligently and carefully examined the church fathcrs. The 
first page of my defense shows this; still this mcan talker iil not 
ashamed to say that I have refused to be judged by many. I do 
not deny that such fruitless and vltin quarreling, which Paul for
bids, is displeasing to me, as it naturally ought to be; for in 
such a contest the parties do not seek after the truth, but each 
makes a great noise and wants to capture trophies; he scores 
a victory by hook or crook, even with painted gnns. There was 
a time when I, too, thought, like my little opponent, that when 
truth gained a triumph, I might remain silent as though I had 
been defeated. But now I consider it disgraceful and pernicious 
not to side with the truth at once. That exceedingly wicked 
woman Calpurnia was the cause by her shameless libel, and by 
the unrest which she caused a magistrate, that a law was issued 
that no wanton charges should be lodged with the praetor, but 
honor and decency must be respected. But my impudent bluRterer 
and brawlers like him raise such a woma.nish tumult and uni
versal disturbance, and respect the office of theologians so little, 
that they utterly disregard decency. I yield to wordy quibbling, 
however, with contempt and declaring my dissent; but I gladly 
take part even in minor discussions by which the fruitful truth 
is investigated and hidden meanings are discovered, provided the 
discussion is taken down by notaries. For if it is not taken down 
in writing, the opponents differ shamefully in their claims. By 
this device a hit is placed in the mouth of bold men, making it 
difficult for them to lie. 
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I am surprised that  Dr. Eck 11a9 slappecl together so many 
laws ant1 statutes - the best he has omitted - tha t  relate to  his 
oath, by whicll paltry matters are  raised to great importance for 
his sicle, and that, while he made his collection, it has not occurred 
to him that  the holy fathers ordainecl tha t  weighty matters were 
to  be set down in writing before judges, so a s  not to leave any 
room for men's malice. Secular mld minor affairs relzcting t o  
temporal things arc ernbodicd in written accusations; against 
these the defendant contends with objections and counter-argu- 
meats; they are made still plainer by double and triple counter- 
arguments, yea, with other legal helps, until the matter is thor- 
oughly thxplained and all mystcry removed; then a t  last the 
litigation is definitely endrd by thc decision of the judge. And 
now, in a sacred matter of spiritual ancl quite eminent import, 
t ha t  corlcerns the salvation of souls and t l ~ e  majesty of God, you, 
Dr. John, would have for judges men that  arc  only supplied with 
ears, but are  not keeilly discerning judges, or such as  glanet. 
superficially a t  a matter, hurry through-with the case, and do 
not investigate anything thoroughly; men who, without having 
understood even the beginning of the case, and without having 
had dot~btful points established and obscure points made clear 
to  them, will render a decision favorable to you on a mere sem- 
blance of r ight;  ancl this thoughtless and stupid judgment is t o  
go out under my name in opposition to the divine truth,  and 'le 
to decide our iml~ortant  and necessary coi~trovcrsies. 1 am quite 
certain tha t  our subjects will not suit the bad metaphysickl 
theologians, because, although they are Christians, they hear bht 
with thc ears of pagans and minglc everything tlley hear with 
their gall. Let these keep back their judgment and wait till the 
end of our discussion, lest pure and honest theologians complain 
of their having listened sleepily and rendered a wishy-washy 
decision in ignorance or haste. As arbiters of our co~ltest I de- 
sired the excellent teachers of the University of Leipzig, my 
superiors, whom I always seek to honor, however, with this under- 
standing tha t  the matter remain undecided until we have closeIy 
and thoroughly considered i t  and brought to  light the hidden 
meaning of Scripture. For during our contest we shall have to 
carry our investigation quite far, because I see tha t  you have 
taught heresies, tha t  is, things which plainly contradict the  Hofy 
Scriptures. 

Now, what purpose is served by your criticizing and insulting 
me before the whole world a s  a runaway soldier, and by dressing 
up your lies FO skilfully? It is a shame to play such coarse 
tricks and to tell such palpable lies. Suppose I had chosen t o  
withdraw from this sophistical fencing-match and to remain 
within my walls, would I on that  account have to  be called a timid 
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Dr. John, would have for judges men that are only supplied with 
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superficially at a matter, hurry through with the case, and do 
not investigate anything thoroughly; men who, without having 
understood even the beginning of the case, and without having 
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to them, will render a decision favorable to you on a mere sem
blance of right; and this thoughtless and stupid judgment is to 
go out under my name in opposition to the divine truth, and 1S 
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certain that our subjects will 110t I:!uit the bad metaphysical 
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carry our investigation quite far, hecause I see that you have 
taught heresies, that is, things which plainly contradict the Hory 
Seriptures. 

N ow, what purpose is served by your eriticizing and insulting 
me beforf' the whole world as a runaway soldier, and by dressing 
up your lies 80 skilfully? It is a shame to play such coarse 
tricks and to tell such palpable lies. Suppose I hacl chosen to 
withdraw from this sophistical fencing-match and to remain 
within my walls, would I on that account have to he called a timI'd 
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Dr. John, would have for judges men that are only supplied with 
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superficially at a matter, hurry through with the case, and do 
not investigate anything thoroughly; men who, without having 
understood even the beginning of the case, and without having 
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to decide our important and necessary controversies. I am quit(· 
certain that our subjects will 110t I:!uit the bad metaphysical 
theologians, because, although they are Christians, they hear but 
with tIll' ears of pagans and mingle everything they hear with 
their gall. Let these keep back their judgment and wait till the 
end of our discussion, lest pure and honest theologians complain 
of their having listened sleepily and rendered a wishy-washy 
decision in ignorance or haste. As arbiters of our contest I de
sired the excellent teachers of the University of Leipzig, my 
superiors, whom I always seek to honor, however, with this under
standing that the matter remain undecided until we have closely 
and thoroughly considered it and brought to light the hidden 
meaning of Scripture. For during our contest we shall have to 
carry our investigation quite far, hecause I see that you have 
taught heresies, that is, things which plainly contradict the Hory 
Seriptures. 
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me beforf' the whole world as a runaway soldier, and by dressing 
up your lies 80 skilfully? It is a shame to play such coarse 
tricks and to tell such palpable lies. Suppose I hacl chosen to 
withdraw from this sophistical fencing-match and to remain 
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his side, and that, while he made his collection, it has not occurred 
to him that the holy fathers ordained that weighty matters were 
to be set down in writing before judges, so as not to leave any 
room for men's malice. Secular and minor affairs relating to 
temporal things are embodicd in written accusations; against 
these the defendant contends with objections and counter-argu
ments; they are made still plainer by double and triple counter
arguments, yea, with other legal helps, until the matter is thor
oughly explained and all mystery removed; then at last the 
litigation is definitely ended by the decision of the judge. ~\.nd 
now, in a sacred matter of spiritual and quite eminent import, 
that concerns the salvation of souls and the majesty of God, you, 
Dr. John, would have for judges men that are only supplied with 
ears, but are not keenly discerning judges, or such as glanc(:' 
superficially at a matter, hurry through with the case, and do 
not investigate anything thoroughly; men who, without having 
understood even the beginning of the case, and without having 
had doubtful points established and obscure points made clear 
to them, will render a decision favorable to you on a mere sem
blance of right; and this thoughtless and stupid judgment is to 
go out under my name in opposition to the divine truth, and 1S 
to decide our important and neeessary eontroversies. I am quih· 
certain that our subjects will not I:!uit the bad metaphysical 
theologians, because, although they are Christians, they hear but 
with tIll' ears of pagans and mingle everything they hear with 
their gall. Let these keep back their judgment and wait till the 
end of our discussion, lest pure and honest theologians complain 
of their having listened sleepily and rendered a wishy-washy 
deeision in ignorance or haste. As arbiters of our contest I de
sired the excellent teachers of the University of Leipzig, my 
superiors, whom I always seek to honor, however, with this under
standing that the matter remain undecided until we have closely 
and thoroughly considered it and brought to light the hidden 
meaning of Scripture. For during our contest we shall have to 
carry our investigation quite far, hecause I see that you have 
taught heresies, that is, things which plainly contradict the Hory 
Seriptures. 

Now, what purpose is served by your eriticizing and insulting 
me beforf' the whole world as a runaway soldier, and by dressing 
up your lies 80 skilfully? It is a shame to play such coarse 
tricks and to tell such palpable lies. Suppose I hacl chosen to 
withdraw from this sophistical fencing-match and to remain 
within my walls, would I on that account have to he called a timI'd 
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and cowardly soldier? I s  he a timid and co\vardly soldier \%rho 
remains within the walls and looks wit11 contempt on the tumult  
of the enemy, repelling attacks olily by ~vatchfulness? A brave 
man makes no great ado, conducts himself quietly and properly, 
does not act  unseemly ancl disholiestly, does not brag, and either 
conquers the evils of war or submits to  them. On the other hand, 
i t  is  a sign tha t  a person llas become disheartened when l ~ c  per- 
mits  threats and every faint noise of a tumult  to scare him. And 
could there be a greater proof of timidity and cowardice than 
for the defenclant of a just cause to  grow pale a t  the  words of 
a niiserable windy brawler? They say in  \&r tha t  those fight 
with txvofold force who are fighting in a just cause. Accorciingly, 
1 do not surrender to  the enemy, nor do I t rus t  in my horn, but 
in the  arm of the Lord, who alone gives man a courageous heart. 
Since you have so fiercely and violently provoked me, I shall 
come ant1 attack Goliath, and in order t o  bc all things t o  al l  
men, I shall make a strong eiTort to defeat the perverter of 
Scripture. 

Finally, this  sharp thinker qxys tha t  he i s  going to  fight for 
the IIoly See after the manner of wasps. Ask him, dear reader, 
\vllether I ever had or could have had any complaint t o  raise 
against the Apostolic See. Does j t  mean to  insult thc Church 
when you honor i ts  comnland? Does i t  mean to  insult the Church 
when you exalt everytllir~g the Church needs for her holy servicsr 
and sacrifice to God? Does i t  nlcan to  insult the C'hru.ch when 
you investigate, rightly discern, and eagerly defencl the purity of 
the Scripturcs and the sincerity and t ru th  of t h r  church fathers? 
See what a charripion Rcli is :  lle has the Chnrcl~ 011 h i i  side, 
and lwctends t o  coine to  i t s  rescue; lle simu1ntc.b a clefeusc t o  
which he is not authorized. 0 miserahlc condition of the Church, 
\ v h e ~ ~  it has not even a proteetor who firmly maintains his cause! 
0 the danger to the lamb when tlie wolf corner to  i ts  aid! This 
is the sly protector who wears sheep's clothing to  fool the sheep 
ancl seek his own profit. 0 the liorrible audacity of the tnan 
who forces himself upon tlie untroubled Church for i t s  protec- 
tion! \Vho has hitherto defwded tlie Church? And who ~v i l l  
dcfcnd i t  aftc.r you are dead? IJ-hat the emperor of the world 
scarcely dares to undertal;c, tha t  this bold emperor of theology 
undertakes. 

My dear Jolln, if you ran persuade me tha t  you can drive out 
error with the fire of your abuse and the plaster of your own 
errors, I shall be l i e~e  tha t  yon mill destroy error. A i  for me, 
I shall honor the Koman Pope, to  whom 1 am c~s1)cciall;p indel~ted, 
and the holy Church with wrorcl and decd. and shall, as  much as  
I can, do away wit11 this mess of Eck, though the knsvc has been 
unfair and has proposcd tht2sc.s of which he knoxvs tha t  I rlo not 
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and cowardly soldier? Is he a timid and cowardly soldier who 
remains within the walls and looks with contempt on the tumult 
of the enemy, repelling attacks only by watchfulness? A brave 
man makes no great ado, conducts himself quietly and properly, 
does not act unseemly and dishollestly, does not brag, and either 
conquers the evils of war or submit~ to them. On the other hand, 
it is a sign trat a person has become di"heartened when he per
mits threats and every faint noise of a tumult to scare him. And 
could there be a greater proof of timidity and cowardice than 
for the defendant of a just cause to grow pale at the words of 
a miserable windy brawler'l They say in war that those fight 
with twofold force who are fighting in a just cause. Accordingly, 
I do not surrender to the enemy, nor do I trust in my how, hut 
in the arm of the Lord, who alone gives man a courageous heart. 
Since you have so fiercely and violently provoked me, I shall 
come anci attack Goliath, and in order to he all things to an 
men, I shan make a strong eiTort to defeat the perverter of 
Scripture. 

Finally, this sharp thinker says that he is going to fight for 
the Holy See after the manner of wasp~. Ask him, dear reader, 
whether I ever had or could have had any complaint to raise 
against the Apostolic See. Does it mean to insult the Church 
when you honor its command? Does it mean to insult the Church 
when you exalt everything thc Church needs for her holy service 
and sacrifice to God? Does it mean to insult the Church When 
you investigate, rightly di,;cern, and eagerly defend the purity of 
the Scriptures and the sincerity and truth of thc church fathers Y 
See what a champion I,Jck is: he has the Clmreh 011 hi", side, 
and pretends to come to Hs reseue; he simuhttes a defense to 
which he is not authorized. 0 miserahle condition of the Chnrch, 
wheu it has not even a protector who firmly maintains his cause! 
o the danger to the lamb when the wolf come" to its aid! This 
is the sly protector who wears sheep's clothing to fool the sheep 
and seek his own profit. 0 the horrible audacity of tIl(' man 
who forces himself upon the untroubled Church for its protec
tion! \Vho 1mB hitherto defendecl the Church? And who will 
defend it after you are dead? V(hat the emperor of the world 
searcely dares to undertake, that this bold emperor of theology 
undertakes. 

My dear John, if you can persuade me that you can drive out 
error with the fire of your almse and the plaster of your own 
errori':, I shall believe that you will destroy error. As for me, 
I shall honor the Roman Pope, to whom I am ('specially indebted, 
and the holy Church with word and deed, and "hall, as much as 
I can, do away with this mess of Eck, though the knave has been 
~mfair and has proposed th('sCfJ of which he know,,; that I do not 
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and cowardly soldier? Is he a timid and cowardly soldier who 
remains within the walls and looks with contempt on the tumult 
of the enemy, repelling attacks only by watchfulness? A brave 
man makes no great ado, conducts himself quietly and properly, 
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it is a sign trat a person has become di"heartened when he per
mits threats and every faint noise of a tumult to scare him. And 
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for the defendant of a just cause to grow pale at the words of 
a miserable windy brawler'l They say in war that those fight 
with twofold force who are fighting in a just cause. Accordingly, 
I do not surrender to the enemy, nor do I trust in my how, hut 
in the arm of the Lord, who alone gives man a courageous heart. 
Since you have so fiercely and violently provoked me, I shall 
come anci attack Goliath, and in order to he all things to an 
men, I shan make a strong eiTort to defeat the perverter of 
Scripture. 

Finally, this sharp thinker says that he is going to fight for 
the Holy See after the manner of wasp~. Ask him, dear reader, 
whether I ever had or could have had any complaint to raise 
against the Apostolic See. Does it mean to insult the Church 
when you honor its command? Does it mean to insult the Church 
when you exalt everything thc Church needs for her holy service 
and sacrifice to God? Does it mean to insult the Church When 
you investigate, rightly di,;cern, and eagerly defend the purity of 
the Scriptures and the sincerity and truth of thc church fathers Y 
See what a champion I,Jck is: he has the Clmreh 011 hi", side, 
and pretends to come to Hs reseue; he simuhttes a defense to 
which he is not authorized. 0 miserahle condition of the Chnrch, 
wheu it has not even a protector who firmly maintains his cause! 
o the danger to the lamb when the wolf come" to its aid! This 
is the sly protector who wears sheep's clothing to fool the sheep 
and seek his own profit. 0 the horrible audacity of tIl(' man 
who forces himself upon the untroubled Church for its protec
tion! \Vho 1mB hitherto defendecl the Church? And who will 
defend it after you are dead? V(hat the emperor of the world 
searcely dares to undertake, that this bold emperor of theology 
undertakes. 

My dear John, if you can persuade me that you can drive out 
error with the fire of your almse and the plaster of your own 
errori':, I shall believe that you will destroy error. As for me, 
I shall honor the Roman Pope, to whom I am ('specially indebted, 
and the holy Church with word and deed, and "hall, as much as 
I can, do away with this mess of Eck, though the knave has been 
~mfair and has proposed th('sCfJ of which he know,,; that I do not 
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and cowardly soldier? Is he a timid and cowardly soldier who 
remains within the walls and looks with contempt on the tumult 
of the enemy, repelling attacks only by watchfulness? A brave 
man makes no great ado, conducts himself quietly and properly, 
does not act unseemly and dishollestly, does not brag, and either 
conquers the evils of war or submit~ to them. On the other hand, 
it is a sign trat a person has become di"heartened when he per
mits threats and every faint noise of a tumult to scare him. And 
could there be a greater proof of timidity and cowardice than 
for the defendant of a just cause to grow pale at the words of 
a miserable windy brawler'l They say in war that those fight 
with twofold force who are fighting in a just cause. Accordingly, 
I do not surrender to the enemy, nor do I trust in my how, hut 
in the arm of the Lord, who alone gives man a courageous heart. 
Since you have so fiercely and violently provoked me, I shall 
come anci attack Goliath, and in order to he all things to an 
men, I shan make a strong eiTort to defeat the perverter of 
Scripture. 

Finally, this sharp thinker says that he is going to fight for 
the Holy See after the manner of wasp~. Ask him, dear reader, 
whether I ever had or could have had any complaint to raise 
against the Apostolic See. Does it mean to insult the Church 
when vou honor its command? Does it mean to insult the Church 
when ;'ou exalt everything thc Church needs for her holy service 
and sacrifice to God? Does it mean to insult the Church When 
you investigate, rightly di,;cern, and eagerly defend the purity of 
the Scriptures and the sincerity and truth of thc church fathers Y 
See what a champion I,Jck is: he has the Clmreh 011 hi", side, 
and pretends to come to Hs reseue; he simuhttes a defense to 
which he is not authorized. 0 miserahle condition of the Chnrch, 
wheu it has not even a protector who firmly maintains his cause! 
o the danger to the lamb when the wolf come" to its aid! This 
is the sly protector who wears sheep's clothing to fool the sheep 
and seek his own profit. 0 the horrible audacity of tIl(' man 
who forces himself upon the untroubled Church for its protec
tion! \Vho 1mB hitherto defendecl the Church? And who will 
defend it after you are dead? V(hat the emperor of the world 
searcely dares to undertake, that this bold emperor of theology 
undertakes. 

My dear John, if you can persuade me that you can drive out 
error with the fire of your almse and the plaster of your own 
errori':, I shall believe that you will destroy error. As for me, 
I shall honor the Roman Pope, to whom I am ('specially indebted, 
and the holy Church with word and deed, and "hall, as much as 
I can, do away with this mess of Eck, though the knave has been 
~mfair and has proposed th('sCfJ of which he know,,; that I do not 
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cluestio~~ them, \vl~iIe I have prefcrrecl to select from my defense 
against Dr. John such coriclnsions as each of us undei~stnnds in 
a different sense. I desire for lny judges neither friends who 
declare wrong right, nor enemies who look for a flaw. in the eor- 
rectest matter. Meanwhile you may diligently read the church 
fathers and take good rare of yourself.lS~) 

At the risk of becoming tedious we have reproduced these 
three documents entire. 'J'o the agc in which we livr.  thcse 
elaborate efforts of thrce learned me11 to declare their senti- 
ments, tu terrify each other, to fortify tliei~lselves f o ~  the 
cxonling ordeal, seem overwrought, unnatural. There is in  
them a btrange mixture of religious fervor and human 
passion. Itre imagine that  we discrril i n  then1 a note of 
false heroism, of bravado, such as in  the spceches of the 
ancient. warriors of Greece in  the clamp before Troy, wheil 
"battles" were fought that  would hardly be recorded as skir- 
midies nowadays. BTe have changed our customs since thc 
days of the Leipzig Debate. Says a niodern writer: "lt was 
a time when the joy of disputatioi~ mras like the joy of battle, 
and victors achieved honors not less coveted than that which 
lured the staiiiless Bagard to deeds of daring. Victory in 
such a coiltest was almost equal t u  winning the Marathon 
race to-day, and the trinmph of its champion brought nearly 
as much fame to a university then as the chanlpionship i n  
football brings to ail American ~miversity ill our day. The 
in:-n of the sixteenth ccntury knew no better. than to think 
that inirld ouglit to count for ]nore than rnuscle in a uni- 
versity; we of the wiser twentieth century have changed all 
that." 1%) This is fine sarcasm, and i t  is deserved. Bu t  the 
phenomenon confronting 11s in  these ante-brl l~ni~ dcliveranccs 
of the enillbatants have a deeper meaning. They were the 
instinctive response to sentin~cnta that were deeply stirring 
the me11 of that age. The people dcsired to hear from their 
spokesmen. They had no newspapers; pamphlets a l ~ d  bro- 
chures prepared tllcni for the gsmt events of lzistory that 
were then in tlie making, and in  thein they caught gl imp~es 
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question them, while I 11ave preferred to select from my defense 
against Dr. John such conclusions as each of us unde]'stancls in 
a different sense. I desire for my judges neithcr friends who 
decia,re wrong right, nor cnemies who look for a flaw in the C01'

rectest matter. Meanwhile you may diligently read the church 
fathers and take goml care of your8e1f.15~) 

At the risk of becoming' tedious we have reproduced these 
three documents entire. 'To the age in which we Ii vo these 
elaborate efforts of three learned men to declare their senti
ments, to terrify each other, to fortify themselves for the 
coming ordeal, seem overwrought, unnatural. There is in 
them a strange mixture of religious fervor Dnd human 
passion. vVe imagine that we discern in them a note of 
false heroism, of bravado, such as in the speeches of the 
ancient. 'warriors of Greece in the camp before Troy, when 
"battles" were fought that would hardly be recorded as skir
mishes nowadays. We have changed our customs since the 
days of the Leipzig Debate. Says a modern writer: "It. was 
a time when the joy of disputation was like the joy of battle, 
and victors achieved honors not less coveted than that which 
lured the stainless Bayard to deeds of daring. Victory in 
such a contest was almost equal to winning the Marathon 
race to-day, and the triumph of its champion brought nearly 
as much fame to a university then a" the championship in 
football b]'ings to an American university in our day. The 
men of the sixteenth century knew no better than to think 
that mind ought to count for more than muscle in a uni
versity; we of the wiser twentieth century have changed all 
that." 153) This is fine sarcasm, and it is deserved. But the 
phenomenon confronting us in these ante-bellum deliverances 
of the combatants have a deeper meaning'. They were the 
instinctive response to sentiments that were deeply stirring 
the mell of' that age. The people desired to hear from their 
spokesmen. They had no newspapers; pamphlets and bro
('hures prepared thcm for thc great events of history that 
were then in the making, and in them they caught glimpses 

152) XV. 826 ff. 153) Vedder, l. C •. ' p.92. 
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of the quality of their great nzen arid the nature of tlieir 
contentions. Xor mere the leaders, Luther bef01-e tho rest, 
slow to perceive the value of the colnnlon pcolde's support in 
a cause. Theirs was a struggle for popular rights. The chal- 
lenge that had been issued to an autocracy, the inore galling 
because i t  was exerciqcd in the sacred affairs of the heart and 
conscience, had first been voiced, it is true, by a clergyman, 
but i t  was really the voice of the peolde who had found in 
him an apt interpreter of their aspirations. The struggle 
that now commenced was for the people, in behalf of their 
God-given rights, liberties, and privileges. I t  must, to be suc- 
cessful, be waged ultimately by the people. Therefore their 
int~lligent interest and cooperation was a matter of para- 
inount in~yortance to the combatants. We are too far  re- 
moved from the issues of those tiulcs to cstirrlate aright their 
full meaning. We have enjoyed the privileges which were 
then secured such a long time that they are regardcd by us 
as a matter of course, and we are apt to smile at tlie excite- 
ment which accompanied their advent as we smile a t  a child 
clapping its hands when beholding the sun rise. For the 
purpose of aiding the twentieth cent~xry reader to adjust him- 
self to the feelings of an age that gave us the essence of 
blessings we are enjoying now, the secming trifles that, were 
precursors of the Leipzig Debate have been set forth with 
such an abundance of detail. That debate was a really great 
event. "This disputation is one of the most famous i n  his- 
tory, and as much perhaps as anything that occurred in- 
fluenced the course of subsequent events. It brought the two 
parties into close and sharp contact, and permits us to see 
what were the views of each, and by what arguments they 
defended them." 154) 

There is one incident that remains to be noticed in con- 
nection with the final preparations for the debate: Carlstadt 
issued those 406 theses which he had drawn up for debate by 
graduates a t  Wittenberg, and which first excited Eck, in 
a new edition, with a supplement in the form of a cartoon. 

154) Vcdder, I .  c., p. 93. 
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This cartoon served as the cover for the pamphlet. I t  was 
satirical: i t  showed two carriages, one, representing the true 
theology, headed for heaven; the other, repredcnting the 
scholastic theology, headed for hell. There was a monk sit- 
ting in the second wagon. Loescher, who saw this cartoon, 
says that the monk "does not represent any one in par- 
ticular," which means, of course, that he does not represent 
Eck. A cartoon is rarely edifying and convincing. We 
probably shrug our shoulders nowadays at this pictorial at- 
tempt to assure the students a t  Wittenberg by a glance that 
they were on the right road with their theology while Eck 
mas on the wrong road with his, and to make an impression 
on illiterate people, who could only look a t  a funny picture, 
while they were unable to read a book. But there are more 
serious objections to be raised to this campaign publication 
of Cnrlstadt: he has surrounded the pictures in the cartoon 
with descriptive literature. I n  one place he deprecates loving 
God for spiritual benefits, which would render the Second 
Petition largely superfluous. I11 another place there occurs 
this false estimate of the Scriptures : - 

Though Holy Writ is good and holy, 
Still it frequently makes sin violently alive, 
Serves for transgression, wrath, and death, 
Concludes all men under death, 
Only quickens desire and forges sinful bonds. 
Let no one take comfort i n  Scripture 
Who would be saved by Christ. 

This applics what can be said only of the Law to the entire 
Scriptures, hence also to the Gospel; for Carlstadt speaks 
of that Scripture which shows us Christ "and says: He is 
your Savior I" Further on a penitctnt expresses this senti- 
ment : 

I bring before Thee my malice; - 
That is my righteousness. 

The meaning is that, when a person bares his wickedness to 
God, he does right and becomes righteous by that act of 
self-abasement. That, however, means to derogate from the 
righteousiless of Christ, which is the sinner's by faith. The 
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cartooil is also very deferential to "the Roinail Clhristi~il 
Church." Carlstndt declares: ''I allow even a child to cor- 
rect me." The reader is to supply the conclusioll: How liiuch 
more do I submit to the corrections of the Holy Father.1551 
The mystic and fanatical elem~iits in Carlstndt7s theology 
which wrecked his career three years later are beginning to 
sho~v already a t  this time. 

12. The Thirteenth Thesis. 
A most intcrestiilg and cheeriilg glimpse of the busy 

Luther during these stirring liloi~ths is afforded u? ill a letter 
of I larch 13 to  Spalatin. H e  says: -- 

T ca~ll lot  wri tc  the Lord's Prayer  ill Latial5li) because I am 
occupied nit11 so marly tasks. 

Observe, now, soine of these tasks: 
Rvery day  tolrtards ~ e s p e r  t ime I recite t h e  Tell Conlmand- 

merit;. and  t h e  J,ord's Prayer  with the  chi ldrc~l  and t h e  laymen, 
a n d  then I preach. I am also preparing ( m y  e u p o ~ i t i o n  of Pa111 
t o  t h e )  Galatiails for public~ntion; bcqides, I am recitirig t h e  pre- 
scribed prayers and  lessons.157) I have absolutely not  t ime enough 
for  m y  work, no t  to speak of having t ime t o  spare. I have in 
lnincl now wri t ing a sermon on t h e  &feditation upon tllc Suffer- 
ing of Chris t , lS)  bu t  I do not  know whether I shall bnvc sufficient 
leisure t o  wr i te  it o u t ;  I shal l  t r y .  

Still inore is Luther c.ngrossed with care about the uni- 
versity. A year ago a bright and able young professor had 
co~nc  to Wittenberg, for mrho~n Luther had conceived a great 
love. His  name was Philip Melanchtlion. The council of 
the unirersity was trying to put illore work on hill1 than he 
was already doing, alrd Luther protests: - 

155) IJ?28ch117cl. Nachr. ,  1707, p. 485 E. There is also a detailed 
description of this cartoon in the St. Louis edition of Luther's Works 
in SV, SO8 f., but it  is not as  coml~lele as ~.oescll?r's. 

156) I-Ie refers to the Esyorcition of t l ~ e  Lot-d's Praye?. for Birnple 
Laymen, VII, 752 ff. 

157) It will be remembered that 1,uth~r a t  this time mas still a 
monk. subject to the rule of the Suqustinian order, which was one of 
the strictest. 

158) XI, 674. 
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Still more is Luther engrossed with care about the uni
versity. A year ago a bright and able young professor had 
come to \Vittenberg, for whom Luther had conceived a great 
love. His name was Philip :Melanchthon. The council of 
the uniYel'sity was trying to put more work on him than he 
was already doing, and Luther protests:-

155) U1!8chuld. Naclw., 1707. p. 485 fE. There is also a detailed 
description of this cartoon in the St. Louis edition of Luther's Works 
in XV, 808 f., but it is not as complete as Coescher's. 

156) He refers to the EXp08Uion of the Lord's Prayet· for Simple 
Laymen, VII, 752 fE. 

157) It will he, remembered that Luther at this time was still a 
monk, subject to the rule of the Augustinian order, which was one of 
the strictest. 

158) XI, 574. 
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It will escced the strength of our Pl~i i ip ,  my clear Spalatia, 
t o  burc',en hiin with so many tasks, Ir~ecauie hc! i.r n1rc:~dy over- 
burdened. For although you suggest t ha t  lie should lecture evwy 
other day, still  his mind id engrosqed ~ v i l h  too many cares. 
YIoreover, Aristotle's Plzysics i s  a n  altogether ureleqs subject for 
s tud r~ l t s  of any age. The \\hole Looli discuhhes in a %vi~y an  
inane subject, almost a fictitious matter. Rheto~ica l  elcrcires 
are of no use, i~illess yon want t o  see a brawling orator evercis 
ing his )Jr:~ins ant1 ability by discollr<ing on the subject of manure 
or some other uselrfis subject. Cod in Ris anger has dccrecd tha t  
the huma~l  1acc for so many crnturirs sl~ould be aCflictecl with 
these billy matirrs ,  rvllich, I J ~  the way, haw, not I;)ecn undcrstoud 
il.~ all. I ~ ; I ~ o \ v  the b ~ u k  from 11egil)liing to  enil; foi, omitting 
thp glosjes, I have twice expounded i t  to my brethren in private. 
Tea, we hold tha t  the only reason for rearling i t  ib to  ( 7 ~ n ~ i i l ~ ~  
cvergbody a t  last -and tha t  soon! - t h a t  tlic reading of i t  
should 11e discontinued, bt7cauie it would be far  more uscfnl to  
read any one of the rhe to~ica l  excrciie.. of Eeroaldub.159) There 
is ab~o lu t r ly  nothing to  he learned about nature froln this 7:ook 
m  he s ~ m e  Lolcls good of his Jletciphys~-s and his t r ~ a t i s e  O n  tllc 
R o ~ t l .  It is, therefore, unl~ecomir~g tha t  a mind like Melanch- 
tllo11'~ bhonld be occupied with the filth of such einpty vanities. 
It is better to  rcacl i t  through without understanding it - rnerely 
for t l ~ c  sake of having read it, than to t r y  to undcr\taad it 

B'lt is L u t h e r  not thillliiilg of his debate a t  all? Y e s ;  
he i., "ivhispering soixething in to  Sr~11ati11'9 em" i n  this 
letter : - 

For III\~ debate I am e\aniining thr- (lecretal.2 uf the Popes, 
i~lid l c t  111~' tell you below my breath tllal 7 an1 undec~ded whethel 
the Popc i5 Ant ichr~s t  or hi. ,zpo\tlts, bi~cauce i n  t l~esc clecretals - 
I am telling the t l u th !  -he ha3 inise~al~l;r  perverted and cru 
ciAed Christ. I am excerdingly grieved to  sce tllr ptsopie of Cluist 
Eoolccl ililder pretense of tlie l a ~ ~ s  ant1 llnnlt. of Chlist. Soine day 
I shall wltd J I J U  iny ai~notatious to tllcse decretals, i n  order tha t  
you may sce what i t  mvans to make li~wb without ~ t g ; ~ i d  to  the 
Sc~ipturrs ,  in the endeavor to  usurp the autoclacy; not to men- 
tion other evidenrc~s, quite hirniiar ~ C I  ~ ~ I O P C "  abcribe:L to  Anti- 
chr ist, which are perpetrated by the I'Lonlan Curla, and ~uh l l  forth 
iron1 thele. From day to  day the Script~lrc, arc l~eco~lling of 
more aid and  assistance to rue.lli0) 

\tTe saw in a. previouq chapter  hon Lut;hcr's ini~lcl grw&l- 

159) Philip Gcroa ld~ls ,  Sr. (+ 1505) ,  had been teacher of rhetoric 
at P a r m a ,  Milan, a n d  Paris. 
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It will exceed the strength of our Philip, my dear Spalatin, 
to. burden him with so many tasks, heeause he is already over
burdened. For although you suggest that he should lecture every 
other day, still his mind is engrossed with too many cares. 
Moreover, Aristotle's Physics is an altogether useless subject for 
students of any age. The whole uook discusses ill a wayan 
inane subject, almost a fictitious matter. Rhetorical exercises 
are of no use, unless you want to see a brawling orator exercis
ing his undns and ability by discoundng on the subject of manure 
or some other useless subject. God in Hi::; angel' has elecTecrl that 
the human racc for so many centuries should be alliicted with 
these silly matters, which, by the way, have not been understood 
at all. I know the book from beginJling to end; for, omitting 
the glosses, I have twice expounded it to my brethren in private. 
Yea, \ve hold that the only reason for reading it is to convince 
everybody at last - and that soon !-- that the reading of it 
should be discontinued, bceause it would be far more useful to 
read anyone of the rhetorieal exercise[l of Beroaldus.15fl) There 
is abwlutf'ly nothing to be learned about nature from this book. 
The same holds good of his Metaphysics and his treatise On the 
/'Io'lll. It is, therefore, unbecoming t.hat a mind like Melanch
thon's should be occupied with the filth of such empty vanities. 
It is better to read it through without understanding it -- merely 
for the sake of lutving read it, than to try to underRtancl it. 

But is Luther not thinking of his debate at all? Yes; 

he is "whispering something into Spil1atiu's ear" in this 
lettC?r: -

For my debate I am exarnining the decretal~ of "the Popes, 
Hnd let Ill.' tell you below my breath that 1 am undeeided whetlucr 
the Pope is Antiehrist 01' hi" apo,.,tlE~, bE~eause in ihese decr"tals --
I am telling the trut.h! - he ha,; miserably perverted and eru
dned Christ. I am exceedingly grieved to see the people of Christ 
fooled under pretense of the laws and name of Christ. Some day 
I 8hall selld you my anllotatiolls to these decreta Is, in ol'der that 
you may see what. it lllPanB to make la.ws without n'garcl to the 
Scriptures, in the endeavor to usurp the; antoeracy; not to men
tion other evidences, quite similar to thosc ascribed to Ant.i
christ, which are perpetrated by the Roman Curia., and rush forth 
from there. From clay to day the Scriptures are lJecoming of 
more aid and assistance to me.lnO) 

vVe saw in a previous chapter how Luther's wiud gl'adu-

159) Philip DCl'oaldns, Sr. (i- 1505), had been teacher of rhetoric 
at Parma, :.\lilan, and Paris. 
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ally verged to this critical subject of the 13rimacy of the 
Pope, and how his friends werc filled with anxiety on this 
account. For Carlstadt was not the on15 person who desired 
to see that subject avoided. ?Vhen Luther's thirteenth thesis 
began to be understood, and such remarks as Luthcr had 
dropped in the foregoing letter began to circulate among 
the friends, there was much onlinous shalring of hcads and 
whispering with bated breath about Brother Martin's daring 
thesis. Spalatin sent a warning note to Luther. Others ad- 
dressed excited and nervous inquiries to him. Prof. Dungers- 
heirn of Leipzig, with whom Luther was engaged in R corre- 
spondence on the primacy of the Pope, wrote him slleeringly : 
i t  seemed that he was clutching the Couilcil of Nices for his 
support. Reserving his rcal armmeats fo r  the oral discussion 
at Leipzig, Luther decided to allay the fears of his friends 
and to stop the gadding of his enemies by publishir~g a trea- 
tise on t l ~ e  mooted question of the prinlacy in advance of 
the debate. He called i t  A n  E x p l a n a t i o n  o f  t h e  T h i r t e e n t h  
Thesis o n  the A u t h o r i t y  of t h e  P o p e .  I11 the prefatory letter 
to the public he says that he has hurriedly cornpiled this ex- 
planation to meet the rilest slanders of his enemies. I11 this 
treatise he discusses principally the testimony of the Holy 
Scriptures to which he had appealed in his thirteenth thesis. 
I i e  says that the Power of the Keys which Christ (Matt. 16, 
16-18) had conferred on Peter was not delegated to Peter 
alone, but to all the disciples in common, hence to the entire 
congregation of the believers in Christ. This congregation 
of believers, now, who are sanctified by faith in Christ, i s  in 
T,utl~er's view the "Catholic Church." It is not eqsential to 
this Cl~urcli that i t  have a human head besides the Weavenly 
One, with whoni the believers are joined as members. To 
prove that he has rightly uiiderstood this matter in accord 
with all Christendom, Luther appeals to the Creed, which 
says: "I believe one holy catholic Church, the colnmunion 
of saints." His inquiry leads him to this conclusion: "I do 
not know whether the faith of Christians can tolerate the 
setting up on earth of another head for the Church universal 
besides Jesus Christ." 
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IIe  is willing to concede a certain superiority to the 
Roman Church. This superiority is essentially the same as 
that of which Paul spealis in Rom. l3,1, where he enjoins 
obedience to the secular authorities. The papal authority 
is onc of "the powers that be." In so far  as i t  actually 
exists, then, alongside of other powers, Luther is willing to 
regard tlie papal power as "ordained of God." He regards 
this as the dtrongest a~gument  for proving that i t  is the duty 
of Cllristians to obey the Pope. But he 11as another argu- 
ment: As lolzg as i t  is admitted that the authority of the 
Pope is merely a secular or hulnan authority, Ile is not going 
to ynarrc:l abod  i t ;  it is a paltry ai'fair, for which Christianr 
should never sacrifice the ~ m i t y  of the Church, and that love 
and humility which makes them true members of the Church. 
But the question becomes an entirely different one the mo- 
~neilt w r  are required to believe tliat the plinlacy of the 
Pope h i l~  bcen ordained of God by an immediate act, and 
wheil sni,mission to the same is enncted by force and intinli- 
clatiun. That call only engender hatred. Such a priniacy 
camlot he maintained by n u  nyye~l  to :Glatt. 16. 111 agree- 
ment with the ancient fathers, Luther holds that the cir- 
ciiilstd111.e ~ f '  Peter arlswering t h  cluestion of the I ,md must 
nut be bti~ssed: he was sinlply thc ;-po!\esman of all the dis- 
iiplcs; Scr by tlltl revclntion vllicl~ tllr Fathe]. had mad- to 
t:1~:11 ~ h v y  h i~d  ali  acki~~\vl~;lgerl . JP~II~-  to be tho Christ. If 
the I'o~vrr of the Keys had bee11 conferred on Peter alone; 
ii' Peter were the Rock on which the i'hurch is built; if it 
. , rloi r:ithcr Peter's faith, --then the law of consisteilcy re- 
quires that the Roman Bishop, the I'upe, be also addressed 
in that vord which Christ acld~ased to I'eter on a later occa- 
,ii,n: 'hCict thee behind me, Satau." Now, the fact that the 
Power o f  the Keys war not wi.thilm~vn froin Peter when he 
erreti, prove.; that this power was not conferred on him per- 
sonally, but in him oil all believers; for otllerwise it would 
have lreeii withdrawn. Hence tllc Power of the Keys is 
wherever there is such faith as Peter had, and whatsoever the 
c-lzurch :it lEolne possesses every congregation, no matter how 
sinall, possesses likewise. Wherever the Word of God is 
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of Ohristians to obey the Pope. But he has another argu
ment: As long as it is admitted that the authority of the 
Pope is merely a secular or human authority, he is not going 
to qnarrel about it; it isa paltry ailair, for which Ohristians 
should never sacrifice the ullity of the Ohurch, and that love 
and humility which makes them trne members of the Ohurch. 
But the question becomes an entirely different one the mo
lIlent we are required to believe that the primacy of the 
Pope has bee11 ordained of God by an immediate act, and 
when submission to the same is enacted by force and intimi
dation. That can only engender hatred. Such a primacy 
caullot be maintained by an appeal to :Vlatt. 16. In agree
[pent with the ancient fathers, Luthm· holds that the ci1"
cnmBtHnce of Peter answering" the (Juestion of the liard must 
not be strGssed: he was "imply tbe spokesman of an the dis
ciples; for by the revelation which tllP. Father had made to 
thL'!l1 they had an acknowledged ;JC81lf' to be the Christ. If 
the Power of the Keys had been conferred on Peter alone; 
if PeCcI' were the Rock on which the Church is built; if it 
j3 nN ruther Peter's faith, -- then the lavv of consistency re
quires that tbe Roman Bishop, the Pope, be also addressed 
in that 'vord which Christ addreilsed to Peter on a later occa
:iiull: "Get thee behind me, Satan." ~ow, the fact that the 
Power of the Keys V\'aS not wi·thdrLlwn from Peter whon he 
erred, proves that this power was not conferred on him per
sonally, but in him on all believers; for otherwise it would 
have been withdrawn. Hence the Power of the Keys is 
wherever there is such faith as Peter had, and whatsoever the 
dml'ch at Home possesses every congregation, no matter how 
small, possesses likewise. 'Wherever the Word of God is 
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preachcd rind believed, there is true faith, there is the Rock 
that cannot be overthrown. Bu t  wherever faith is, there i s  
the Church, there is the bride of Christ; and the bride has 
all that her Bridegroom has, all that follows in  the wake 
of faith- the Beys, the Sacraments, the power, and everg- 
thing else. 

The prinlacg of the Pope, then, can only rnrail a priority 
of rank and external distiaction. This al)l~lies also to the 
bishops: they are not by divine right above the ot,her spiritual 
shepherds of a Christian congregation. In the r  calls atten- 
tion to the fact that as  late as the age of Jerome the belief 
was colllmon in thc Church that the ministry was originally 
established by Christ 011 a basis of equality. I t  was only in 
the Western Church that the belief arose that the one holy 
Christian Church could rxist only in  union with the episcopal 
hierarchy of the Pope as its head. This view of the unity of 
the Church, Luther holds, destroys the very essence of thc 
Church. 

Luther reiterates his appeal to the Council of Nicea, to 
the ancieiit fathers, and the old Christian congregations in  
Asia, Greece, and Africa, who never acknowledged the 
supyenlacy of the Yoye. What docs that mean? Why, it 
means this: You call be :I good Christian and go to heaven 
without having subinittecl to the rule of the Pope. Or do we 
wailt to deny, Luther queries, that there are real Christians 
in the Orient, although their pastors and bishops were not 
ordained by the Pope? 

The old papal decretals that had been cited against him, 
Luther has now studied to such an  extent that  he  is prepared 
to say that any appeal to these decretals i s  a very weak argu- 
ilzent. Luther refuses to rscognize any papal authority t ha t  
could restrict his right to criticize the authenticity and bind- 
ing force of those decretals. H e  has found in  one of these 
decretals the statement that both the secular and spiritual 
authority have been conferred o n  the Pope. This wrests from 
him the indignant cry: "Ought this not force tears into our 
eyes that  we are compelled, not only to  read this, hut also 
to believe it, as though an  oracle had spoken it? Pea ,  they 
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12. THE TIIlRTEEKTlI THESIS. 109 

want to conlpel us to accept this as truth under yaiii of being 
burned a t  the stake. And yet men are dreaming tlint they 
behold the Church in a beautiful condition! They do not see 
Antichrist sitting in  the temple of God." 1b1) 

This Erplanatio.n made a powerful impression : i t  raised 
the interest in  the Tkipzig Debate to thc highest intensity 
throughout Europe. The atmosphere had suddcnly become 
charged with electricity: soon the storni must break and the 
lightning strike. God have mercy on Dr. Xart in!  

God be with our Martin! H e  i s  i n  sore need. Fro111 
all the iiltcresting correspondence that Luther has crowded 
into the weelis immediately before the Leipzig Dchate, we 
shall select only one passage from a letter to Lang, dated 
June  6. H e  states that he lras finished his Explanation, that 
Duke George has not answered his third letter with a defi- 
nite statement that he may come to Leipzig, that  Rab has 
gone to Roine to dellounce him and bring back more papal 
thunder, and then adds: - 

Over and above all this, another afliction, more grievous than 
all the rest, lias been visited upon me. The Lord teaches me by 
all these events what man is. And I thought I knew this well 
enough before! . . . Farewell, and pray for me, great sinner that 
I am. I need ab3olutely nothing except the mercy of God. That 
is what troubles my jealous opponerlts; they are aware that I am 
in need of notliing else.162) 

One of those spells of desporldelicy had seized him again 
of which lie had complained on previous occasions. Thoughts 
like these would torment him: Martin Luther, you are  a sin- 
ner; you arc not called to do this holy work for Christ. The 
Lord does not want you a t  all. -And then a deep sadiless 
would settle on his bruised and crushed heart, and in that  
humbled condition he would indeed be conscious of one 
thought only, the desire for the mercy of God. Bu t  this  
\vas the schooling which the divine Master applied to his 
pupil; i n  this way, by utterly abasing him, he trained him 
to efficiency, and made him great. 

161) XVIII, 720 ff. 162) XV, 2475. 
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13. Leyptzigk. 
So Luther wrote the name of the city where he was 

to hold his famous debate. - The university in this city 
is the second oldest i n  the Gerinan Empire. It came into 
existence as the ncacle~njc antithesis to Hus  a i d  the Uni- 
versity of Prague in  1409. I i ing TVenceslaus bad deposed 
John of Muensterberg as rector of the University of Prague 
in  May of that  year. National disorders brolie out in Bo- 
hemia soon after, and the deposed ~~ec to r ,  with quite a number 
of students, left Prague and came to Leipzig, where Frederick 
and William, L:undgraves of Thuringia and Xargraves of 
Meissen, foundrd for  them a. studiq~rn g e n e ~ a l ~ ,  that is, a uni- 
versity. The bull for  the fo~u1rl:ttion was issued by Pope 
Alexander V a t  Pisa, S e p t e n l b ~ ~  0, 1409; the cl la~ ter was 
signed December 2, of {he same year. The deposed pro- 
fessor from Prague became the first rector of the new uni- 
versity, and in the first scrnester :3A9 students matriculated. 
The Bishop of Merseburg was appointed chancellor. 

"At tlw opening of the 16th century Leipzjg was, like 
Cologne, a stronghold of scholasticism, and a large part  of 
the EpistoZae Ohscu,~or.una Virorum, written in  Erfur t  near 
hy, refers to it. The university, especially the theological 
faculty, ~*emaii~ed true to the Church a t  the beginning of 
the Reformation. . . . During the period of religious dissen- 
bion tlie University of Leipzig declined greatly." JG3) 

Tlle city was an  important trade center: the Leipzig Fai r  
waq a f:~mous evcnt even in  Luthc~a's time. It boasted con- 
biderable w a l t h ;  i t  had some ~ ~ a v e d  streets, which were very 
hot i n  surmner, and the lax morals of the clergy and the 
students bad given i t  a n  unsavory reputation. It was par- 
ticularly notorious for its druukenness and lewdness. There 
was a special brand of beer brewed a t  Ikipzig, which thc stu- 
dents called "Rastrum." This word is really the nalne for 
a farmer's rake or 111atiocli. The beer was thus called be- 
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signed December 2, of the same year. The deposed pro
fessor from Prague became the first rector of the new uni
versity, and in the first semester :369 students matriculated. 
The Bishop of Mersebllrg was appointed ehancellor. 

"At the opening of the 16th century Leipzig was, like 
Oologne, a stronghold of scholasticism, and a large part of 
the Epistolae Obsc'uroTuln Vi1'Orum, written in Erfurt near 
by, refers to it. The university, especially the theological 
facult;y, remained true to the Ohurch at the beginning of 
the Reformation. . .. During the period of religious dissen
sion the University of Leipzig declined greatly." J63) 

The city was an important trade center: the Leipzig Fair 
was a famous event even in Luther's time. It boasted con
siderable wealth; it had some paved streets, which were very 
hot in summer, and the lax morals of the clergy and the 
students had given it an unsavory reputation. It was par
ticularly notorious for its drunkenness and lewdness. There 
was a special brand of beer brewed at Leipzig, which the stu
dents called "Rastrum." This word is really the name for 
a farmer's rake or mattock The beer was thus called be-

163) Oath. Eneycl. IX, 140. 
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cause i t  scratched and furrowed the stomach like a ,peasant's 
rake.164) 

The immorality of the ecclesiastics of Leipzig is por- 
trayed especially in the ninth letter of the Epistolae Obscu- 
rorurn Vi~orum.165) True, the Epistolae are a bui.lesclue; but 
what else was the medieval monk? Besides, there is abundant 
other evidence to  establish this point.lGG) 
-~ -- -- 

164) An unknown genius at Er fu r t  composed a "Quodlibetum," in  
which, amongst other things, he  dilates on the  "Rastrum" and the  
other beers of Leipzig : "Lipseusium vcro cerevisiam studentes vocant 
Rastrun~,  metaphors put0 sumpta ab agricolis, quod quemadmodum hi  
rastris  e t  sarculis e t  ligonibus omuem duritiem ver tunt  e t  emolli~int, i t a  
Lipsensium cerevisia velut rastrum intestina omnia sua  acetositate 
laedit, movet e t  corrumpit. E s t  autem triplex, de quo talis  est  versus : 

Ein topff Scherpentum, zween Rastrum, spanque Coventum. 
Nihilominus tamen in t am nobili oppido externae quoque habentur cere- 
visiae. U t  sun t  h'inbecensis, qtiae apud nos es t  optima. Necbbzergensis, 
quae ocnlos laedit. I'uryaviensis. Belgeranensis, de qua Proverbium 
est. Belgerana est  omnibus sana. Wnrizellcnsis. Z'tiburgensis e t  reli- 
quae id genus. Praeterea quis non novit Saxonicas quoque cerevisias 
diversis appellari nominibus? FiZtt scilicet Magdeburgensis. Monzmon 
sive Xon~r n i~?~z  Brunswigense. Darcse Goslariensis." Seidemann, Die 
Reforrnat.ionsseit i n  Sachsen e on  1517 bis 1589, P. VIII. - We offer this 
and the following citations relating to the moral s ta tus  of Leipzig a s  
evidence for what  we have said about the  taverns and brothels of Leip- 
zig in  Luther Esamined and Reemamincd. 

105) See also pp. 100-2. 112-4. 135. 149 ff. in Seidemann, op. c i t .  
166) The brothels were called by the  students "das firenfte Colle- 

gium." The author  of the Epistolae explains this a s  follows': The  
Dominica us numbered five e~angel is ts ,  regarding "Thomas von 'Wasser- 
burg' " ( the  well-known dquines)  a s  the  fifth. (Ep .  071s. Vir . ,  p. 414.) 
Now, the  Lipsians decided t h a t  they must also have something that 
they might label "the fifth." This fifth enti ty mas the  "Freimcib." 
Schuetz has  given us a letter t h a t  shows how Luther drove these "free 
women" out  of Wittenberg. ( U ~ z g e d r i t c k t e  Briefe, I ,  404 . )  -The old 
Saxon annalist  Froesehel (Bl. G. L I I I )  says : "Wie auch bey vns im 
Aduent, wenn man das  Rornte h a t  gehalten vud gesungen, d a  man schier 
mehr Rlegde auff den Collegijs h a t  gefunden, denn in den liirchen vuct 
in jren Heusern vnd IIerbergen. Auch wie cs die nacht i s t  zugangen, 
weuu die Papisten jren Rerrgott  ins Grab gelegt habeu, vnd die Kit'che 
zu nachtes lange lassen offen stehen, vud wenn man auch iu  die stuele 
gelegt hat. Auch eu Weihnachten, xvenn man die Christmesse in de r  
nacht gehalten hat,  dauou einem grawet, wcnn man allein daran ge-. 
dencket." Seidemann also calls attention to  this passage in Luther's 
Table Talk, chap. S I I I  : "Da i s t  das Rorate zo  einer jemmerlichen, 
anch eusserlichen groben Vnzucht vnd Hurerei worden, sonclerlich zu. 
Leyptzigk etwan, da eine so grosse vnzucht vnter der Roratemesse ge- 
trieben worden, das  es  mit  menschen gedanken nicht zu begreiffen ist. 
Der Crentzgang zu S. Thomas wuerdc es  a m  ljesteu zeugen, wenn cr. 
reden koendte." Prof. Dungersheirn, whom rve have mentioned a num- 
ber of times, was  told by his opponent Sehoenichen t h a t  the  priests a t  
Leipzig were "mith huren behangen, wic ein pilgram rnith muscheln."' 
(Seidemann, op. cit.,  p. 12 f . )  
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cause it scratched and furrowed the stomach like a ,peasant's 
rake.l64) 

The immorality of the ecclesiastics of Leipzig is por
trayed especially in the ninth letter of the Epistalae Obscu
TaTum V i1'OTum.165) True, the Epistolae are a burlesque; hut 
what else was the medieval monk~ Besides, there is abundant 
other evidence to establish this point.166) 

164) An unknown genius at Erfurt composed a "Quodllbetum," in 
which, amongst other things, he dilates on the "Rastrum" and the 
other beel's of Leipzig: "Lipsensium vero cerevisiam studentes vocant 
Rustrum, metaphora puto sum pta ab agricolis, quod quemadmodum hi 
rastris el sarculis et ligonibus omnem duritiem vel'tunt et emolliunt, ita 
Llpsensium cerevisia velut rastl'um intestina omnia sua acetositate 
laedit, movet et cOt'l'umpit. Est autem triplex, de quo taUs est versus: 

Ein topff Scherpentum, zween Rastl'um, spanque Coventum. 

Nihilominus tamen in tam nobili oppido extel'llae quoque habentur cere
VlSlae. Ut sunt .l!Jinbecensi8, quae apud nos est optima. Nellbwrgensis, 
quae oculos laedit. 'l'ul'guviensis. Belgeranensis, de qua Provel'bium 
est. Belgerana est omnibus sana. Wlwi:<-ellcnsis. F'1'ibU1'yensis et reli
quae id genus. Pl'aeterea quis non novit Saxonicas quoque cerevisias 
divel'sis appellari nominibus! Filt~ scilicet Magdeburgensis. .Mommon 
sive M om-mu1lt Bl'unswigense. Gan.se Goslariensls." Seidemann, Die 
Reformat·ionszeit in Sachsen von 1517 bis 1539, P. VIII. - We offer this 
and the following citations relating to the moral status of Leipzig as 
evidence fOl' what we have said about the taverns and brothels of Leip
zig in Luther Ea:amined and ReelIlamin6t1. 

1(5) See also pp. 100-2. 112-4. 135. 149 ff. in Seidemann, op. cit. 
1(6) The brothels were called by the students "das fllenfte Colle

gium." The author of the Ep'istolae explains this as follows': The 
Dominicans numbered five evangelists, regarding "Thomas von 'Wasser
burg'" (the well-known Aquinas) as the fifth. (Ep. Obs. "Vit·., p.414.) 
Now, the Lipsians decided that they must also have something that 
they might label "the fifth." This fifth entity was the "Freiweib." 
Schuetz has given us a letter that show,;; how Luther drove these "free 
women" out of Wittenberg. (Unger/ruGk"te Briefe, I, 404.) - The old 
Saxon annalist Froeschel (Bl. G. LIII) says: "Wie auch bey vns im 
Aduent, wenn man das Rorate hat gehalten vnd gesungen, da man schier 
mellr Megde auff den CoIlegijs hat gefuudeu, denn in df'u Kirchen vnt! 
in jren Heusern vnd Herbergen. Auch wie es die nacht ist zugangen, 
wenn die Papisten jren Herr'gott ins Grab gelegt haben, vnd die Kirche 
llU nachtes lange lassen offen stellen, vnd wenn man auch in die stuele 
gelegt hat. Auch zu Weihnachten, wenn man die Christmesse in del' 
nacht gehalten hat, dauon einem grawet, wenn man aIle in daran ge .. 
dencket." Seide mann also calls attention to this passage in Luther's 
Table '.ralk, chap, XIII: "Da ist das ROl'ate Zll einer jemmerlichen, 
auch eusserlichen groben Vnzucht vnd Hurerei worden, sonderlich zu. 
Leyptzigk etwan, da eine so grosse vnzucht vnter del' Roratemesse ge
tl"ieben worden, das es mit menschen gedanken nicht zu begreiffen ist. 
Del' Creutzgang zu S. Thomas wnerde es am besten zeug'en, wenn Cl'" 

reden koendte." Prof. Dungersheim, whom we have mentioned a num
ber of times, was told by his opponent Schoenichen that the priests at 
Leipzig were "mith huren behangen, wic ein pilgram mith muscheln. ", 
(Seidemann, op. cit" p.12 f.) 
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Leipzig were "mith huren behangen, wic ein pilgram mith muscheln.'" 
(Seidemann, op. cit" p.12 f.) 



George the Bearded, also called the Eich, tllc reigniug 
prince of ducal Saxony, was horn a t  Dresden August 27, 
1471, ancl died in the same city, April 17, 1530. H e  hacl 
originally been iatcnded for the church, being a younqer son. 
Accordingly, "he received an  escellcllt training in tlieolog~ 
and other braiiclies of learning, and was t l l~ls  n - s ~ ~ r l ~  better 
educated than most of the princes of his day. . . . Hardly 
one of the scculnr princes of Germany held as  firmly ad 
he to the Churcl~." l'fij The  c>hnracter of Dulie George i b  

a. &range mixture of progressiveness and ~.e,zctionibin. H e  
W ~ S ,  according to the testimony of Fa~nsrath,  one of tLr. 
ablest of tlie Cxerlllall rulers. H e  governed his coLmtry well, 
atlbduillg his refractory nobles, a n d  in  general keeljing tlir 
leias of govelnsllellt well in hand. H e  bec,~ine one of the 
founders of the Saxon mining inclu,it~y; he srcured fro111 t l ~  
Curia the elevation of the churc.1~ a t  Annaberg to the dignity 
of a place of pilgrinlage. Thus there dnrclt side by side in 
l ~ i s  jtrange head an  energetic business scnw and a firml? 
rooted med ie~~a l  duperstition. H e  was very strict i\ ith the 
clergy and the: Curia in fi~lnncial n~at te rs ;  every g~rltJen had 
to be exactly accotmted for ;  he n7as indigntlut a t  the greed 
of the Rosnan pricqts, but h~ ilever doubted a lrlomrnt that  
cnly tlrrough them 111s church eould obtain efficient iildul- 
g,.cnc:es. In his transactions with Romc regarding the eleva- 
tion of ~Zi~llaLerg he \\.as guided by two niotives: the nsoneg 
qmst reillail1 i11 his country, and d ~ e  nlirsers and his subject. 
in qeneral needed the ii~dulgenws. H i s  picty consisted in  
a rigid coi~scri~atism; he mas resolved to "abicle by what his 
good father and his dear mother had taught him." Accord- 
ingiy, he mas inexorable toward those who fell away froin 
the old faith. Luther's doctrine shocked him, riot so much 
l~ecause i t  was heretical as because i t  was new. Hi s  stub- 
bornness and pcdantry a t  length made Duke George un- 
bearable t v  his own people. Lutl.ser, who, as we have seen, 
had to suirer much from his smallness, would jokingly say, 
referring to the lluke's closeness and self-will: "He is look- 
- -- ---- 

167) Cnth. EncucZ. TI, 457. 
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George the Bearded, also called the Rich, the reigning 
prince of ducal Saxony, was born at Dresden August 27, 
1471, and died in the same city, April 17, 1539. He had 
originally been intended for the church, being a youllg'el' son. 
AccOl'dingly, "he received an excellent training in theolog'Y 
and other branches of learning, and was. thu8 much better 
educated than most of the princes of his day. . .. Hardly 
one of the secular princes of Germany held as firmly as 
he to the Ohurch." 11\7) The eharacte1' of Duke George is 
a strange mixt.ure of progressiveness and reactionism. He 
was, according to the t.estimony o:f Hausrath, one of the 
ablest of the German rulers. He governed his eountry well. 
subduing his refractory nobles, and in general keeping the 
Ieins of government well in hand. He became one of the 
founders of the Saxon mining imlust~·y; he secured from the 
Curia the elevation of the chureh at Annabel'g to the dignity 
of a place of pilgrirnage. Thus there dwelt side h;,' side in 
his strange head an energetic business sense and a firmly 
rooted medieval superstition. He was very strict with the 
clergy and the Curia in finaneial matt.ers; evel'Y gulden had 
to be exactly accounted for; he was indignant at the greed 
of the Roman pricsts, but he never doubted a moment that 
only through them his church could obtain efficient indul
genees. In his transactions wit}l Rome regarding the eleva
tion of Annaberg he ,yas guided by two motives: the money 
must remain in his country, and the miners and his :mhjects 
in general needed the il1dulgel1C€s. His piety consisted in 
a rigid conscrvatism; he wa\, resolved to "abide by what his 
good father and his dear mother had taug'ht him." Accord
ingly. he was inexorable toward those who fell away from 
the old faith. Luther's doctrine shocked him, not so much 
because it was heretical as because it was new. His stub
bornness and pedantry at length made Duke George un
bearable to his own people. Luther, who, as we have seen, 
had to suffer mueh from his smallness, would jokingly ::lay, 
referring to the Duke's closeness and self-will: "He is look-

167) Cath. EncycZ, VI, 457. 
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George the Bearded, also called the Rich, the reigning 
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and other branches of learning, and was. thu8 much better 
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Curia the elevation of the chureh at Annabel'g to the dignity 
of a place of pilgrirnage. Thus there dwelt side h;,' side in 
his strange head an energetic business sense and a firmly 
rooted medieval superstition. He was very strict with the 
clergy and the Curia in finaneial matt.ers; evel'Y gulden had 
to be exactly accounted for; he was indignant at the greed 
of the Roman pricsts, but he never doubted a moment that 
only through them his church could obtain efficient indul
genees. In his transactions wit}l Rome regarding the eleva
tion of Annaberg he ,yas guided by two motives: the money 
must remain in his country, and the miners and his :mhjects 
in general needed the il1dulgel1C€s. His piety consisted in 
a rigid conscrvatism; he wa\, resolved to "abide by what his 
good father and his dear mother had taug'ht him." Accord
ingly. he was inexorable toward those who fell away from 
the old faith. Luther's doctrine shocked him, not so much 
because it was heretical as because it was new. His stub
bornness and pedantry at length made Duke George un
bearable to his own people. Luther, who, as we have seen, 
had to suffer mueh from his smallness, would jokingly ::lay, 
referring to the Duke's closeness and self-will: "He is look-
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in: for the fifth conlcr o i  the bag"; or, alluding to his 
~~rathfi i laess,  l ~ c  r~rould say: "Tlielc is IIO hope that 11e will 
quit raving; the ocean would dry up soo~ler." Luther de- 
clared that this pig-headed Duke ~ r l d  the treacherous Arch- 
hishop Albrecht of A4:iyence had "taught llim what sort of 
~veeds the men of this world are." 169) 

Most elaborate yrepnrstions had been made for the clebate 
unrler the persolla1 directions of Duke George. TII antici- 
ljation of the large i ~ u l n b e ~  of visitors, who could not have 
been ~ccommodated in  the chapel of the university, the Duke 
had ordered the great hall i n  his c ~ s t l e  Pleisscnburg to be 
made ready for tile debate. Here two desks wcre p l a c ~ d  
oppo.;ite one arloL1wr: over thc one from wliich Luther ~rould  
speak a picture had btc.11 nlouiltcd on the xvnll repreeentillg 
St. XIartiil, while Eck', desk xvas surinoanted by a reprcsen- 
tation of St.  George the Dragon-killer. l'lniiily there was 
clrsigll esl~ecially ill the l)l>rcing of the second pictnre : i t  
foreshacioxvcd tlie victory of Ecli oycr tllc dragon of heresy, 
1,utlzer. Hausrat11 rai;cs our smilo Cy rcmnrking that the 
lerrend of St. George is of heretican1 origin: the knight 
St. George is the heretic Arius, and the dragon is tlie good 
oril~odos church father Athanasius. Thih is true, and it 
groves that either the Duke's artists or theologiails were 
poor archaeologists; lout i t  m a t t ~ r e d  little because the legend 
had been changed froin i t s  original to the opposite meaning. 
- 111 the city the police force had beell increased, and they 
had much to do during the four weeks that the guests re- 
mained in  the city. Thp various guild'; ancl the city guards 
had been ordered to meet the incoilling dibputsults ancl con- 
duct them with due honors to their quarters and to and froin 
tlleir meetings. Each division had its sl3eeial station assigned 
to it ,  and all acquitted themselves of their appointed tasks 
with a great deal of pornp and more noise. 

Only the members of the theological faculty were sulky. 
A11 order had cqme to them from the Bishop of Merseburg 
for1)iddiiig the debate, and, accordingly, the debate from be- 
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ing for the fifth corner of the bag"; or, alluding to his 
y,Tathfulness, 11(' would sny: "There is llO hope that he will 
quit raving; the ocean would dry up sooner." Luther de
clared that this pig-headed Duke and the treacherous Arch
hishop Albrecht of }\!(ayence had "taught him what sort of 
weeds the men of this world are." 111<;) 

Most elaborate preparations had been made -for the debate 
under the personal directions of Duke George. In antici
pation of the large number of visitors, who could not have 
been accommodated in the chapel of the university, the Duke 
had ordered the great hall in his c,u"tle Pleissenburg to be 
made ready for the debate. Here two desks were placed 
opposite 011e another: over the one from which Luther would 
speak a IJicture had bE'('ll moullted on the wall representing 
St. ]vlartin, while Eck'» cleek was surmounted by a represen
tation of St. George the Dragon-killer. Plainly there was 
design espeeiaJly in the pla('ing of the second picture: it 
fOl'eshadowed the victory of Eck over the dragon of heresy, 
Luther. Hausrath rai3es 0111' smil(~ by remarking that the 
legend of St. George is of heretical origin: the knight 
St. George is the heretic Al'ius, and the dragon is the good 
orthodox church father Athanasius. This is true, and it 
pl'OyeS that either the Duke'R artists or theologians ,vere 
poor archaeologists; but it mattered litth, because the legend 
had been changed from its original to the opposite meaning. 
~ In the city the poli(~e force had been increased, and they 
had much to do during the four weeks that the guests re
mained in the city. The various guilds and the city guards 
had been ordered to meet the incoming disputants and con
duet them with due hOllors to their quarters and to and from 
their meetings. Each division had its special station assigned 
to it, and all acquitted themselves of their appointed tasks 
with a great deal of pomp and more noise. 

Only the members of the theological faculty were sulky. 
An order had cO.me to them from the Bishop of ]\{ersehmg 
forbidding the debate, and, accordingly, the debate from bc-
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ginning to end was held without thcir official cooperation. 
During the debate they sat behind Eck's desk. The bishop's 
order was posted on one of the church-doors on the very 
morning when the debate opened; but when Duke George 
heard of this, he sent a messenger ,to tear i t  down and to 
arrest the man who had dared to post it. This order mas 
accompanied with rather descriptive language ci la Duke 
George. H e  would have it understood that this was his 
town, and his university, and his debate, and neither bishop 
nor Pope would be permitted to interfere. ?Vith the bishop's 
order also the Pope's Bull Cum postquam had been posted, 
and this, too, was ordered removed. And this Duke hated 
Luther for attacking the authority of the Pope! Was there 
ever such pig-headedness 1 169) 

Eck had contrived to arrive a t  Loipzig five days in  ad- 
vance of the day for the ope~ling of the debate, on June 22. 
H e  made the best of his advantage by ingratiating himself 
with cve1.y prominent person in Leipzig, and creating a dis- 
tinct animus against the Wittenbergers where such animus 
did not already exist. He mas a tall, robust man, lively, 
jovial, courteous, and displaying every possible trait that 
might win him favor. IIe came with R special letter of 
recommendation from the mighty Fuggers of Augsburg, and 
a t  once the financiers of Leipzig wepe duly impressed with 
the importance of a gentleman who enjoyed the friendship 
of the greatest bankers in Germany. He came among the 
university professors with a humble and deferential de- 
meanor, and coddled particularly the moss-grown obscu- 

169) For all  these details and  many others relating to  the  opening, 
the conduct, and the  close of the  debate we axe indebted t o  the  accounts 
given of the  affair by eye-witnesses, particularly of Prof. Mosellanus, 
t o  the  report of the debate which each of t h e  chief disputants drew u p  
afterwards, and to  the correspondence of Eck and Luther dur ing and  
af ter  the debate. There a re  over three hundred references to  the  
debate while i t  was  in progress, and t o  i t s  immediate consequences, 
scattered in Vols. XV, XVIII,  and X X I a  of the St.  Louis edition. 
Additional material i s  found in Seidemann, Wiedemann, and Preserved 
Smith's Luther 's  Correspo~~dence.  We would like herewith to  refer t o  
all  these aources, a s  i t  would destroy or corlsiderably mar  the  effect of 
the  description of the  debate to  give the exact authority for every item. 
We shall give the exact reference only for  t he  speeches during the 
debate. 

114 13. LEYPTZIGK. 

ginning to end was held without their official cooperation. 
During the debate they sat behind Eck's desk. The bishop's. 
order was posted on one of the church-doors on the very 
morning when the debate opened; but when Duke George 
heaI'd of this, he sent a messenger ,to tear it down and to 
anest the man who had dared to post it. This order was 
accompanied with rather descriptive language a la Duke 
George. He would have it understood that this was his 
tOWll, and his university, and his debate, and neither bishop 
nor Pope would be permitted to interfere. 'With the bishop's 
order also the Pope's Bull Cum postquam had been posted, 
and this, too, was ordered removed. And this Duke hated 
Luther for attacking the authority of the Pope I Was there 
ever such pig-headedness? 1(9) 

Eck had contrived to arrive at Leipzig five days in ad
vance of the day for the opening of the debate, on June 22. 
He made the best of his advantage by ingratiating himself 
with every prominent person in Leipzig, and creating a dis
tinct animus against the \Vittenbergers where such animus 
did not already exist. He was a tall, robust man, lively, 
jovial, courteous, and displaying every possible trait that 
might win him favor. He came with a special letter of 
rocommendation from the mighty Fuggers of Augsburg, and 
at once the financiers of Leipzig were duly impressed with 
the importance of a g'entleman who enjoyed the friendship 
of the greatest bankers in Germany. He came among the 
university professors with a humble and deferential de
meanor, and coddled particularly the moss-grown obscu-

169) For all these details and many others relating to the opening, 
the conduct, llnd the close of the debate we a.re indebted to the accounts 
given of the affair by eye-witnesses, particularly of Prof. Mosellanus, 
to the report of the debate which each of the chief disputants drew up 
afterwards, and to the correspondence of Eck and Luther during and 
after the debate. There are over three hundred references to the 
debate while it was in progress, and to its Immediate consequences, 
scattered in Vols. XV, XVIII, and XXI a of the St. Louis edition. 
Additional material is found in Seidemann, Wiedemann, and Pl'eserved 
Smith's Luther's aorresp01~dence. We would like herewith to refer to 
all these sources, as it would destroy or conSiderably mal' the effect of 
the description of the debate to give the exact authority for every item. 
We shall give the exact reference only fOl' the speeches during the 
debate. 

114 13. LEYPTZIGK. 

ginning to end was held without their official cooperation. 
During the debate they sat behind Eck's desk. The bishop's. 
order was posted on one of the church-doors on the very 
morning when the debate opened; but when Duke George 
heaI'd of this, he sent a messenger ,to tear it down and to 
anest the man who had dared to post it. This order was 
accompanied with rather descriptive language a la Duke 
George. He would have it understood that this was his 
tOWll, and his university, and his debate, and neither bishop 
nor Pope would be permitted to interfere. 'With the bishop's 
order also the Pope's Bull Cum postquam had been posted, 
and this, too, was ordered removed. And this Duke hated 
Luther for attacking the authority of the Pope I Was there 
ever such pig-headedness? 1(9) 

Eck had contrived to arrive at Leipzig five days in ad
vance of the day for the opening of the debate, on June 22. 
He made the best of his advantage by ingratiating himself 
with every prominent person in Leipzig, and creating a dis
tinct animus against the \Vittenbergers where such animus 
did not already exist. He was a tall, robust man, lively, 
jovial, courteous, and displaying every possible trait that 
might win him favor. He came with a special letter of 
rocommendation from the mighty Fuggers of Augsburg, and 
at once the financiers of Leipzig were duly impressed with 
the importance of a g'entleman who enjoyed the friendship 
of the greatest bankers in Germany. He came among the 
university professors with a humble and deferential de
meanor, and coddled particularly the moss-grown obscu-

169) For all these details and many others relating to the opening, 
the conduct, llnd the close of the debate we a.re indebted to the accounts 
given of the affair by eye-witnesses, particularly of Prof. Mosellanus, 
to the report of the debate which each of the chief disputants drew up 
afterwards, and to the correspondence of Eck and Luther during and 
after the debate. There are over three hundred references to the 
debate while it was in progress, and to its Immediate consequences, 
scattered in Vols. XV, XVIII, and XXI a of the St. Louis edition. 
Additional material is found in Seidemann, Wiedemann, and Pl'eserved 
Smith's Luther's aorresp01~dence. We would like herewith to refer to 
all these sources, as it would destroy or conSiderably mal' the effect of 
the description of the debate to give the exact authority for every item. 
We shall give the exact reference only fOl' the speeches during the 
debate. 

114 13. LEYPTZIGK. 

ginning to end was held without their official cooperation. 
During the debate they sat behind Eck's desk. The bishop's. 
order was posted on one of the church-doors on the very 
morning when the debate opened; but when Duke George 
heaI'd of this, he sent a messenger ,to tear it down and to 
anest the man who had dared to post it. This ordeI' was 
accompanied with rather descriptive language a la Duke 
George. He would have it understood that this was his 
tOWll, and his university, and his debate, and neither bishop 
nor Pope would be permitted to interfere. 'With the bishop's 
order also the Pope's Bull Cum postquam had been posted, 
and this, too, was ordered removed. And this Duke hated 
Luther for attacking the authority of the Pope I Was there 
ever such pig-headedness? 1(9) 

Eck had contrived to arrive at Leipzig five days in ad
vance of the day for the opening of the debate, on June 22. 
He made the best of his advantage by ingratiating himself 
with every prominent person in Leipzig, and creating a dis
tinct animus against the \V'ittenbergers where such animus 
did not already exist. He was a tall, robust man, lively, 
jovial, courteous, and displaying every possible trait that 
might win him favor. He came with a special letter of 
recommendation from the mighty Fuggers of Augsburg, and 
at once the financiers of Leipzig were duly impressed with 
the importance of a g'entleman who enjoyed the friendship 
of the greatest bankers in Germany. He came among the 
university professors with a humble and deferential de
meanor, and coddled particularly the moss-grown obscu-

169) For all these details and many others relating to the opening, 
the conduct, llnd the close of the debate we a.re indebted to the accounts 
given of the affair by eye-witnesses, particularly of Prof. Mosellanus, 
to the report of the debate which each of the chief disputants drew up 
afterwards, and to the correspondence of Eck and Luther during and 
after the debate. There are over three hundred references to the 
debate while it was in progress, and to its Immediate consequences, 
scattered in Vols. XV, XVIII, and XXI a of the St. Louis edition. 
Additional material is found in Seidemann, Wiedemann, and Pl'eserved 
Smith's Luther's aorresp01~dence. We would like herewith to refer to 
all these sources, as it would destroy or conSiderably mal' the effect of 
the description of the debate to give the exact authority for every item. 
We shall give the exact reference only fOl' the speeches during the 
debate. 



rcantists in the theological faculty by saying ever so many 
nice things about their learning and intellectuality, and 
ev~rybody was carricd away with the affability, the decorum, 
the enlightenment of the gmat Doctor from Ingolstadt, who 
could with such excellrnt tact not only descend to the level 
of his inferiors, but make his inferiors believe that they were 
tlbove him. Only one of the Leipzig professors seeins to have 
understood the game llie wily Eclr was playing: this was 
3losellanus. Eck met Lhe rich burghers a t  their honlcs and 
was feasted and flowered, dined and mined; and wherever 
he went, he charmed his hosts and hostesses by his wit,, his 
fluent conversation, his costnopolitan manners, and his easy 
ltil>rals wherever he clihcovered a leaning in that direction, 
while he coixld also be,very devout and full  of reverence and 
pious reflections with othrrs. On the day after his arrival he 
joillcd the clergy and the profes~ors in the customary pro- 
cession of Corpus Chyisti Ilay (Thursclay after Trinity Sun- 
clay), and impressed the throngs of spectators along the r o d e  
~17ith the fervor of his devotion and his great humility. The 
thc.ologiaas were enraptured tvitli liim ; henceforth they clung 
to l1ji11 n7hcrever he went; they went uut riding with him, 
tlicy arr:~nged cc~llations SOP him, they presented him ~vitll 
new gnr~iicllts, and in every possible nTap lionized him. Eck 
11:1d a ellrewd adjutailt awong them. the Duke'r chaplain, 
Ii:niser, who had come up fmm Dre~den. This is the same 
Kmser whorll Luther inentions in his account of the social 
c~enii ig wliich he had qpent a t  Dresden, ail(] where he had 
~nddenly found hinlself among traitors. This Emser went 
frnnl one theologian to the other, from one cleric to the 
other, ~vl~ispering to them that they must in every way give 
Celr the preference, floc'k to him whenever he mould show 
llilnself in public, sit on his side in the hall cluring the d e l ~ a t ~ ,  
g i ~ e  approval to what be nlight say, and, on the other hand, 
treat the Wittenbergers coldly. 

The TTTittenbergers arrived Jnne 24, entering by tbe 
(4riu-umln gate. Magistclr Froescbel, who has left us such 
interesting information about the nlorals of Leipzig, has de- 
scribed their entrance into the city. First came a wagon 
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with the fervor of his devotion and his great humility. The 
theologians wero enraptured with him; henceforth they clung 
to him 'wherever he went; they went out riding with him, 
they arranged collations for him, they presented him 'with 
new garments, and in every possible 'way lionized him. Eck 
lwd [l ehrewd adjutant among them, the Duke's chaplain, 
Eniser, who had come up from Dresden. This is the same 
Emser whom Lutht',r mentions in his account of the social 
eveni.ng which he had spent at Dresden, and where he had 
suddenly found himself among traitors. This Emser went 
from one theologian to the other, fmm one cleric to the 
other. whispering to them that they must ill every way give 
Eek the pl'eferenee, floek to him whenever he would show 
himself ill public, sit on his side in the hall during the debate, 
give approval to what he might say, and, on the other hand, 
treat the Wittenbergers coldly. 

The vVittenhergers arrived June 24, entering by the 
Grimma g·ate. Magister Froeschel, who has left us such 
interesting information about the morals '0£ Leipzig, has de
scribed their entrance into the city. First came a wagon 
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with a lone occupant of small stature and swarthy face. This 
was the principal of the debate frorn-Wittenberg, Carlstadt. 
H e  carried the passport for the entire Wittenberg party, and 
i t  had been arranged for that reason that he should ride 
ahead alone. Kext came a wagon in which were Luther, his 
youtllful colleague Melanchthon, then twenty-two years old, 
the Augustinian vicar of Erfurt, Lang, Nicolaus Ton Ams- 
dorf, a i d  others. On both sides of the wagons rode and 
niarched two hundred armed Wittenberg students, headed 
by the rertor of their university, the young Duke Barnim 
of Pomerania. When this train passed the cemetery at the 
church of the Paulinians, the wheel ci-trne off on Carlstadt's 
wagon, and the unfortunate Doctor wils ignominiously spilt 
in the mud. Emscr was in the crowd, whispering to the 
spectators the meaning of what they hiid just seen. Soon 
a muririuring ran through the crowd: Eck is going to con- 
quer, aiid Carlstadt will be defeated. For did not this acci- 
dent conclusively prove i t ?  Xelchior Lotter, the printer on 
the Hainstrasse, who had published several of Luther's mrit- 
ings, and who aftcrwards moved to Wittcnberg, was Luther's 
and Blelanchthon's host. The rest of the TTrittenbergers 
found lodging in the various inns of the city and with citi- 
zens. Particularly the students took up their lodging a t  the 
public houses, and there was much friction between them 
and the Leipzig studeilts during the time of the debate, and 
the bailiff's and city guardsmen had to interfere to stop argu- 
mcllts that were delivered with the fist, and the sword. 

14. Carlstadt versus Eck. 
The debate came near being called off during the prelimi- 

naries. First, as regards Carlstadt. He was nominally the 
champion of the Wittenberg side. It was proper that in 
point of order he should bc given the precedence over Luther, 
for the debate had been arranged directly for him. Two 
matters had to be settled before the debate could begin: the 
notaries had to be appointed who were to take down the re- 
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marks of the speakers, arld the final judges were to be chosen 
to whom the entire argument was to be submitted for  a de- 
cision regarding the orthodoxy of each speaker's position. 
This had beell plainly stipulated in the writings that were 
exchauged during the weeks before the debate. Iinagiae, 
then, the surl~rise that was created mllcn Eck declared that 
he was 110% in favor of the appoiilt,inent of notaries. H e  
argued that they would prove an inconvenience to the dis- 
putants: a ready speaber would deliver his arguments quite 
rapidly, and his fluency would suffer if he would constantly 
have to thiilk of the notaries whether they were really 
taking dorm1 all his The debate would thus be- 
come a tedious a-ffair, dragging alorig in a listless fashion, 
dampening iiot only the ardor of the disputants, but also 
killing the interest of the listeners. For himself Eck de- 
clared that he would chafe under the restraint put on him 
by the presence of notitries; he preferred unhampered free- 
dom to express himself quickly and rapidly in order to make 
the debate lively and a real success. The success which Eel< 
llad in nniild was a success from the oratorical point of view. 
I-Ie wanted to shine as a fluent speaker, a splendid orator, 
and a quick-witted debater. But his specious plea shrewdly 
coi~cealed his real motive: he knew, and others knew like- 
wise, having heard him hc.fore, that he was apt to inake bold 
asscrtioils in defending his position - assertioils the weak- 
iless and irrelevancy of which he could manage to conceal 
by the tricks corninoil to an orator, strong gestures, eloquent 
periods, and an  attack upon the feelings. H e  was afraid that 
his remstrks, when carefully recorded, would be found, on 
close examination, to contain subtle prevarications. How- 
ever, Carlstadt held hi111 to thc original stipulations, and he 
ultimately yielded. 

The next trouble was caused by Carlstadt: he refused 
to have the protocol of the debate submitted to judges. It 
had been pointed out during the discussion of the previous 
point that already for the sake of the judges, notaries were 
necessary, or there would bc nothing to submit to the judges; 
but Carlatadt persevered in his unwillingness on the grou~ld 
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that he linen; of uo impartial judges to wliom he would be 
willing to entrust his cause. 

The position which the Wittenberg faculty had taken on 
the scholastic theology, oil human free will, and on indul- 
gences, still more the position which Lutlier had taken on the 
primacy of the Pope, was indeed such as to array the learned 
world of Europe against then1 a priori, and it was a foregone 
couclusion tl~zlat no theological faculty would rendcr a de- 
cision in Carlstodt's and Lutlier's favor. But  ~vheil even 
I)ulre George insisted that a court of theologians must be 
appointed to render a decision on tho debate, Carlstadt 
yielded. It ~vas agreed that the actual choice of the judges 
should be made later. 

The party of secondary consideration, though to all in- 
tents aiici PUI'I)OS~S thy acl;no~rledgecl Wittenberg primary 
in this debate, mas Luther. H e  hat1 been so persistently 
snubbed, :~nd from the lxlo~nent that lle set his foot into 
Lcipzig was being ignored by the Leipzig managers of the 
del~5rte with such studied effort, that Ile had become utterly 
disguh~ed by the time the pre1iminarit.s had to bl: ari-ar~ged. 
The great number of visitors that wcre flocking to Leipzig 
came chiefiy, if not solcly, 011 IJuther7s account. Eck and 
t l~c !  Lclpzig professors had wall td hiill to attend the debate, 
and yet they labored by continnoiis yeMy acts that mere CRI- 
culated to irritate Luther, to belittle llin~, cause him to feel 
out o i  place, compel him to seek recognition when i t  should 
have been readily accorded him, make him appear as a sus- 
pected and marked man. I n  short, they resorted to all those 
small and contemptible ~neannesses by which jealous people 
know how to rob the person whom they do not like of his 
ease of mind, and unnerve hinl for lllc worlr he is to dn. 
Under these circuinstnnces, Luther mras ready to drop the 
debate and return to Wittenberg. I'fe was present a t  the 
arrangement of the preliminaries, but refused to sign thc 
articles of agreement. A theological court of judges he would 
not accept at all. How could he consistently ask for a ver- 
dict on his teachings from papists ~vhcn he had already ap- 
pealed from the Pope to a comlcil of the Church? A11 
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arrangement of the preliminaries, but refused to sign the 
articles of agreement. A theological court of judges he would 
not accept at all. How could he consistently ask for a ver
dict on his teachings from papists when he had already ap
pealed from the Pope to a council of thc Ohurch? All 
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efforts to make him yield were wrecked on his iron determi- 
nation. It looked as if there really would be no debate 
after all. Then the Wittenberg delegation began to urge 
and plead and persuade. They even became bitter against 
Luther: had they corne all the way from Wittenberg only 
to go right back and be laughed a t ?  How would tho Wit- 

' 

tenberg university be parodied among the learned men of 
Europe when i t  became known that they demanded a debate 
from which they backed out in the last moment! And what 
impression would this make on the common people ! Luther's 
disgust must have been reported to Eck: he came to see 
Luther at  his lodging. and the following conversation en- 
sued : - 

Rck: I have heard that you are withdrawing from the debate. 
Luther:  How shall I be able to debate when I have not suc- 

ceeded in obtaining a safe-conduct from Duke George? 
Eck: If I cannot dellate with you, I do not care t o  debate with 

Carlstadt, for I came hither for your sake. What i f  I get you 
a safe-conduct? Will you then debate with me? 

Luther: Get it, and I shall debate.170) 

Luther hilliself related this incident in 1545. The reason 
which Ile offered Eck for not wanting to debate was, of course, 
intended merely as a reproof of Eck's faithless conduct dur- 
ing the previous weeks. H e  coulcl have secured the safe- 
conduct for Luther long ago; but it mas part of his plan 
to humiliate and irritate Luther that he had forced him to 
come to Leipzig "under the tviiigs of Carlstadt." For  Eck 
had hardly Ieft Luther's lodging after the interview just 
noted, when a safe-conduct was brought to Luther. Dulic 
George also invited him to be his guest, and repeated this 
invitation several times during the days of the debate. 
Tauther now decided to remain, but still refused to sign any 
agreements. 

Loughlin has iiotecl, with a curious comment, that "the 
Leipzig Debate was the last occasion on which the ancient 
custoni of swearing to advance no tenet contrary to Catholic 
dvc t~ ine  was observed. I n  all subsequent debates between 

170) Erl. edit., O p p .  v.  a. I ,  19 f. 
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Catholics and Protestants the bale test of IIoly Writ  was 
taken as the sole and s ~ a c i c n t  fountniil of authority. This, 
naturally placed the Catholics in a clis,iclvantageous position 
and ~ ~ t r r o w e d  their prospcct of duccess." ( ! ) 171) 

On Idonday, June  27, at seven ill tho morning, the sule~nn 
act.; for the opeiljng of the debate began. Crowds of spec- 
tators, some from >a considerable distance, and many me11 
of pronlinence hnd gat,lieled at, Leipzig. Years after they 
~vould tell alld write to their frienals alsol~t the great bcmcs 

they had witnessecl during the days of the clcbnte. Tile meet- 
ing was opened in the hall of the princes a t  the ~ulivclrsity. 
Dr. Simon i'istoris, prufessor-in-orciinxy of the faculty of 
jurisl?rnderlce, delivered tlze salutatory ncldrebs. Then :I. PnJ- 
cession was formed: two by tn7o the as-cmbly n~archccl to 
St. Thomas Church, ;t delegate fro111 Wittenberg alway, 
\vnl!rillg with a Lcipziger. The citizens' guards with their 
arms marched alongsjde. 11 solenin high mass was cele- 
1jrated a t  the church, and the11 t21c l~roc~ci~ioi i  reforulecl, alld 
with banners waving and clru111s bc:rting n ~ a r c h ~ d  to tlic 
splerldidlg decorated 11)111 at  tl~:: P l~ ibsc~ l~bu~g .  X l ' t ~ r  6'T'C'PN- 
body had occupied the j)l;icc assigilccl him, Dulre (2rorgc. 

sittiilg surrounded by his uotables, and the r'litc. of Leipzig 
having grouprd itself arouild Eck, :~notlier oratiou waq e l -  
livered by Peter Schade fro111 the l lo$el~c  vallcy, hence callecl 
3losellanus. The sy~ealrcr hacl beer1 prclescd into ~erv ice  for 
this number of the program when thc sulking theologia~li 
refused to have anything to do ofiicir-illy with the debate. 
3Iosellanus, who belonged to the faculty of arts, was favor- 
ably inclined towards Luther. H e  hit upon the plan of slxb- 
stituting a beautiful allegory for his ~pecch. A boy w a s  to 
represent the childlike purity of hacred theology, and in 
a highly poetical recitation, spoken fro111 ineaiory, was tc )  
describe to the auclience the solein11 meaning of the acts 
~vhich they Ilad coine to witness. Tlze recitation had all been 
finely written, but the boy to recite i t  could not be fountl. 
Fillally the professor had to assume t h ~  ~ 6 l e  of the boq- and 

171) Cuth .  E$zcz~cl. V, 35. 
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Catholics and Protestants the bu-,'c text of Holy vVrit was 
taken as the sole and sufficient fountain of authority. This, 
naturally placed the Catholics in a disadvantageous position 
and narrowed their prospect of success." (!) 171) 

On Monday, June 27, at seven in the morning, the solemn 
aets for the opening of the debate began. Crowds of spec
tators, some from a considerable distance, and many men 
of prominencc had gathcred at Leipzig. Years after they 
would tell and write to their friends about the gTeat scenes 
they had witne8sed during the days of the debate. The meet
ing was opened in the hall of the prince8 at the lUlivel'sity. 
Dr. Simon l'istoris, pl'Ofessor-in-ordinal'Y of the faculty of 
jurisprudence, delivered the salutatmy address. Then a pro
cession was formed: two by two the as,JPlnbly marched to 
St. Thomas Church, H delegate from Wittc'nberg alwaY:l 
walking with a Leipzigel'. The citizens' guards with their 
arms marched alongside. A solemn high mass was cele
brated at the church, and thell the pmeesc;lon reformed) and 
with banners waving> and drmns beating marched to the 
splendidly decorated hall at the Yleissenlml'g. After every
body had occupied the place assigned him, Duke (leorge 
sitting: surrounded by his notables, and the ("lite of Leipzig 
having grouped itself around Eck, another oration was de
livered by Peter Schade from the Moselle- vaHey, hence called 
Mosellanus. The speaker had been pressed into Rerviee for 
this number of the program when the sulking theologians 
refused to have anything to do officially with th:? debate. 
Moselbnus, who belonged to the faculty of arts, was favor
ably inclined towards Luther. He hit upon the plan of sub
stituting a beautiful allegory for his speech. A boy was to 
represent the childlike purity of sacred theology, and in 
a highly poetical recitation, spoken from memory, was to 
describe to the audience the solemn meaning of the acts 
which they had come to witness. The recitation had all been 
finely written, but the boy to recite it could not be found. 
Finally the professor had to assume the Tole of the hoy and 
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recite his u\+n produci. To make lllatt'ers still worse, Mosel- 
lanus had beell t a k ~ n  ill a few days previous, and had not 
bpen ablc to ~~rope r ly  colninit his artistic productiorl to  
mei11ory. His  -rroice \\,as weak. he stan~mered and halted i n  
liis delivery, and since lle had not chailged those portions 
vltere the reciter refcrred to himself as a child there mere 
episodes in  the rccaitation that were quite ludicrous. But 
~v j th  enforced dignity tlle audience bore the infliction. Mosel- 
lnilud referred to Eck and Carlstadt by ilaiile wild with lauda- 
tory epithets, but did not meiltion Luthrr a t  all. Since he 
nus an odnlirer of Luther. the l~istorians have been able to 
explaiil his silence only by assuli~ing that 11c l ~ d  not been 
hare of Luther's coming when he coiillsosed his address, or he 
had received a hint from Duke George or some one else not 
to ineiltioil Luther. 11s jt was, the absence of a11 reference 
to T,uther proved another snub. After Mosellailus had con- 
cldilrd, :t trained choir with inusical accomyaniment illtuned 
the noL!e old hjin~ri "Veiii, sailcte Spiritus," which was sung 
thrc;. limes, tllc entire audience kneeling. -These solemn 
octs had occupied the clltire forenoon, and everybody hurried 
to 11;s 11oou repast n713cn the last notes of the noble hymn had 
died upoil the air. Rumors had begun to circulate in  the 
c.rowd that quite a nunlber of Bohe~llians had come up froin 
Prague, because they considered Luther the spokesman for 
their ornil tenets. Dulre George gave orders to increase the 
civic guards and to sternly repress the least disturbance. 
The guards were lrcpt 011 duty throughout the debate. 

The actual tour~lalnent began a t  two in  the afternoon; 
i t  was continued the entire next day. Then came two days 
of interruption because of the festival of Sts. Peter and Paul. 
The debate was resumed 011 Ju ly  1 and closed on Sunday, 
Ju ly  3, another recess having been taliell on Saturday be- 
cause of the festival of the Visitation of Jlary. 

The subject for cliscussio~l during these days was the 
quality and power of human free will, indepeildent of the 
grace of God, and when aided by divine grace. Carlstadt 
spoke first; he declared that he would not depart froin the 
teaching of the Church, but would consider Scripture the 
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recite his O\vn product. To make matters still worse, Mosel
hums had been taken ill a few daYH previous, and had not 
been able; to properly commit his artistic production to 
memory. His voice was weak, he stammered and halted in 
his delivery, and since he had not changed those portions 
where the reciter referred to himoelf as a child there were 
episodcs in the rccitation that were quite ludicrous. But 
\vith enforced dignity the audience bore the infliction. Mosel
hulUs referred to }~ck and Oarlstadt by name and with lauda
tory epithet:::, but did not mention Luthcr at all. Since he 
was an admirer of Luther, the historians have been able to 
explain his silence only by assuming that he had not been 
sure of Luther's coming when he composed his address, or he 
had received a hint hom Duke George or some one else 110t 
to mention Luther. As it was, the absence of all reference 
to Luther proved another snub. After "Mosellanus had con
cluded, a trained choir with musical aceompaniment intuned 
the noble old hymn "Veni, sancte Spiritus," which was sung 
t111'c~o times, the entire audience kneeling. - These solemn 
acts had occupied the entire forenoon, and everybody hurried 
to his Jloon repast wlwn the last notes of the noble hymn had 
died upon the ail'. Rumors had begun to circulate in the 
el'owd that quite a number of Bohemians had come up from 
Prague, because they considered Luther the spokesman for 
their own tenets. Duke George gave orders to increase the 
civic guards and to sternly repress the least disturbance. 
The guards were kept on duty throughout the debate. 

The actual tournament began at two in the afternoon; 
it was continued the entire next day. Then came two days 
of interruption because of the festival of Sts. Peter and Paul. 
The debate was resumed on .July 1 and closed on Sunday, 
July 3, another recess having been taken on Saturday be
cause of the festival of the Visitation of Jl.1:ary. 

The subject for discussion during these days was the 
quality and power of human free will, independent of the 
grace of God, and when aided by divine grace. Carlstadt 
spoke nrst; he declared that he would not depart from the 
teaching of the Church, but would consider Scripture the 
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grace of God, and when aided by divine grace, Carlstadt 
spoke first; he declared that he would not depart from the 
teaching of the Church, but would consider Scripture the 



highest authority. Eck began his discussion with a brief 
prayer, and then declared that he would teach nothing in 
contradiction of the Scriptures and the Church. H e  now 
plunged into the thesis: It is man's free will, and not the 
grace of God alone, which actively produces good works. 
Appealing to Ecclus. (Sirach) 15, 14-19,172) and referring 
to  the Defensio which Carlstadt had published, he claimed 
that the passage quoted referred, not t,o man in the state of 
innocence, but to man in his present state under sin. On 
the authority of Jerome, Ambrose, and Bernard he asserted 
that free will in man existed also after the fall. Carlstadt 
nlaintained that the' passage must be interpreted to refer to 
the state of innocence, and criticized Ecli's citations froin the 
fathers. I n  his reply Eck made the direct assertion that 
human free will is entitled to reward for man's good works, 
because the servant in Matt. 25, 20 says that he had earned 
five talents. Carlstadt rejoined that the servant had not 
earned those talents by his frec will, but by the grace of God, 
which operated through him, as can be seen from 1 Cor. 
15,lO. Eck insisted nevertheless that the servant had labored 
and earned his wages. The time for adjoi~rnment having 
arrived, he declared that he would continue his critioism of 
Carlstadt to-morrow. Carlstadt remintled him that it would 
be hie turn first to speak to-morrow; still both agreed to dis- 
cuss this point once more. 

The next morning a t  seven Carlstadt began reading 
a paper in which he declared that the passage from Eccle- 
siasticus had been explained against Eck by Au-~stine, and 
that 1 Cor. 15,lO had been sufficiently discussed. However, 
he wished to show from 2 Cor. 4,7 and John 3, 27 that all 
merit for man's good actions belongs to God, and not to man, 
because the latter is calIed a vessel of grace. Moreover. he 

172) "He Himself made man from beginning and left him in the 
hand of his counsel: if thou wilt, to keep the commandments, and to 
perform acceptable faithfulness. He hath set fire and water before 
thee: stretch forth thy hand unto whether thou wilt. Before man' is 
life and death, and whether him liketh shall be given hfm. For the 
wisdom of the Lord is great, and He is mighty in power, and heholdeth 
all things: and His eyes are upon them that fear Him, and He knoweth 
every work of man." 
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called attention to the fact that Eck had had to admit that 
before regeneration man's free will is not capable of ally 
good action. This admission upsets, he said, all that the 
scholastics have mid regarding merits prior to regeneration 
and about acts by wIJc11 man PI-epareu himsclf for justifi- 
catioa. Eck demanded that no one should be permitted to 
read anything from a paper, but every speaker must speak 
e.c cog-de. H e  accepted Augustine's explanation of the pas- 
sage from Ec~lesiasticus, because, he snid, grace and man's 
free will cooperate. This position he fortified by quotations 
from Arnbrose, Jerome, and Augustine. The latter, in par- 
ticular, has said that grace is the rider and man's free will 
is the horse. Hence, he snid, there is indeed an activity in 
iaan7s free will independent of the grace of Gocl. At this 
point Carlstadt rose to reply, but Eclc claimed that the next 
hour still belonged to him. 

At three in the afternoon Eck was still speaking, expatiat- 
ing on the statement in 1 Cor. 15,lO: "His grace which was 
bestowed upon me was not in rain," and illumii~atiiig this 
passage by a quotation from Bernard. Carlstadt replied that 
Augustine had not coinpared man's free mill to a horse, but 
had said that the mounded man is placed on a horse. He  de- 
clared himself pleased with a statement of Eck to the effect 
that no particular activity need be ascribed to man's free will, 
which he endorsed as coinciding with the saying of Bernard: 
Grace does the entire work; it is all by grace; and with 
James 1,l'i. But how little Eck had admitted what Carlstadt 
thought he had, appeared when he took the floor again and 
declared that Augustine speaks of free will as a secondary 
cause, and that a certain activity must be ascribed to all 
causes of that kind. Moreover, where he speaks of the rider 
and the horse he calls the horse a "jumentum," that is, 
a draught animal. Hence, it is plain that grace and free 
will cooperate. Carlstadt maintained that no natural ac- 
tivity can be ascribed to human free will in the performance 
of a good work; still n~an's f r e ~  will might be called 
a "jumentum," because i t  must be tamed like a wild animal. 
Thc share which man's free will has in any good work 
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The share which man's free will has in any good work 
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amounts to nothing more than that man assents, and even 
this assent is inspired by divine grace. Eck replied that he 
understood Carlstadt now to admit all activity of man's free 
mill that is communicated by divine grace. I n  his Defensio 
he had asserted, and so had Luther, that there is no aetivity 
of free will whatever in man. I-Ie still insisted that while 
the grace of God is the principal cause, still man's free will 
is a less principal cause of the activity of man, and the two 
work together. At this point Carlstadt began to speak halt- 
ingly and adinitted an activity of man's free will that is 
communicated by grace, but he elaimcd that activity is as 
w h ~ n  a wagon is set in motion: i t  is really grace alone that 
operates. Melanchthon hacl meaiiwhile slipl)ed a paper to 
him from which Cnrlqtadt tried to read, when Eck protested 
that this was against the rules of debate on which they had 
agreed. He  also charged that Carlstndt had brought a private 
notary into the meeting who was carefully taking down Eel\-'s 
remarks, and the11 helped Carlstadt a t  liis lodging to prepare 
his replies for the next day, while he, Eck, was con~pelled to 
rely solely upon his rneinory and hacl to speak extempore. 
D L I ~ \ - ~  George had appoi~lted two moderators, ttnd to these Eck 
appealed, with the result that they declared C'arlstadt's x~rac- 
tise out of order. Caesar Pflug, the Duke's counselor, an- 
nounced their decision in German. Carlstadt took the de- 
cision with visible indignation, and s~erned ilrclined to drop 
the debate. But inaslnuch as strangers were still. pouring 
into the city, he agreed to submit to the ruling of the moder- 
ators and to co~itinue the debate. 

On the next day there was no debate. Luther had bilen 
asked by Duke Barniin to preach. No church could be ob- 
tained for him to deliver the sermon, and he vas  forced to 
preiich in the hall of debate. The hall was crowded. Some 
had come as spies to find a cause against Luther. Duke 
George had gone to Dresden and was not present. Luther 
spoke 011 the Gospel for the day, Natt. 16, 13-19. He 
touchcd upon the great questiolis on which the debate 
turned, and explained them briefly and to the edificatioi~ of 
his hearers. On the basis of Jesus' word.,: "Flesh and blood 
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work together. At this point Carlstadt began to speak halt
ingly and admitted an activity of man's free will that is 
communicated by grace, but he claimed that activity is as 
when a wagon is set in motion: it is really grace alone that 
operates. Melanchthon had meanwhile slipped a paper to 
him from which Carlstadt tried to reac1, when Eck protested 
that this was against the rules of debate on which they had 
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hat11 not revealed this unto thee," etc., he showed that  in 
spiritual matters divine grace must do all, and human free 
will can do nothing. The  soul must first despair of its own 
strength; then conies faith, which lays hold of the grace of 
God, and i n  the state of grace and by grace the believer then 
begins to do good works. Proceeding to the discussioii of 
tlie licys that  were given to Peter, Luther showed that they 
r e r e  given to Peter, rlot to have and keep thein for  himself, 
hut as the representative of the Church, and for applying 
thcin for the comfort of poor sinners, in  order that these 
might by faith cling the more firmly to the promise of the 
forgivei~ess of their sins. Common people, he said, need not 
enter into great cliscussior~s regarding the power of Peter and 
of the Pope; i t  is of much greater iimportance that they 
kilonl how to apply tlie power of tllc keys for their so~xls' 
bcnefit.li3) This sermon, spoken in the.pleinest style, but 
~ v i t h  the  quiet firlilness and warin glow of a deep conviction, 
made a powerfnl impression upon the hearers. Forthwith 
Ecli was induced to alliiounce that he wo~ild preach on the 
next festival day a t  St.  Eicholas' Church. H e  preached 
allother time, and a11 churches were open to him. Caesar 
Pflug remarked when he heard of Luther's sermon, "I wish 
lie had saved his sermon for his Wittenbergers." 

On July 1, a t  eight in  the morning, Carlstadt rcsumed 
his argunicnt. H e  charged Eck with having contradicted 
himself, because he had asserted a t  the beginning of the de- 
bate that man's free will possesses a special and natural 
power of its own for the exercise of good works, while now 
he declared that i t  possesses no other activity than such as i s  
coilllilunicated by divine grace. Eck denied the first part of 
this statement, claiming that  he had never said that. I n  the 
same breath, however, he  said that thc activity which he 
ascribed to man's free will is distinct from God's activity, 
and when grace begins to operate upon man's free will, i t  
confers upon free will an  activity which is then tlie activity 
of man's free will, and may be called a special activity, but 

173) XI, 2306 ff. 
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begins to do good works. Proceeding to the discussion of 
the keys that were given to Peter, Luther showed that they 
were given to Peter, not to have and keep them for himself, 
but as the representative of the Ohurch, and for applying 
them for the comfort of poor sinners, in order that these 
might by faith cling the more firmly to the promise of the 
forgiveness of their sins. Common people, he said, need not 
enter into great discussions regarding the power of Peter and 
of the Pope; it is of much greater importance that they 
know how to apply the power of the keys for their souls' 
benefit.1(3) This sermon, spoken in the' plainest style, but 
with the quiet firmness and warm glow of a deep conviction, 
made a powerful impression upon the hearers. Forthwith 
Eck was induced to announce that he would preach on the 
next festival day at St. Nicholas' Church. He preached 
<mother time, and all churches were open to him. Oaesar 
Pflug remarked when he heard of Luther's sermon, "I wish 
he had saved his sermon for his "\Vittcnbergers." 

On July 1, at eight in the morning, Carlstadt resumed 
his argument. He charged Eck with having contradicted 
himself, because he had asserted at the beginning of the de
bate that man's free will possesses a special and natural 
power of its own for the exercise of good works, while now 
he declared that it possesses no other activity than such as is 
communicated by divine grace. Eck denied the first part of 
this statement, claiming that he had never said that. In the 
same breath, however, he said that tho activity which he 
ascribed to man's free will is distinct from God's activity, 
and when grace begins to operate upon man's free will, it 
confers upon free will an activity which is then the activity 
of man's free will, and may be called a special activity, but 
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i t  is a supernatural one. Soine activity like thir, he said, 
must always be admitted in the operations of 1-r1al17s will; 
according to Jerorne man's will is iildepcndent and free to 
engage either in a good or evil action. Carlstadt objected 
that the same effect cannot be ascribed to two causes in such 
a way that tve can clairn that i t  was produced entirely by 
eitliel: cause. Eck answered that an eflect can indeed spring 
from two causes, but neither cause l~roduccs the entire effect; 
free mill is always subordinate to divine grace. Carlstadt 
called this argument of Eck Aristotelian hair-splitting and 
a useless distinction; moreover, he reminded Eck that his 
authorities, Capreolus and Scotus, declare man's free will to 
be the principal cause of good and meritorious works. Eck 
interposed: Nevertheless they teach that free will is in- 
capable of a good worli without the grace of God. Cad- 
stadt now asked Eck to define what share in any good work 
free will can claim as man's peculiar product. Eck dodged 
the question by saying, a good work c:annnt be divided. At 
this point the meeting was adjourned, fortunately for Eck. 

At four in the afternoon Carlstadt arose to declare that 
Eck's citation from Jeroine was from n writing that was con- 
sidcred spurious. H e  tried to prove from Augustine and 
from the collects used in the service at church that God 
alone effects entireIy whatever good works we do, while the 
scholastics teach neither that an entire good work, nor that 
a good work entirely, proceeds from God. I f  Eck, he said, 
admits the former, he teaches better doctrine than the scho- 
lastics. Eck answered that he had cited the passage from 
Jerome because the treatise from wl-iich he had quokd is 
comnloilly ascribed to Jerome. H e  declared that in the be- 
ginning of conversion man's free will is purely passive. As 
to the scholastics, he asserted that '.Chomas of Strassburg 
teaches indeed that good works proceed entirely from God. 
The session was now adjourned until Sunday, when Carlstadt 
began to complain that Eck would not permit citations to be 
read from books. H e  also declared that Augustine and Ber- 
nard derived all good works from Crud alone. Eck replied 
that nevertheless these fathers admitted an operation of 
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man's free will. They say that good works spring from (ex) 
the grace of God alone; this term ex they use to designate 
the radical principle, or tho origin. They do not use this 
term in connection with man's free will. Carlstadt now 
tried to prove with citations from Augustine, Cyril, and 
Gregory that good works are entirely from God, and he asked 
Eck the direct cluestion whether he admitted this. Eck re- 
plied that notwithstanding the quotations that had been intro- 
duced he was sure that the fathers admitted an independent 
activity of the hunlan will, because they say that grace is an 
auxiliary to man's free will. The ability to do good, he said, 
is also a pure gift of God. Now, in a good work man co- 
operates with God, hence the good work which he does is not 
something that he recfhives as a pure and total present. Carl- 
stadt a-sked, What arativity is there in a rod with which 
R teachcr beats his pupil? Eck replied, None; for the rod 
is a dead instrument, but there are also animate instruments. 
Carlstadt now cited Is. 10,15: '(Let not the rod shake itself 
[that is, glory] against them that lift it up." If  good works, 
he said, are entirely of God, man cannot glory. Eclr declared 
that he claimed no glory for man, but only an activity. Carl- 
stadt asked him to state in what theologian he had found the 
term "totally" in this connection, that good works are en- 
tirely of God. Eck replied that the term "consubstantial" 
(which is used to describe the coequality of Christ with God) 
is not found either in any of the fathers before the Council 
of Nicea. Here the crier announced that the first half of 
the debate was closed, and that Luther would take up the 
debate with Eck on the morrow.174) 

This brief summary, no doubt, impresses the reader as 
very tedious. The actual debate was still more so. I11 end- 
less repetitions, with only slight variations, the disputants 
circled around the same point without settling anything. 
Theologically considered, the debate was a complete failure, 
and we are not surprised to read in the report of the chroni- 
clers of the debate that the reverend fathers of the faculty, 

174) Wiedemann, p. 100 ff. Loescher, 1. c., 111, 293-330. 
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the doctors from abroad, nnd the honorable citizrils of Lt~i1)- 
zig, under the double influence of the s~ln~l i ic r  heat 2nd the  
opiate of Carlstadt's speaking gently Fell asleep, and soinc- 
times had to be roused a t  the encl r\f rt sessioil, while the stu- 
dents left i n  disgust to find a cooler place and brtter c - n t ~ ~ -  
tainment. The only really attentive listener, bcsides Ilnkc 
George and the Wittenberg thcologiaa-;, mas Duke Barnim, 
who had placed himself so that he coulcl hear every word 
that  Csrlstadt spoke, and observe his every moveme~~t .  

Nnture and grace had not favored Carlstadt. Over tlncl 
against the tall, portly Eck with his dalq)er appearance and 
jaunty airs the little sallow professor t'rom Wittenberg wit11 
his hollow, monotonous voice, his poor i~lelnory, ancl his 
nervous and irritable tenipcr lnacle I? w r y  poor shoxi~ing. H e  
was habitually confused, had to hunt  ainong his notes, for the 
remurlr which he was going to make when his turn canle to 
speak, always came into the hall with a load of 1)oncleruus 
tomes, which he mas iilccssaiztly searching witllout findillg 
what he wanted, and to the unconcealecl elljoyinent of the 
Leipzigers became completely disconcerted by a specious 011- 

jection, or a glittering phrase, or soillt. peroration of Eel; 
that  was delivered i ~ ~ i t h  great yatllos. Standing nonplusverl 
for a few moments, he would finally say that he would an-swer 
Eck's remark the next day. Eek came into each session 
smiling, bowing right and left, banclging polite and facetious 
reinarks with everybody, eliciting smiles and laughter, and 
looking at his poof'vic~tim a t  the other cnd of the hall with 
mock sympathy. Sometimes he would conie into the h:dl 
still carrying his riding-whip, to ~1101~ that he had just conica 
i n  from ail eshilarating ride and had not considered i t  neces- 
sary to malie special preparations for the debate. TVheil he 
spoke, it was with a strong, sonorous ~ ~ o i c e ,  full  of the pectoral 
tones of conviction. He was never a t  a loss what to say, 
interlarded his speech with interesting illustratioizs, moving 
appeals, and some humor, and was quick a t  repartee. 

Luther groanecl inwardly as  he sat through the weary 
sessions from Monday till the next Slmday. In a letter to 
a friend he summed up his judgment of the debate thus: 
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his hollow, monotonous voice, his puor memory, and his 
nervous and irritable te"mper made a very poor showing. He 
was habitua1ly confused, had to hunt among his notes. for the 
remark which he was going to make when his turn came to 
speak, always came into the hall with a load of ponderous 
tomes, which he was incessantly searching without fincliug 
what he wanted, and to thp unconcealed enjoyment of the 
Leipzigers became completely disconcerted by a specious ob
jection, or a glittering phrase, or SOUle peroration of Eck 
that was delivered with great pathos. Standing nonplussed 
for a few mompnts, he would finally say that he would ans,ver 
Eck's remark the next day. Eck came into each session 
smiling', bowing right and left, bandying polite and facetious 
remarks with everybody, eliciting smiles and laughter, and 
looking at his poor' vietimat the other ('nd of the hall with 
mock sympathy. Sometimes he would come into the hall 
still carrying his riding-whip, to show that he had just come 
in from an exhilarating ride and had not considered it neces
sary to make special prepamtions for the debate. "When he 
spoke, it was with a strong, sonorous voice, full of the pectoral 
tones of conviction. He was never at a loss what to say, 
interlarded his speech with interesting illustrations, moving 
appeals, and some humor, and was quick at repartee. 

Luther groaned inwardly as he sat through the weary 
sessions from :Monday till the next Sunday. In a letter to 
a friend he summed up his judgment of the debate- thus: 
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happy debater, of an  n~?pallingly dull mind.?' The Wittcn- 
bergers were hnilging their heads in shame during this ord-nl. 
Thus matters htoocl on the eve of Ju ly  4, 1519. 

15. A Memorable Fourth sf July. 
(Forenoon.)  
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friends nrld foes, and had subscrilsed to t l ~ e  c~~iiclitlons of tht 
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sacared truth might be duly honored by its ctefeudcri;, and 
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gelltlcncrs, had heell busy filling the hearts of tlie Leipzig 
clergy with hatred and malice against T,uthcr. One day 
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Luther had chanced into the church of the Paulinians: the 
mass priests were a t  the main altar; others were reading 
Inass a t  side-altars. Wlien Luther's presence became known, 
they all grabbed the holy vessels as though these might be- 
come contaminated by the presence of the '(Bohemian," and 
hurried with them into the sacristy. At the home of the 
printer Herbipolis our good chronicler Froeschel used to take 
his meals. One day he was dining together with Dr. Metzler 
from Breslau, who had come to attend the debate, and Xetz- 
ler was telling Froeschel his experiences in Italy, whence he 
had reoently returned, when a friar by the name of Baum- 
gaertner, one of TetzeYs partners, came in  and began to abuse 
the Wittenbergers in such a foul manner that Herbipolis had 
to call in a halberdier, and kept him a t  his house for the- 
time of the debate to preserve peace. 

Luther had observed all these malicious machinations of 
his opponents and yet consented, for God's sake and for the 
poor people's sake, to join in the debate. It is remarlrable 
that the chroniclers of the events during the debate all have 
noted the absence of all squeamishness, sullenness, and reseat- 
xnent in Luther's conduct during his days in Leipzig. He  
showed himself evenly friendly and courteous to all whom he 
met; he seemed to fit into any company that he happened 
to join. He  did not assume proud and distant airs, shroud- 
ing himself in the austere silence of conscious superiority, 
but was genial, pleasant, and kind, without the least affccta- 
tion and without any intention of currying favor; in a word, 
he was as natural as men could wish to see any one who 
comes into their circles. His countenance was placid, indi- 
cating a mind a t  rest. His great application to work and 
his monkish exercises had left their traces on i t :  he was 
lean and pale, but there was nothing of the acidity of the 
hypochondriac in him. 'When he spoke, his clear, ringing 
voice was very pleasing to the ear. Still more his wealth of 
information, the ease with which he discoursed on the gravest 
questions, and the strilring, noble, and comforting conclusions 
to which he led up in his taik, charmed the hearers. 

The hall of the Pleissenburg was thronged with eager 
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spectators a t  seven ill the morning on Monday, July 4, when 
L u t h e ~  rose and spolie: "In the name of the Lord. Amen. 
I accept and submit to the terms of this debate with the 
excellent Dr. John Eck. I only add that from reverence 
for the Supreme Pontiff and the Roman Church I should 
gladly have avoided this subject, because i t  is unnecessary 
and crentes an astonishing amount of odium against one; 
but I was drawn into i t  by the thesis of the excellent Dr. Eck. 
I am also pained to observe that those are not present who 
ought to be here before others; I mean those who have 
privately and publicly so often sullied my name with the 
vile charge of heresy. Now that my cause is about to receive 
a hearing, they have withdrawn themselves -these inquisi- 
tors of the depravity of heresy who have neglected fraternal 
admonition and instruction and used incriminations in- 
stead." A fine exordium-was i t  not? So speaks a man 
who has a good conscience before God and men. The one 
man who should have been there: before all the rest was in 
his last agonies that morning a few streets away. We shall 
refer to him later. 

Ecl; began: I n  Thy name, sweet Jesus. Before I enter 
the lists, I protest before you, most illustrious, noble, mag- 
nificent, and excellent lords, that all I shall say or have said 
shall be submitted, first of all, to the judgment of the First 
Seat and of the Lord sitting in the same; next, to the judg- 
ment of ally others whose busiiiess i t  may be to correct the 
erring and lead them back to the knowledge of the truth. 
Now, the revcrend father in his opening remarks, by way of 
excusing himself, as i t  were, asserts that out of reverence for 
the Supreme Pontiff he would gladly have avoided this sub- 
jrct if he had not been drawn into i t  by my thesis. But the 
reverend father will remember that if he had not first de- 
clared, in a set of resolutions, that before the times of Sil- 
vester the Roman Pontiff was not above the rest, i t  would 
not have been necessary for me to draw up my thirteenth 
thesis. Moreover, in the protocol of his conference with the 
Legate of the Apostolic See [at Augsburg] he charges that 
the blessed Pope Pelagius has twisted the evangelical Scrip- 
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erring and lead them baek to the knowledge of the truth. 
Now, the reverend father in his opening remarks, by way of 
excusing himself, as it were, asserts that out of reverence for 
the Supreme Pontiff he would gladly have avoided this sub
ject if he had not been drawn into it by my thesis. But the 
reverend father will remember that if he had not first de
clared, in a set of resolutions, that before the times of Sil
vester the Roman Pontiff was not above the rest, it would 
not have been necessary for me to draw up my thirteenth 
thesis. Moreover, in the protocol of his conference with the 
Legate of the Apostolic See [at AugsburgJ he charges that 
the blessed Pope Pelagius has twisted the evangelical Scrip-
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turps, and yet this Pope, Inore than all the rest, received the 
words of Christ as they were interpreted by the holy fathers. 
I n  vain, therefore, the reverend father puts the blame for 
this busil3ess on me, for he furnished tlle occasion for i t  more 
than o n c ~ .  But  I shall waive t ,h~se  digressions, and, God 
directing me, address myself to our principal object. 

Reverend father, your thirteenth thesis in  opposition to 
mine affirins that the 'Roman Church is superior to others 
only according to the mwrthless decretals Roman polltiffs 
hare issued within the last four hundred ye:lrs. T o u  say 
that  this is contradicted by the text of Holy Writ  and by 
the apl~rovecl history of eleven hundred years. (Luther had 
added, what Eck omitted: "and by the decree of the Coun- 
cil of Xitea, the holieqt of all.") Against your po~i t ion  
1 assci-t: Thcre is a monarchy and a single principality in  
the Church by divine right, and instituted by Christ. There- 
fore, Holy Scripture and a13proved history do not contradict 
this. For this Church militant, which is like one body, as 
Paul  says, is ordained and fashioned after the image of the 
Church triumphaut, in  which there is one monarchy over all 
subjects, they I)eing arrangccl in  ranBs up to the o m  Head. 
namely God. A like order therefore was set up on earth by 
Christ, for He declares, John 5, that the Son does nothing 
but  what IIe sees the Father do. Hence lie is not fro111 
Ilea\-en ~ ~ l l o  refuses to be under the Iscad, just as he is not 
from hearen, but from Lucifer, who mill not submit to God. 
All this I could establish a t  great length, especially by that 
devoted ~ o u l ,  the blessed Diouysius Areopagita, u7ho says in  
his book on thc I I eaa~n ly  Bicrarci~ y: "Our hierarchy is re- 
ligiourly arranged in  orders ulhich God ordained, and is con- 
formed to the heav~nly  hierarchies of the saints." Lilrewise 
Gregory Nazianzen says in his Apologe t icus  that "sacred 
mysteries arc being c~elebrated after a heavenly pattern, and 
thus m e  are, while still on earth, formed into one society with 
the heaveilly orders." What a monster mould the Chnrch be 
witho1.1t a head! All heretics - as St. Cyprian indicates in  
hi.; letter to Rogatianus and Puppianus- hare "tried to 
bring thiq about that the Head might be d~stroyed, and they 
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tures, and yet this Pope, more than all the rest, received the 
W01'ds of Christ as they were interpreted by the holy fathers. 
In vain, therefore, the reverend father puts the blame for 
this business on me, for he furnished the occasion for it more 
than once. But I sha1l waive these digressions, and, God 
directing me, address myself to our principal object. 

Reverend father, your thirteenth thesis in opposition to 
mine affirms that the Roman Ohurch is superior to others 
only according to the worthless decretals Roman pontiffs 
have issued within the last four hundred years. You say 
that this is contradicted by the text of Holy ~Writ and by 
the approved history of eleven hundred years. (Luther had 
added, what Eck omitted: "and by the decree of the Ooun
cil of :Nicen, the holiest of aU.") Against your position 
I assert: There is a monarchy and a single principality in 
the Ohurch by divine right, and instituted by Ohrist. There
fore, Holy Scripture and approved history do not contradict 
this. For this Ohurch mili~ant, which is like one body, as 
Paul says, is ordained and fashioned after the image of the 
Church triumphant, in which there is one monarchy over all 
subjects, they heing arranged in ranks up to the one Head, 
namely God. A like order therefore was set up on earth hy 
Ohrist, for He deelares, John 5, that the Son does nothing 
but what He sees the Father do. "Hence he is not from 
heaTen who refuses to be under the Head, just as he is not 
from heaven, but from Lucifer, who will not submit to God. 
All this I could establish at great length, especially by that 
devoted soul, the blessed Dionysius Areopagita, who says in 
his book on the II eavenly II icrarchy: "Our hierarchy is re
ligiously arranged in orders which God ordained, and is con
formed to the heavenly hierarchies of the saints." Likewise 
Gr(~gory N azianzen says in his A pologeticus that "sacred 
mysteries are being (~elebrated after a heavenly pattern, and 
thus we are, while still on earth, formed into one society with 
the heavenly orders." What a monster would the Church be 
without a head! All heretics - as St. Oyprian indicates in 
his letter to Rogatjanus and Puppianus - have "tried to 
bring" this about that the Head might be destroyed, and they 
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might then with impunity plant their errors and their poison 
in the mirids of n~eil." This was the pril~cipal r~'ason, with 
others ailnexed, why the flourishing Paris univer3ity con- 
demned John of Tornais, who denied the primacy of the 
Roman Church. S i m i l u ~  to this was the error of TJ7yclif, 
viz., that the Ro~nan  Church is not, by order of the Gospel, 
above the rest. 

Lzcihrt.: Whcn the Doctor argucs that there is one mli- 
wrsal EIead of tlie Churdi,  he says very well. If there is 
ally one who by some private covenant has agreed to defend 
the opposite, let him step forth. This argument does not 
Concern me. 

Eclc: The reverend father says that what I intended to 
prove does not concern him, n:ln~ely, that there is by cliviiir 
right a nioilarc~hy i n  the Church militant just as in  the 
Church triumphant. I praise him for this statement, for hc. 
agrees with John, who says i11 Revelatinil: "I saw a new holy 
city descending," etc. Bu t  let us approach the matter some- 
what more closely: I f  the Church militailt has riot been 
rvithout a ~uonarchy, I shoulcl like to be told what other 
moxlarch there is or ever has beell except the Rolnan Pontiff, 
or vrhat other primary cllair there 11:ls been except the Chair 
of P e t e ~  and his succcssors. This accorcls with what the 
blessed Cypriail says ill his second epistle to the Ronlsn Pope 
Cornelius against the Novatians, who mere stealthily cominq 
illto Itonic: "Under a bishop set up by heretics they dare 
to sail hither and bring letters from heretics and profane 
persons to the Chair of Peter and the principal Church, where 
sacerclutul unity takes its origin, and they do not consider 
that these are the Romans whose faith was 1)raisccl by the 
apostle, and to whom iaithlesv persons can have 110 access." 
Likcwise Jeroine declares against the 1,uciferians : "The wel- 
fare of the Church depends on the dignity of the Suprelne 
Priest;  for if no extraordinary power cnliilcnt above all the 
rest is given him, tlzere will arise in  the Church as many 
schisms as there are priests." That  this Supreme Priest is 
the Rornan Pontiff appears frorri the two epistler of the same 
Jerorrle to the Pope Daina~us.  Nearly every word in these 
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might then with impunity plant their errors and their poitlon 
in the minds of men." This was the principal reason, with 
others annexed, why the flourishing Paris university COll

demned J oim of Tornaix, who denied the pl'imacy of the 
Roman Church. Similar to this was the error of Wyclif, 
viz., that the Roman Church is not, by order of the Gospel, 
above the rest. 

Ltd!? er: \Vhen the Doctor argues that there 18 one Ulll

versal Head of the Church, he says very well. If there itl 
anyone who by some private covenant has agreod to defend 
the opposite, let him step forth. This argument does not 
concern lue. 

Ec1c: The roverend father says that what I intended to 
prove does not concern him, namely, that there is by divine 
right a monarchy in the Ohurch militant just as in the 
Church triumphant. I praise him for this statement, for he 
agrees with .J ohn, who says in RevC'lation: "I saw a new holy 
city descending," etc. But let us approach the matter some
what more closely: If the Church militant has not been 
without a monarchy, I should like to be told what other 
monarch there is or ever has been except the Roman Pontiff, 
or what other primary chair there has been except the Chair 
of Peter and his successors. This aecords with what the 
blessed Oyprian says in his second epistle to the Rornan Pope 
Cornelius against the N ovatians, who were stealthily eoming 
into Home : "Under a bishop set up by heretics they dare 
to sail hither and bring letters from heretics and profane 
persons to the Chair of Peter and the principal Church, where 
sacerdotal unity takes its origin, and they do not consider 
that these are the Romans whose faith was praised by the 
apostle, and to whom faithless pen.;ons can have 110 aecess." 
Likewise Jerome declares against the Luciferians: "The wel
fare of the Church depends on the dignity of the Supreme 
Priest; for if no extraordinary power eminent above all the 
rest is given him, there will arise in the Church as many 
sehisms as there are priests." That this Supreme Priest is 
the Romnn Pontiff appears from the two epistles of the same 
Jerome to the Pope Damasus. Nearly every word in these 
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into Home : "Under a bishop set up by heretics they dare 
to sail hither and bring letters from heretics and profane 
persons to the Chair of Peter and the principal Church, where 
sacerdotal unity takes its origin, and they do not consider 
that these are the Romans whose faith was praised by the 
apostle, and to whom faithless pen.;ons can have 110 aecess." 
Likewise Jerome declares against the Luciferians: "The wel
fare of the Church depends on the dignity of the Supreme 
Priest; for if no extraordinary power eminent above all the 
rest is given him, there will arise in the Church as many 
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might then with impunity plant their errors and their poitlon 
in the minds of men." This was the principal rc'aSOll, with 
others annexed, why the flourishing Paris university COll

demned J oim of Tornaix, who denied the primacy of the 
Roman Church. Similar to this was the error of Wyclif, 
viz., that the Roman Church is not, by order of the Gospel, 
above the rest. 

L'uther: vVhell the Doctor arg'ucs that there is one lllli

versal Head of the Church, he says very well. If there itl 
anyone who by some private covenant has agreed to defend 
the opposite, let him step forth. This argument does not 
concern lue. 

Ec1c.' The reverend father says that what I intended to 
prove does not concern him, namely, that there is by divine 
right a monarchy in the Ohurch militant just as in the 
Church triumphant. I praise him for this statement, for he 
agrees with .J ohn, who says in RevC'lation: "I saw a new holy 
city descending," etc. But let us approach the matter some
what more closely: If the Church militant has not been 
without a monarchy, I should like to be told what other 
monarch there is or ever has been except the Roman Pontiff, 
or what other primary chair there has been except the Chair 
of Peter and his successors. This aecords with what the 
blessed Oyprian says in his second epistle to the Rornan Pope 
Cornelius against the N ovatians, who were stealthily eoming 
into Home : "Under a bishop set up by heretics they dare 
to sail hither and bring letters from hereties and profane 
persons to the Chair of Peter and the principal Church, where 
sacerdotal unity takes its origin, and they do not consider 
that these are the Romans whose faith was praised by the 
apostle, and to whom faithless pen.;ons can have 110 access." 
Likewise Jerome declares against the Luciferians: "The wel
fare of the Church depends on the dignity of the Supreme 
Priest; for if no extraordinary power eminent above all the 
rest is given him, there will arise in the Church as many 
schisms as there are priests." That this Supreme Priest is 
the Roman Pontiff appears from the two epistles of the same 
Jerome to the Pope Damasus. Nearly every word in these 
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epistles relates to our subject, but for the sake of brevity 
I shall note only the following: "I am speaking with the 
successor of the fisherman and disciple of Christ. Seeking 
no reward except Christ, I wish to share your blessedness, 
namely, I want to be associated with the Chair of Peter. 
I know that upon that Rock the Church is founded." Fur- 
ther on he says: "Whoever does not gather with thee scat- 
tereth." Every good Christian easily gathers from these 
statements that sacerdotal unity flows from the Roman Pon- 
tiff, and that this has always been the principal seat, pre- 
ferred before all others, and that i t  is that Rock of which 
Jerome says that he knows the Church is built upon it. 
Now let the reverend father indicate another monarchy in 
the Church in former times. 

Luther: That there is a monarchy in the Church mili- 
tant, and that its head is not a man, but Christ Himself, 
I fully profess, and that on divine authority. In 1 Cor. 15 
we read: "He must reign until all enemies are put under 
His feet." A few verses before that the apostle says: "Then 
cometh the end, when He  shall deliver the kingdom to God 
and the Father, when He shalI have aboIished all rule and 
all authority and power." This Augustine in  the first book 
on the Trinity, in the last chapter, interprets of the kingdom 
of Christ a t  the present time. It appears, then, that Christ 
transfers to us, who are His kingdom, His likeness by faith. 
Likewise, in the last chapter of Natthew H e  says: "Lo, I am 
with you alway, even unto the end of the world." Again, 
Paul, Acts 9, heard a voice from heaven: "Saul, S a d ,  why 
persecutest thou Me?" on which Augustine remarks: "The 
Head stands for His members." Accordingly, we must not 
listen at all to persons who push Christ out of the Church 
militant into the Church triumphant; for His kingdom is 
one of faith, that is, we do not see our Head, and yet we 
have Eiin for our Head, according to Ps. 122: "There are 
set thrones of judgment over the house of David,"l75) that 

175) The speakers a t  this debate quoted the Bible in the Latin Vul- 
gate translatlon. 
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Jerome says that he knows the Church is built upon it. 
Now let the reverend father indicate another monarchy in 
the Church in former times. 

Luther: That there is a monarchy in the Church mili
tant, and that its head is not a man, but Christ Himself, 
1 fully profess, and that on divine authority. In 1 Cor. 15 
we read: "He must reign until all enemies are put under 
His feet." A few verses before that the apostle says: "Then 
cometh the end, when He shall deliver the kingdom to God 
and the Father, when He shall have abolished all rule and 
all authority and power." This Augustine in the first book 
on the Trinity, in the last chapter, interprets of the kingdom 
of Christ at the present time. It appears, then, that Ohrist 
transfers to us, who are His kingdom, His likeness by faith. 
Likewise, in the last chapter of :Matthew He says: "Lo, 1 am 
with you alway, even unto the end of the world." Again, 
Paul, Acts 9, heard a voice from heaven: "Saul, Saul, why 
persecutest thou :Me?" on which Augustine remarks: "The 
Head stands for His members." Accordingly, we must not 
listen at all to persons who push Christ out of the Church 
militant into the Church triumphant; for His kingdom is 
one of faith, that is, we do not see our Head, and yet we 
have Him for our Head, according to Ps. 122: "There are 
set thrones of judgment over the house of David," 175). that 

175) The speakers at this debate quoted the Bible in the Latin VUl
gate translation. 



15. A MEM0RABL.E FOURTH OF JULY. (FORENOOX.) 135 

is, there are many thrones on which sits the one Christ. 
We sce the seats, but not Him who sits on them, the Icing. 

Now, to take up the authorities of our excellent Doctor, 
when he says that there exists by divine right, and institutecl 
by Christ, one principality, he gives us his opinion, but he 
proves nothing. For his first authority, Paul, especially in 
Eph. 4, where he says that Christ is the Head of the Church, 
proves for me and not for him; for he certainly speaks of 
the Church militant and calls Christ its Head. There is 
another passage that is against him, 1 Cor. 3 :  "What id 
ApoIIos? What is Cephas? What is Paul? I s  Christ di- 
vided?" etc. Here any other Head than Christ is plainly 
ruled out. His second authority is John 5 : "The Son can- 
not do anything but what He  seeth the Father do.'' This 
refers neither to the Church militant nor to the Church 
triumphant, but, as all the doctors hold, to the equality of 
the Son with the Father; the Father namely does, and can 
do, nothing but what the Son does, and is able to do. I pass 
over his remark that he is not of heaven who refuses to be 
under the Head, and that he is of Lucifer who will not be 
subject to God; for just as his authorities were badly cited, 
so this remark was badly inserted by him. I n  the third 
place, his citation from Dionysius proves nothing against 
me; for I do not deny the ecclesiastical hierarchy, but the 
point I am debating refers to the head, not of the monarchy, 
but of the hierarchy. I n  the fourth place, his citation from 
Gregory Nazianzen, that by our sacred mysteries we asso- 
ciate with the heavenly orders, is understood by every one 
who knows grammar to say nothing either of a monarchy 
or of a head. I admit, what he adds, that the Church with- 
out a head would be a monstrum; but for this head even 
the Doctor cannot give us any one eIse than Christ. I can 
make this quite evident: I f  his head, which he calls the 
Roman Pontiff, dies, being human. then the Church is with- 
out a head. If  in the mean time Christ is the Head of the 
Church until another Pope is elected, is i t  less monstrous 
to hold that Christ yields His place to a living Pope, and 
only takes the place of a dead one? His fifth citation, from 
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St. Cypriaa, who sets upon the heretics that undertake to 
d e s t r o ~  the head, in  order that they may srith iail~uuity sou- 
their errors among men, is not to the point a t  i111. For 
Cyprian is not speaking of the Ronlan bishop, but of the 
head of any diocese. I f  our cxcellent Doctor will stand by 
his authority Cyprian, wc shall close the dcbatp this minute. 
For Cgprian never salutes the Rornan Pontiff jn it~ly other 
way than as his very dear brother. Besides, throughout liis 
epistlrs, when speaking of tlle election and confirrnntion of 
bishops (pastors), he shows inost conviilcingly that this right 
bdongs to the people who c3xercise i t  with the aid of two or 
three 1)ishops froin the neighborhood, alld this practise ha i  
bren sanctioned by the most holy Council of Nicea. Yw, 
this blessed martyr, 8s Augustine relates i n  hi., second booli 
011 Baptism, chap. 8, saps : "Nolle of us scts hiinsc~lf up to 
be a bishop over bishol~s. or by some tyrannic~d infatu:ltion 
lay:; npon liis colleagues the necessity of obeying Ilirn, be- 
cause every bishop, in  the privilege of his liberty and 
authority, i~ his own nla3ter: a.; he cannot be judged by any 
other, so he judges rlo onr : but let us all abide the judgment 
of our T,ord Jesus Christ ~lpoii the universe." His relnarli 
that  a t  Rorne and a t  the Seat of Peter originated sacerdotal 
unity, I grant quite freely, with reference to the Western 
Church. But i n  reality the Roman Church sprarig froni the 
C2iurc.h a t  Jerusalem, and this latter is properly the mother 
of all churches. Rut  the inference which he draws is worth- 
Icss: since sacerdotal unity has its origin in  the R o p ~ a n  
Clzurch, therefore thttt Church is the head and first mistress 
over all; with his logic he inight establish beyond question 
that  Jerusalem is tlie head and lord over all churches. H i s  
last authority, Jerome, even if he were altogether reliable, 
has not been correctly quoted by our cxcellent Doctor; he 
inteilds to prove that the monarc1~ic:tl power of the Roman 
Church exists by divine right and has been instituted by 
Christ. Jerome's words do not say this. R i s  remark: 
"There mrould b11 us Inany schisnls i n  the Church as there 
are bishops, unlehs some c.xtraordinary power enliilellt over 
all other, were given him," means: Let us assume that  this 
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St. Cyprian, who sets npon the ll(~retics that undertake to 
destroy the head. in order that they may with impunity 8mv 
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this blessed martyr, as Augufltine relates in his second book 
on Baptism, chap. 2, says : "None of us sets himsdf up to 
be a bishop over bishops, or by some tyrannical infatuation 
lays upon his colleagues the I10cessity of obeying him, be
cause every bishop, in the privilege of his liberty and 
authority, is his own master; as he cannot be judged by any 
other, so he judges no one; but let us all abide the judgment 
of our JJord Jesus Ohrist upon the universe." His remark 
that at Rome and at the Seat of Peter originated sacerdotal 
unit;y, I grant quite freely, with reference to the Western 
Church. But in reality the Roman Ohurch sprang from the 
Church at Jerusalem, and this latter is properly the mother 
of all churches. But the inference which he draws is worth
less: since sacerdotal unity has its origin in the ROPlan 
Ohurch, therefore that Ohurch is the head and first mistress 
over all; with his logic he might establish beyond question 
that Jerusalem is the head and lord over all churches. His 
last authority, Jerome, even if he were altogether reliable, 
has not been correctly quoted by our excellent Doctor; he 
intends to prove that the monarchical power of the Roman 
Church exists by divine right and has been instituted by 
Ohrist. J 8rome's words do not say this. His remark: 
"There wuuld be as mnny schisms in the Ohurch as there 
are bishops, unless som(~ extraordinary power eminent over 
all others were given him," means: Let us assume that this 
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could br  done by humaa right, it11 tbc rest of the believerb 
g iv i l~g  their colisent. Fur I iriysc~lf do iiot dells that if the 
be1iewr.s tllroughout the wul-ld wcre to agrec on a fiwt mcl 
snpreme poutifl a t  Rome, Paris, M:lgdel)urg, o r  itnywhere else, 
this ~ ) V P , ~ O U  ougllt to be regarc1t:d a s  the l~ighcst moilnrch out 
of respect for the entire Church c~f believers who are thus 
:+greed. E u t  this has never h ~ t l ) p ~ i ~ ~ ' d ,  1101- is it ha~~pc~il ing 
now, nor will i t  ever happen; for clown to our timcs the 
Greeli ('hurch ha-; givt.n no such collscnt, ailcl ,yel h:~s not 
been rt~garded as heretical. Tllnt this is .Jcrorne's mc;iuling 
I prore frol~r his epistle to Evagrius, mlrere he says: 
"T?'ller~~~.ver there nlny be a bishop, ~ ~ h ~ t h r i -  a t  Rome, or 
I<ug~iLiunl, or Const:~ntiiluplc, or kthegium, or Aleswlldrio, 
or Tllallile. his w o r ~ h  aud cl3iscopnl ci5i-l'ic~ is Ihr 5nme. The 
influcxr~c,cl of ~v\.cirlth a11d the 1lnnlill:ition of po~er ty  mo,y rndw 
m e  sul)linze, tlio other lox-rly ; llevertllrlecs all are successors 
of tlie apost!eb." \Ire find thc cpi3tle cited in  Decrctnls tllat 
arc not ~vortllle~,,  in the !I31 tlistiuction. TI, his commeutnr:, 
011 Titus tllc same a-clthor says: "The presbyter is tllc sanw 
n-, the bishol~, 2nd ere by tllc clcvii'j t)ror~ll)tirlg thew caiiie 
to Ile oot.rlpetitton i n  leligic)us atfail:; r211cI 1)~c)lde wF1e s:lying, 
'1  ;lin <,I Ps811, 1 of Cc-ljhas,' tlw rhnrc.hcs wr .e  govcrlled by 
n joil~t eclunc.~l of the I)~csbyter-.  A4ftertv~rds, ~vliell each 
11resl)yt ,r  tho~l;? ht that  i lloie who hat1 kern ha1)tizecl b.v hi111 
I>clr,n-t~cl to liiln, the ruic made for thc whole circuit 
111:tt oue 1)rchbyter should hi. ~110scll to br above the rest." 
i\:ld c.itiLlu, !?cril~turr-proof, 11c s3y.c tt)~vard t h ~  (wd. "Ac- 
c,ordinqly, as  the prcsbytcr., knew that b j  ii eustoln of the 
C1hurc.h tlic:, were subject to the pe r~on  that w,ib placrcl over 
t l ~ ' 1 1 1 ,  LO ill(, Li5llops k11('\\7 tl~ilt  they \yere :~i)ovi~ the pres- 
b~rterb i l l  toll ,ecyuence of r? C U S ~ O I M  r~ l thr r  than of iil~y a r -  
I z1~gc11l . r l t  of true overlordship." Tllc, Doctor's rrmnrk, that 
Jeroalc had rriilrrcd to the Supluenle Yoritiff a t  Roult. w11r1~ 
I I I A  said: "I :in1 ~ l ~ e a k i n g  with the incceseor of thr fi4-m.- 
marl a~lt l  tlihciplc of C'hrist, nncl 1 arn all associate of his 
l~ t~ppi r~es+,  tllrtt is, of tlle Scat of Peter;  I lrnow that t h t ~  

. Church is l)ui!t on that Rocb," is irsele~rant. I t  clops not 
follow that I)c.c?:~use 1 as~ociate with this particular church, 
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could be done by human right, all the rest of the believers 
gi ving their consent. For I lllYSt~1f do 110t deny that If the. 
believel's throughout the wodd were to agree on a first and 
supreme pOlltiff at Rome, Paris, Magdelmrg, or anywhere els(', 
this P8l'BOll oug·ht to be l'8gal'Clud as the highcbt monarch out 
of respect for the entire Church of believers who are thus 
agreed. But this has never happelled, nor is it happening 
now, nul' will it ever happen; for dowll to our times the 
Greek (:hurch has giwm no sueh COllsent, and yet has not 
been l'l'garded as heretical. That this is ;J ('rome's mf~aning 
1 pl'oYe from his epistle to Evagrius, wherE' he says: 
"'Vhe1'0Ver there may be a bishop, ,vhethel' at Rome, or 
EUg11biuIll, or Constantinople, 01' Hhegiulll, or AlexHndria, 
ur Tl1aune, his worth and €l1iRcolJal O:flk8 is the same. The 
infiuOllC(' of WP<lIth and the humiliation of poverty may make 
une 5uhlime, the other lowly; nev-ertheles8 aU are 8u('e('8501''':' 
of the apostles." vVe find tho cpi~tle cited in Decretals that 
,1I"e not worthless, in the D3d distilletion. In his COillll1E'lltnry 

011 Titus the same author says: "The pl'eBi>yt0l' is tIll' samc 
Hi; the bishop, :md ere hy the dovil's prolllpting therE' came 

to he ('umpetitioll in religious ntfairs and people were saying, 
'I nm of Pu;il, 1 (If Oephas,' the churches W,'l·e goverued by 
n joiut coul]ell uf the presbyter,.:. Afterwards, when each 
presb.yt:'l· thought thnt tiloi>e who had been bnptized h.Y him 
helong\'d to hi111, the ruk was ll1llfle for the whole circuit 
that 011t' llrc;,;byter should he' chosen to be above the rest." 
Alld citing' S(,Y'ipture-proof, he ":1Y,, tu"yard the end: "AC'
("ordlng·ly, tlti the presbyter . ., knew that b.y n cU3tom of the 
Chureh thC'y were subject to the periiOll thllt was placed OY(:,1' 

them, 00 th(' bishops knew that they WPl'e :lbOVf~ the preti
b.vters ill eOJl::;equence of a CUstOlll futher than of allY H1"
ncllg'emc!nt of true overlordship." The Doctor's remark, that 
J crome had referred to the Supreme Pontiff ,It Rome when 
hl~ said: "I am :::peaking with tht' snccessur of the fishm
man and disciple of Christ., and I am nil associate of his 
hnppiucss, that. is, of the Scat of Peter; I know that the 
Church is huilt on that Roek," is irrelevant. It docs not 
fullow that b .. e:1use I <lsO'ociatc with t.his particulnr church, 
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this P8l'BOll oug·ht to be l'8gal'Clud as the highcbt monarch out 
of respect for the entire Church of believers who are thus 
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been l'l'garded as heretical. That this is ;J ('rome's mf~aning 
1 pl'oYe from his epistle to Evagrius, wherE' he says: 
"'Vhe1'0Ver there may be a bishop, ,vhethel' at Rome, or 
EUg11biuIll, or Constantinople, 01' Hhegiulll, or AlexHndria, 
ur Tl1aune, his worth and €l1iRcolJal O:flk8 is the same. The 
infiuOllC(' of WP<lIth and the humiliation of poverty may make 
une 5uhlime, the other lowly; nev-ertheles8 aU are 8u('e('8501''':' 
of the apostles." vVe find tho cpi~tle cited in Decretals that 
,1I"e not worthless, in the D3d distilletion. In his COillll1E'lltnry 

011 Titus the same author says: "The pl'eBi>yt0l' is tIll' samc 
Hi; the bishop, :md ere hy the dovil's prolllpting therE' came 

to he ('umpetitioll in religious ntfairs and people were saying, 
'I nm of Pu;il, 1 (If Oephas,' the churches W,'l·e goverued by 
n joiut coul]ell uf the presbyter,.:. Afterwards, when each 
presb.yt:'l· thought thnt tiloi>e who had been bnptized h.Y him 
helong\'d to hi111, the ruk was ll1llfle for the whole circuit 
that 011t' llrc;,;byter should he' chosen to be above the rest." 
Alld citing' S(,Y'ipture-proof, he ":1Y,, tu"yard the end: "AC'
("ordlng·ly, tlti the presbyter . ., knew that b.y n cU3tom of the 
Chureh thC'y were subject to the periiOll thllt was placed OY(:,1' 

them, 00 th(' bishops knew that they WPl'e :lbOVf~ the preti
b.vters ill eOJl::;equence of a CUstOlll futher than of allY H1"
ncllg'emc!nt of true overlordship." The Doctor's remark, that 
J crome had referred to the Supreme Pontiff ,It Rome when 
hl~ said: "I am :::peaking with tht' snccessur of the fishm
man and disciple of Christ., and I am nil associate of his 
hnppiucss, that. is, of the Scat of Peter; I know that the 
Church is huilt on that Roek," is irrelevant. It docs not 
fullow that b .. e:1use I <lsO'ociatc with t.his particulnr church, 
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therefore it is the first. It does not follow that because this 
church is built upon the Rock, therefore i t  alone is thus 
built up. Add to this the decree of the African council in 
the 99th distinction, chap. 1: ''The bishop of the first seat 
shall not be called the prince of priests nor the supreme 
priest, nor by any similar title, but only the bishop of the 
first seat. Nor shall the Bishop of Rome be called the uni- 
versal pontiff." Now, if the monarchy of the Roman Pontiff 
exists by divine right, all these statements would be heresy, 
which it would be rash to assert. To conclude, let us hear 
our Lord Himself, who says Luke 22: "There was also 
a strife among them which of them should be accounted the 
greatest. And He said unto them, The kings of the Gentiles 
exercise lordship over them; and they that exercise authority 
upon them are called benefactors. But ye shall not be so: 
but he that is greatest among you, let him be as the younger." 

This argument shows with what success Luther had pur- 
sued his historical studies on the origin of the papacy when 
he whispered that remark into Spalatin's ear on March 13. 

Ec72: The reverend father has entered the lists quite well 
informed; he has his materials arranged in good order in 
the book which lie has written and published. Accordingly, 
your most illustrious lordships, excellencies, and principali- 
ties will pardon Rclr, who has for a long time been engrossed 
with other business, if he is not able on the spot to heap up 
such a well-rounded and accurately worded pile of arguments 
as the reverend father has done. For I came here to debate, 
not to publish a book. But let us take up in order what the 
reverend father has said. First of all, he ineans to prove 
that Christ is the Head of the Church, which is quite 
superfluous, because no one presumes to deny this, unless he 
be Autichrist. I am greatly surprised, however, that he does 
not reflect that in the protocol of his conference with the 
Legate of the Apostolic See he promises to produce a certain 
jurist and theologian who says that there can be several sub- 
ordinate lleads in whom there appears the character of 
a mystical or sylnbolical head, distinct from that of the real 
head. This will prove a t  once that besides Christ me must 
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look for another head in  the Church. Nor does his quota- 
tion from 1 Cor. 3: "Is Christ divided?" favor his side. For 
although Paul mentions Peter in that passage, still the blessed 
Jerome in his First Book against Jovinian, col. 13, spoke 
truly when he said: "One is chosen, in order that by the 
appoilltinent of a head the occasion for a schisnz might be 
removed." H e  refers to Peter, and clearly states that Peter 
has been appointed head of the Chnrch. But we dismiss 
this; we merely wished to repel falsc conclusions that have 
been drawn from what we set folth. 

111 the first place, he says in reply to my qi~otation from 
Johil 5 :  ('The Son can clu nothing except what He sceth 
the Father do," that according to all the holy fathers there 
is here expressed the equality of the Father with the Son. 
But let the reverend father, please, read more attentively the 
blessed father who could not be klattered, Bernard, in his 
third book to Eugenius on Meditation. Speaking of the 
form of the Church, and maintaining that i t  exists by divine 
right, he supports my arguiilent in col. 7: "We do not regard 
its form as vile because of its being here on earth; i t  has its 
iuodel in heaven, For not even 'the Son can do anything bnt 
what I-Ie sees the Father do,' especially since this was saicl to 
Hini under the narne of Noses: 'See that jou do all after 
the 11atte~il ~vhich was s h ~ ~ w n  thee on the moraatnin.' H e  
that had see11 i t  is he who .zsicl: 'I AJV thc holy city,' ctc. 
And now I am faulted for having declared sonletlli~lg to have 
boon said by \my of analogy; for as yonder the .;eraphiin 
and cherubill1 and all the rest are arranged in ranlrs down to 
the angels rind archangels, with God as their one Read, so 
here, too, tllere are arranged in like manner under one Su- 
prerne Pontiff the primates or patriarchs, the archbishops, the , 
bishops, the p~esbyters, or abbots, and the rest." Then Ber- 
nard adds: "This is not to be regarded ligl~tly that it has 
God for its ~ u t h o r  and draws its origin from heaven.'' Who 
does not see that this ecclesiastical hierarchy, as Bernard 
views it, has been instituted by Christ, and that, a s  God is 
the Head in heavc~a, so thc, Sul~reme Pontiff is tlle head in 
t.he Clhurcll irlilitai~t ? However, ill no \ray is he the head by 
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look for another head in the Church. Nor does his quota
tion from 1 Cor. 3: "Is Christ divided?" favor his side. For 
although Paul mentions Peter in that passage, still the blessed 
Jerome in his First Book against J ovinian, col. ltl, spoke 
truly when he said: "One is chosen, in order that by the 
appointment of a head the occasion £01' a schism might be 
removed." He refers to Peter, and clearly states that Peter 
has been appointed head of the Church. But we dismiss 
this; we merely wished to repel false conclusions that have 
been drawn from what we set forth. 

In the first place, he says in reply to my quotation from 
.J ohn 5: "The Son can do nothing except what He seeth 
the Father do," that according to all the holy fathers there 
is here exprestled the equality of the Father with tl1e Son. 
But let the reverend father, please, read more attentively the 
blessed father who could not be flattered, Bernard, in his 
third book to Eugenius on Meditation. Speaking of the 
form of the Ohurch, and maintaining that it exists by divine 
right, he supports my argument in col. 7: "We do not regard 
its form as vile because of its being here on earth; it has its 
model in heaven. For not even 'the Son can do anything but 
what He sees the Father do,' especially since this was said to 
Him under the name of Moses: 'See that you do all after 
the patteI'll ""hich was shown thee on the mountain.' He 
that 11ad seen it .is he who silid: 'I saw the holy city,' etc. 
And now I am faulted for having declared something to have 
be8ll said by way of analogy; fot· as .yonder the seraphim 
and cherubim and all the rest are arranged in ranks down to 
the angels and archangels, with God as their one Head, so 
here, too, there are arr'anged in like mallner under one Su
preme Pontiff the primates or patriarchs, the archbishops, the 
bishops, the presbyters, or abbots, and the rest." Then Ber
nard adds: ~'This is not to be regarded lightly that it has 
God for its Author and draws its origin from heaven." vVho 
does not see that this ecclesiastical hierarchy, as Bernard 
views it, has been instituted by Christ, and that. as God is 
the Head in heaven, so the Supreme Pontiff is the head in 
t.he Churcll militant? However, in no way is he the head by 
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truly when he said: "One is chosen, in order that by the 
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has been appointed head of the Church. But we dismiss 
this; we merely wished to repel false conclusions that have 
been drawn from what we set forth. 
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its form as vile because of its being here on earth; it has its 
model in heaven. For not even 'the Son can do anything but 
what He sees the Father do,' especially since this was said to 
Him under the name of Moses: 'See that you do all after 
the patteI'll ""hich was shown thee on the mountain.' He 
that 11ad seen it .is he who silid: 'I saw the holy city,' etc. 
And now I am faulted for having declared something to have 
be8ll said by way of analogy; fot· as .yonder the seraphim 
and cherubim and all the rest are arranged in ranks down to 
the angels and archangels, with God as their one Head, so 
here, too, there are arr'anged in like mallner under one Su
preme Pontiff the primates or patriarchs, the archbishops, the 
bishops, the presbyters, or abbots, and the rest." Then Ber
nard adds: ~'This is not to be regarded lightly that it has 
God for its Author and draws its origin from heaven." vVho 
does not see that this ecclesiastical hierarchy, as Bernard 
views it, has been instituted by Christ, and that. as God is 
the Head in heaven, so the Supreme Pontiff is the head in 
t.he Churcll militant? However, in no way is he the head by 
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look for another head in the Church. Nor does his quota
tion from 1 Cor. 3: "Is Christ divided?" favor his side. For 
although Paul mentions Peter in that passage, still the blessed 
Jerome in his First Book against J ovinian, col. 18, spoke 
truly when he said: "One is chosen, in order that by the 
appointment of a head the occasion £01' a schism might be 
removed." He refers to Peter, and clearly states that Peter 
has been appointed head of the Church. But we dismiss 
this; we merely wished to repel false conclusions that have 
been drawn from what we set forth. 

In the first place, he says in reply to my quotation from 
.J ohn 5: "The Son can do nothing except what He seeth 
the Father do," that according to all the holy fathers there 
is here exprestled the equality of the Father with tl1e Son. 
But let the reverend father, please, read more attentively the 
blessed father who could not be flattered, Bernard, in his 
third book to Eugenius on Meditation. Speaking of the 
form of the Ohurch, and maintaining that it exists by divine 
right, he supports my argument in col. 7: "We do not regard 
its form as vile because of its being here on earth; it has its 
model in heaven. For not even 'the Son can do anything but 
what He sees the Father do,' especially since this was said to 
Him under the name of Moses: 'See that you do all after 
the patteI'll vvhich was shown thee on the mountain.' He 
that 11ad seen it .is he who silid: 'I saw the holy city,' etc. 
And now I am faulted for having declared something to have 
be8ll said by way of analogy; fot· as .yonder the seraphim 
and cherubim and all the rest are arranged in ranks down to 
the angels and archangels, with God as their one Head, so 
here, too, there are arr'anged in like manner under one Su
preme Pontiff the primates or patriarchs, the archbishops, the 
bishops, the presbyters, or abbots, and the rest." Then Ber
nard adds: "This is not to be regarded lightly that it has 
God for its Author and draws its origin from heaven." Who 
does not see that this ecclesiastical hierarchy, as Bernard 
views it, has been instituted by Christ, and that. as God is 
the Head in heaven, so the Supreme Pontiff is the head in 
t.he Churcll militant? However, in no way is he the head by 
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exclusion of Christ, lor hc professes himself the Vicar of 
Christ.. Now as to the little vulgar reasoning whic.11 he  jntro- 
duced when he said that  thc Church would be headlcss at  the 
death of a Pope, unless we would say that  Christ cedes His  
pIace to a living and talrc~s the place only of a dead Pope, 
which would be ridiculous: that  is an altogether facetious 
reasoning, which is liardly worthy of being repeated in  such 
a serious matter and in  the presence of such exc~llellt men; 
for I snicl a t  the start that t h ~  head of which I speak is 
a sylnbolical head, in some respects differing essentially froill 
the true aiid natural head. Nor docs Christ, whose kingcloni 
r t ~ n ~ a i n s  former, aud ~vhose priesthood is everlasting, cede Hi s  
l~lace to the Pope or come in the Pope's place; for to Him 
ir given all power in hcavei~ and earth, Matt. 28. And on the 
cleat11 of the Pope the college of cardiilslls forthwith, as in 
the death of a bishop the chnpter, ho1d.r those rights, until 
n new pontiff is elected. 

I n  the second pl:~c.e, as to the remark of thr  revcrcnd 
fathcr that Clyprisirl i; sl>cnking, 11ot of the nornsl~l Pontiff, 
hut of any bishop. [ moildcr very iuuch whether the nleaniug 
of statenlent:i n iud  ilot 1)e learued from thc rcasons for 
making them, and wliether Cypriai~, in the passages srhicl~ 
1 qlxoted, is not chiding those who fell away from Cornclius, 
\rho certainly W:IH the Eonin11 Porltiff. Let nlr ther~f'ore tell 
the reverend fatller that I not satisfied with m t . 1 ~  words, 
on which we usually feed sophists. I bclicve that what in his 
reply he c1uott.s froin C'SI)I'~:III for his side will prove CUIIIU- 

lative evidence for my contention. For as regards Uyprixn's 
calling Cornelius !)rotller. c~verybody knows that even the 
apostles were brethren; nevertl~clcss Peter, and aha his suc- 
cessor Cornclius. was the h~ncl, tl~cl apex and pinnacle, of the 
apostles, accordii~g to the statenlent of the blessed 1)ionysius 
in  chal>. 3 or 7 of his treatise on the Divirle hTames. What 
Cjyprian has recorded about the election of bishops and about 
the Council of Nicea neither helps nor hinclers the husilzes.: 
we have now in liaud; still lcss should Augnstine, in his 
secoild book on the Raptisin of Iilfants, chap. 2. be cited after 
Cyprian. For Augustine chastises the arrogance and bold- 
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exclusion of Christ, £01' he professes himself the Vicar of 
Christ. Now as to the little vulgar reasoning wh1('h be intro
duced when he said that the Church would be headless at the 
death of a Pope, unless we would say that Christ eedes His 
place to a living and takes the place only of a dead Pope, 
which would be ridiculous: that is an altogether facetious 
reasoning, which is hardly worthy of being repeated in such 
a serious matter and in the presence of such excellent men; 
for I said at the start that the head of whi('h I speak is 
a symbolieal heBd, in some respects differing essentially from 
the true and natural head. Nor does Christ, whose kingdom 
remains forrver, alld whose priesthood is everlasting, cede His 
place to the Pope or come in the Pope's place; for to Him 
is given all pm,ver in lwaven and earth, Matt. 28. And on the 
death of the Pope the college of cardinals forthwith, as i11 

the death of a bishop the ('hapter, holds those rights, until 
a new pontiff is elected. 

In th~ second place, m; to the rcmark of the reverend 
fathDr that Cyprian i, speaking, not of the Roman Pontiff, 
but of any bishop, 1 wonder very much whether the meaning 
of statements must not be learned from thc reasons for 
making them, and whether Cyprian, in the passages which 
I quoted, is not ehiding those who fell away from Oornelius, 
who certainly was the HOlllan Pontiff. Let me therefo!'e tell 
the reverend father that r am not satisfied with mere words, 
011 which we usually feed sophists. I believe that what in his 
rep1y he quotes from Cyprian for his side \vi11 prOVl' cumu
lative evidence for my contention. For as regards Cyprian's 
calling Cornelius hl'nther, pverybody knows that even tlw 
apostles w('re brethren; nevertheless Peter, and also his suc
cessor Cornelius, was the head, thn apex and pinnacle, of the 
apostles, according' to the stntement of the blessed Dionysius 
in chap. a or 7' of his treatiRe on the Divine Names. ·What 
Cyprian has recorded about the election of bishops and about 
the Council of Nicea neither helps nor hinders the husiness 
we have now ill hand; still less should Augustine, in his 
H8colld book on the Baptism of Infants, chap. 2, be cited after 
Cyprian. For Augustine chastises the arrogance and bold-
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exclusion of Christ, £01' he professes himself the Vicar of 
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a symbolieal heBd, in some respects differing essentially from 
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remains forrver, alld whose priesthood is everlasting, cede His 
place to the Pope or come in the Pope's place; for to Him 
is given all pm,ver in lwaven and earth, Matt. 28. And on the 
death of the Pope the college of cardinals forthwith, as i11 
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lless of those who pus11 them.~elvcs into tl12 ecclesiastical 
prelacie.: by ambition and  ride; for they should not set 
themselves up in  these positions nor force others to sct  them 
up, since every prelate should wait till hc is mlled, even as 
Aaron did. 

I n  the third place, explaining a stateiricnt of Cyprian in 
his second epistle to Cornelius, Ile says that sacerdotal unity 
had its origin in the Ron~an,  not in  the Eastern Church. At 
this point the reverend father failed to merition that Cyprinrl 
has in a preceding chapter called the Rolnail church thc chair 
of Peter aud the principal church. Bu t  what his explariation 
amounts to i s  manifest to ally one ~ h o  looks to the very 
~ n a ~ r o w  of the words; for i n  a mere grammatical view of 
the words the reverend father understallds Cyprian as speak- 
ing of the origin of sacerdotal unity as regards its inaugn- 
ration and start, while Cyprian, to be sure, wished to explain 
that origin as regards it.; transfer, subordination, and flowing 
into othcrs, ho that from the one Peter, as  the head, the juric- 
diction was haildcd down to all the rest; otherwise he ~vill  
not obtain one priedt at  all, not even a t  Jerusalem. 1 shall 
say ilotlli~ig ahout the little gloss which he added concerning 
thc. Eastern Church; for that  docs ni)t help him, since the 
blessed Jerome, writing from the East, i n  the beginning cbf 
his epistle, calls the Eastern Church heretical for the reason 
that it  has to no purpose torn into shreds the garment of the 
Lord ~vhich was undivided, having been woven in one piece. 
Jcronle says: "The foxes dc.stroy the vine of Christ," re- 
ferring. no doubt, to that cc,nlplaint of the bride in Can- 
ticles: "Take me the little foxes that spoil the vine." Let 
the reverend father, 1 pray, cluit mentioning and irlsulting 
u3 wit11 the Greeks and Orieutals, who have becorrie exile> 
from the Christian Church when they fell away from the 
Roniarl Church. It is established, then, in what sense our 
inference: The C'hurch is the root, therefore i t  i s  the mis- 
tress, must be taken; we do not speak of i t  as the root ill 
point of time or actual beginning, b u t  in point of transfel. 
and leading j~osition. 

Irl the fourth ljlace. tlic revercrid father strives to extri- 
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cate himself from the words of Jerome and to escape them; 
for he grants indeed that the highest dignity may be ac- 
corded the Supreme Pontiff, but this niust be done by human 
right. But why does the blessed Jerome call Damasus the 
successor of the fisherman and wish to be associated with the 
chair of Peter? H e  cites that divine saying in Matt. 16 and 
says: "I h o w  that upon that Rock the Church is built." As 
Bernard reasons, this cannot be said of the other churches; 
and, alas1 to the greatest injury of Christians we have lived 
to see that the gates of hell did prevail against the church 
of Jerusalem, Aatioch, Alexandria, and, you may add, of 
Eohe~nia; but the inviolable truth of Christ has not per- 
mitted this to happen to the church that is built upon Peter. 
But those who are of the faith regard it as very true what 
Jerome says in the same epistle: "'Where the carcass is, 
there will the eagles gather.' After a corrupt offspring has 
wasted its patelma1 inheritance, the authority of the fathers, 
incorrupt in every point, is preserved among you alone." 
However, we have sficiently established this priucipal point 
that the primacy belongs to tlie Roman Church not by human, 
but by divine right. 

However, it is best to throw some light on the citations 
which the reverend father has made for his side from Jerome; 
first, in his epistle to Evagrius, where he says that the worth 
and ministry of the bishops of Rome, Eugubium, Constanti- 
nople, and Rhegium are the same. We knew this before the 
Theognis was born that was to tell us this. For the papacy 
is not an order outside of the episcopate; hence in another 
place Jerome says that the apostles were equals, without, how- 
ever, depriving St. Peter of the primacy. Secondly, as re- 
g-ards the urgent demand which the reverend father has made 
upon me, not to digress, -- which, by the way, I am not in 
the habit of doing, -I wish to say that I have read the very 
canon from which he has quoted the 93d distinction. This 
leads me to the pointed question which the canonists and 
theologians discuss, viz., whether the order of the episcopate 
is distinguished by a special inarli and has been added to the 
general priesthood. 1 shall not decide this question, because 
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it is beside the subject, but, resewing the right to form 
a better opinion, I shall say that it seems clear to me that 
in the first Church there was no such confusion that a bishop 
was not distinguished from a priest, for the twelve apostles 
are superior to the seventy-two disciples. As witness for this 
assertion I quote the blessed Dionysius, who is older than 
Jerome and a hierarch in the primitive Church. I n  his book 
on the Hierarchy of the Church he places the episcopate and 
the Supreme Hierarch among the sacred orders, and tells 
how they are to be ordained. I agree with him, and hold 
that from the beginning of the Church the bishops were 
superior to the common priesthood. Thirdly, he has quoted 
a canon of the African council, dist. 99 of the first canon, 
where the council forbids calling the Roman bishop a uni- 
versal bishop, and lie has also cited the prohibition of Christ 
in  Luke 22 : "The secular princes rule," etc. I answer: The 
proud name of a universal bishop has indeed been forbidden, 
not as if there ever had been a time when the Roman Pope 
was not regarded as the first and supreme bishop by every true 
Christian, but because a bishop, particularly of Rome, is not 
the ordinary bishop of each and every church, but he is the 
first because otherwise the lower bishops would not be ac- 
corded their proper honor. But i t  is not wrong t o  call the 
Roman bishop the universal instead of thc first bishop. More 
correct, however, it is, instead of calling him universal bishop, 
to call him the bishop of the Church universal, just as we 
call him the Vicar of Christ. The Lord's rebuke of the am- 
bitious quarreling of the apostles, which was of the kind we 
meet with among worldly people, does not destroy the su- 
premacy of the Roman Church; but our Lord means to teach 
the lesson which St. Gregory was the first to recognize and 
practise when he declared that he had been placed a t  the head 
of the Roman Church, in order that he might regard him- 
self as the servant of servants. That their successors may 
become such we should endeavor to obtain for them from 
God by prayer, but we should not attack them with abuse. 

Here the session was adjourned to be opened again a t  
two in the aftcnioon. Luther had spoken in a calm and dis-- 

15. A MEMORABLE FOURTH OF JULY. (FORENOON.) 143 

it is beside the subject, but, reserving the right to form 
a better opinion, I shall say that it seems clear to me that 
in the first Church there was no such confusion that a bishop 
was not distinguished from a priest, for the twelve apostles 
are superior to the seventy-two disciples. As witness for this 
assertion I quote the blessed Dionysius, who is older than 
.r erome and a hierarch in the primitive Church. In his book 
on the Hierarchy of the Church he places the episcopate and 
the Supreme Hierarch among the sacred orders, and tells 
how they are to be ordained. I agree with him, and hold 
that from the beginning of the Church the bishops were 
superior to the common priesthood. Thirdly, he has quoted 
a canon of the African council, dist. 99 of the first canon, 
where the council forbids calling the Roman bishop a uni
versal bishop, and he has also cited the prohibition of Christ 
in Luke 22: "The secular princes rule," etc. I answer: The 
proud name of a universal bishop has indeed been forbidden, 
not -as if there ever had been a time when the Roman Pope 
was not regarded as the first and supreme bishop by every true 
Christian, but because a bishop, particularly of Rome, is not 
the ordinary bishop of each and every church, but he is the 
first because otherwise the lower bishops would not be ac
corded their proper honor. But it is not wrong to call the 
Roman bishop the universal instead of the first bishop. More 
correct, however, it is, instead of calling him universal bishop, 
to call him the bishop of the Church universal, just as we 
call him the Vicar of Christ. The Lord's rebuke of the am
bitious quarreling of the apostles, which was of the kind we 
meet with among worldly people, does not destroy the su
premacy of the Roman Church; but our Lord means to teach 
the lesson which St. Gregory was the first to recognize and 
practise when he declared that he had been placed at the head 
of the Roman Church, in order that he might regard him
self as the servant of servants. That their successors may 
become such we should endeavor to obtain for them from 
God by prayer, but we should not attack them with abuse. 

Here the session was adjourned to be opened again at 
two in the afternoon. Luther had spoken in 'a calm and dis--

15. A MEMORABLE FOURTH OF JULY. (FORENOON.) 143 

it is beside the subject, but, reserving the right to form 
a better opinion, I shall say that it seems clear to me that 
in the first Church there was no such confusion that a bishop 
was not distinguished from a priest, for the twelve apostles 
are superior to the seventy-two disciples. As witness for this 
assertion I quote the blessed Dionysius, who is older than 
.r erome and a hierarch in the primitive Church. In his book 
on the Hierarchy of the Church he places the episcopate and 
the Supreme Hierarch among the sacred orders, and tells 
how they are to be ordained. I agree with him, and hold 
that from the beginning of the Church the bishops were 
superior to the common priesthood. Thirdly, he has quoted 
a canon of the African council, dist. 99 of the first canon, 
where the council forbids calling the Roman bishop a uni
versal bishop, and he has also cited the prohibition of Christ 
in Luke 22: "The secular princes rule," etc. I answer: The 
proud name of a universal bishop has indeed been forbidden, 
not -as if there ever had been a time when the Roman Pope 
was not regarded as the first and supreme bishop by every true 
Christian, but because a bishop, particularly of Rome, is not 
the ordinary bishop of each and every church, but he is the 
first because otherwise the lower bishops would not be ac
corded their proper honor. But it is not wrong to call the 
Roman bishop the universal instead of the first bishop. More 
correct, however, it is, instead of calling him universal bishop, 
to call him the bishop of the Church universal, just as we 
call him the Vicar of Christ. The Lord's rebuke of the am
bitious quarreling of the apostles, which was of the kind we 
meet with among worldly people, does not destroy the su
premacy of the Roman Church; but our Lord means to teach 
the lesson which St. Gregory was the first to recognize and 
practise when he declared that he had been placed at the head 
of the Roman Church, in order that he might regard him
self as the servant of servants. That their successors may 
become such we should endeavor to obtain for them from 
God by prayer, but we should not attack them with abuse. 

Here the session was adjourned to be opened again at 
two in the afternoon. Luther had spoken in 'a calm and dis--
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devouring his lucid presentation of the arguments for his 
side. Eck had tried to outdo himself in oratorical effort; 
slowly, hut surely, however, he had felt that the undisputed 
mastpry tvhich had so far belonged to him was slipping away 
from him. The green-eyed shavelings in his real', of course, 
rolled their eyes in pious delight, and vigorously expressed 
their approval at the strong' passages in Eck's speech~s, and 
the overwhelming majority in the audience was still all Eck's 
side; but, owing to t.he irl'Gsistible force that lies in truth 
and sincerity. not a few men in tho great cl'owd wore be
ginning to feel the tugging at the roots of the heart which 
is the precursor of an inward (~hange in sentiment and judg
ment. It was remarked after this first session that Brothel' 
"Martin had spoken very acceptably, that he had a wonderful 
Imowledge of the Holy Seriptures, and an excellent way of 
making them very plain to the people, and that he had com
plete eommand of his subject. It was acknowledged likewise 
that he h3d handled his subject, which was not only delicate, 
hut odiolls, with consummate skilL And then the great flow 
of w(Il'ds that was at his comnumd!' It had been a reul 
pleasUl'c to listen to him. au the other hand. Eek had not 
heen ahle with all his skill and special effort to avoid two 
Lt.ults: at least twice he had lost his temper; his first reply 
to Luther was but the angry retort of a combatant who has 
felt the power of his opponent. Did not the pious EmsE'r 
"hE'd tears at that moment? Petty resentment was also ap
parent throughout his review of Luther's citation from the 
fathers. This was a domain in which Eck believed himself 
master, and now there hnd appeared onE' who, while known 
not to bow slavishly to the fathers, showed that hE' under
"toDd them even better than Eel<. It is a queer faet, which 
a close Rtudy of the protocol of this debate reveals, that Eek 
winced more under the patristic than under the Scriptural 
c1l'guments of Luther. He was noticeahly weak in his 
Nf",l'ipture-proofs, while Luther massed his striking texts for 
H powerful charge upon his opponent. But that he would 
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11:xle to consider himself defeated also by arg~unents  from 
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i i  astonished at  sollie of the interpretations which he at- 
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16. A Memorable Fourth of July. 
(Afterilooa. j 
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wid:  I11 my first ~=ejoinder I shonred from 1 Cor. 3, 4 tlvat, 
Paul  has Eorbicldeil bt~lic.rers to clloose Cephas or Paul or 
Apollos as their head. This the excellent 1)octor has refuted 
in the follo~ving way: Although Paul  inention,s Peter in tliat 
~ ~ l a c c ,  still Jerome in  his treatise againrt Jovinian has not 
illcorrectly said: "One is chosen, bt3cause by the election of 
a head the occasion for schisins is rc~inoved." Hr clrarly 
cnlls Peter the hmd thnt loas appointed for the Church. Eck 
~ddec-1: "But I $hihall let this pass." - l reply: I shall not A 
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ir)trocluced to give up ;I greater; not even ?Jerome is st] great 
tililt on his account I should drop Paul. For we have in 
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lmve to consider himself defeated also by arguments from 
the fathen; was an unbearable thought to Eck. 

Ec1,'s second fault, however, was still more fatal. He was 
plainly unfair to Luther when he implied that Luther had 
Iparned his arguments by heart from the hook he had pub
li:,hed. Eek had lwcceded T-,uther; ho,y could the latter know 
in ndvallee what he would have to say in Teply to him ~ 
Again, it had been Eek who had introduecd the thought of 
the headless Church; when he saw what capital Luther could 
llHike of that thought, when Luther showed him to what 
that thought must leaa, Eck with theatrical disgust and in
di[l'JJation declared the utterance of that thought an aet of 
disl"e:;peet to such a nohle audience. Last, not least, hi.,; whole 
l11terllretgtion of the citations fTOm the fathers whieh I~ut]lE'r 
had introduced, partl;y in review of Ed,'s s1100ch, partly to 
make his own point, nboullds in sophism", not only of tho 
:-,ubtk kind, but 0.180 of the broadest and coarsest kind. One 
ls astonished at some of the interpretations whioh he at
tempts, and one imagines he must have blushed when he 
uttered them. 

16. A Memorable Fourth of July. 
(Afternoon. ) 

Leading otI In the discussion in the afternoon, LntlL el' 

said: In my first rejoinder I showed from 1 (Jor. 3, 4 that 
Paul has forbidden believers to choose Cepha;;; or PauloI' 
Apollos as their head. This the excellent Doctor has refuted 
in the following way: Although Paul mentions Peter in that 
place, still .T erOTue in his treatise against .lovinian has 110t 
incorrectly said: "One is chosen, because by the election of 
a head the occasion for schisms is removed." He dearl;y 
calls Peter the head that was appointed for the Ohurch. Eck 
added: "But I shall Jet this pass." - I Teply: I shall not 
Ipt myself be forced hy a minor testimony that has been 
introduced to give up H greater; not even ;rerome is so great 
that on his account] should drop Paul. For we have 111 
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this text not a mere mention of Peter by Paul, as my oppo- 
nent puts i t  in an effort to weaken the text, but with all his 
force Paul teaches and forbids anybody to say that he is of 
Peter. That is the reason why this chapter closes as follows: 
"All things are yours, whether Paul, or Apollos, or Cephas, 
or the world, or life, or death. And ye are Christ's, and 
Christ is God's." (1 Cor. 3, 21 B.) Hence the argument in 
my reply is not defeated yet, and if i t  is not met with 
stronger arguments, I shall confront all the past and future 
arguments of the Doctor with it, For the Word of God is 
above all the words of men. 

I n  reference to Jerome, I, too, say that I shall pass him 
by, because the passage, as the Doctor well noticed, is very 
ambiguous. 

I n  my second rejoinder I referred to John 5,19 and said 
that Christ is speaking of His equality in power with the 
Father. The Doctor, as we heard, asked me to read St. Ber- 
nard with better attention; for this father refers the pas- 
sage to the Church militant. I answer: I hold St. Bernard 
in honor and do not despise his opinion, but in a controversy 
we must go back to the true and proper meaning of Scrip- 
ture, which can stand the test in debate. But the holy 
fathers occasionally depart from the proper meaning in order 
to give their discourse greater fulness, and they do this for 
no criminal purpose. Now, i t  is plain, from what precedes 
and what follows the passage quoted, that Christ is speak- 
ing of His equality with the Father as regards omnipotence; 
for we read: "Therefore did the Jews persecute Jesus, be- 
cause He had done these things on the Sabbath-day. . . . 
Therefore the Jews sought the Inore to kill Him, because He 
not only had broken the Sabbath, but said also that God was 
His Father, making Himself equal with God. Then answered 
Jesus and said unto them, Verily, verily, I say unto you, The 
Son can do nothing of Himself, but what He seeth the 
Father do.'' I t  is manifest, then, that Bernard understands 
this word of Christ in another sense. 

In  my third rejoinder, relating to what he has called my 
vulgar, ridiculous, and miserable argument, I said that even 
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or the world, or life, or death. And ye are Christ's, and 
Christ is God's." (1 Cor. 3, 21 ff.) Hence the argument in 
my reply is not defeated yet, and j£ it is not met with 
stronger arguments, I shall confront all the past and future 
arguments of the Doctor with it. For the Word of God is 
above all the words of men. 

In reference to Jerome, I, too, say that I shall pass him 
by, because the passage, as the Doctor well noticed, is very 
ambiguous. 

In my second rejoinder I referred to John 5, 19 and said 
that Christ is speaking of His equality in power with the 
Father. The Doctor, as we heard, asked me to read St. Ber
nard with better attention; for this father refers the pas
sage to the Church militant. I answer: I hold St. Bernard 
in honor and do not despise his opinion, but in a controversy 
we must go back to the true and proper meaning of Scrip
ture, which can stand the test in debate. But the holy 
fathers occasionally depart from the proper meaning in order 
to give their discourse greater fulness, and they do this for 
no criminal purpose. Now, it is plain, from what precedes 
and what follows the passage quoted, that Christ is speak
ing of His equality with the Father as regards omnipotence; 
for we read: "Therefore did the Jews persecute Jesus, be
cause He had done these things on the Sabbath-day. . . . 
Therefore the Jews sought the more to kill Him, because He 
not only had broken the Sabbath, but said also that God was 
His Father, making Himself equal with God. Then answered 
Jesus and said unto them, Verily, verily, I say unto you, The 
Son can do nothing of Himself, but what He seeth the 
Father do." It is manifest, then, that Bernard understands 
this word of Christ in another sense. 

In my third rejoinder, relating to what he has called my 
vulgar, ridiculous, and miserable argument, I said that even 
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without the Pope the Church has a head. He  said in  reply 
that lay argument was not worthy of being advanced in so 
serious a matter before such great men. I answer : Let it be 
vulgar and ridiculous, if it only cannot be defeated; for I do 
not see yet that i t  has been refuted. For I do not compre- 
hend, if the Church is not without a head for three or four 
months when a Pope has died, provided only that there are 
other bishops still living, why it camiot have a head even 
when there is no Pope at all. For his allegation that the 
cardinals have the right to elect a new Pope, etc., only 
strengthens my argument, because i t  follows from this allega- 
tion that at  a time like that of Jerome, when there were no 
cardinals, there cannot have been a Pope. 

111 my fourth re,ioindcr, regarding the testimony of 
Cyp~ian, I said that he is spealcing of any bishop. Eck re- 
plied that the text shows clearly that he spoke of the Roman 
Popc Cornelius in opposition to the Novatians. I answer: 
I do not care whether he does; I have not this letter in my 
nleinory. But this I know that St. Cyprian in nlany letters 
is occupied only with showing that the head or bisbop of 
each church is appointed l y  the vote of the people, aided by 
the advice of the neigliboring bishops. Accordingly. if what 
the Doctor alleges regarding Corneli~~s in opposition to the 
Novatians is correct, I say, it is certain that he spoke of the 
hcad of the church at  Rome, not of the Church universal. 
I n  like manner he refuted my argument that Cyprian always 
addresses Cornelius as his brother, never as his lord, as the 
bishops are doing nowadays, using a word that expresses 
a relation without its proper correlate, that is, they call 
a person lord who has no servants. He  answered that even 
Peter had treated the apostles as brethren, and still was the 
head and the highest of the apostles, as Dionysius relates. 
I reply: If  our excellent Doctor can prove that Peter ap- 
pointed a single one of the apostles, or a single one of the 
seventy disciples, or that he sent one of them on any mission, 
I grant all he claims and declare myself defeated. But if 
I shall prove that not even all the apostles could commission 
one single apostle, I pray that he will concede that Peter had 
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no power over the rest of the  apostle^. It follows, then, that 
much less has the bishop who is the successor of Peter power 
over the bishops who are the successors of the apostles. Now, 
the clear text ill Acts 1, '23 ff. states, that the Apostle Mnt- 
thias could not be appointed by the elltire couilcil of thc. 
apostles and the disciples, but his conlmirsion had to come 
from heaven, even as all the others were chosen and orclaincd 
by Christ. Likewise, in chap. 13,2, Paul and Bnrnahirs were 
accepted for their work wheil the Holy Ghost had separated 
them. It is therefore :L manifest error that Yeter had power 
over the apostles. 1 grant indeed that the Apostle Peter \v,vab 

the fimt ainong the apostles, and that in poiiit of honor tllc 
preference is to be given to him, but not in point of authority. 
They were 311 chosen in like manner, and were all given equal 
authority. In the same manner I hold that the Roman Pope 
is to be preferred before the rest as regards honor, howc~vcr, 
not to the detriment of the equal power of the rest, and liot 
as Pelagiua says ill  his altogether uselcss dccretal: "Wherc 
the greater renown ib, there is the greater authority, and t l l ~  
~ ' w t  uecesearily have but oilc choice, ~lainely, to obey." 

hry fifth rejoinder, in which 1 cited Cypriwn and the 
Couilcil of Nicea on tlie electioil of a bishop, our cxcelleilt 
Tloctor has spurncd with great words, a i ~ d  has said that this 
ileitlzcr help. nor hinders our business. Eut that does not 
r ~ f u t e  illy argun~ent. Accordingly, the decree of Xicea is 
still in force, or if i t  is not, and that drclree was paswd in 
ol~pusitioil to the divine law, that council cannot have l)ec>n 
an ec-unlenical one, but i t  must have been a miserable devil's 
couclave. LiBewise, it was a mere Muff when he stated that 
I should not have cited Augustinc, a11d when he interpreted 
with a be~iutiful gloss Cyprian, whoill Augustiile has quoted, 
and said that Cyprian is only rebuliiilg the ainbition aiid 
pride of tliose who force their way illto an office before they 
are called as Aaron was called. Now the text stntes clearly 
that 110 bishop ~vho is already installed in office is to usurp 
aut,hority O T E ~  the other bishops. Therefore my arguli~eilt 
itill stands. 

As regards iny sixth rejoinder, the excellent Doctor vio- 
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no power over the rest of the apostles. It follows, then, that 
much less has the bishop who is the successor of Peter power 
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preference is to be given to him, but not in point of authority. 
They were all chosen in like manner, and were all given equal 
authority. In the same manner I hold that the Roman Pope 
is to be preferred before the rest as regards honor, however, 
liot to the detriment of the equal power of the rest, and 110t 
as Pelagius says in his altogether uselcss decretal: "Wher(~ 

the greater rcnown is, there is the greater authority, and the 
rest uecessarily have but aIle choice, namcly, to obey." 

}V[y fifth rejoinder, in which I cited Oypriall and the 
Oouncil of Nicea on the election of a bishop, our excellent 
Doctor bas spurned with great words, and has said that this 
neither helps nor hillders our business. But that does not 
r,?fute my argument. Accordingly, the decree of Nicea is 
still in force, or if it is not, and that deeree was passed in 
opposition to the divine law, that council cannot have been 
an ecumenical one, but it must have been a miserable devil's 
conclave. Li.kewise, it was a mere bluff when he stated that 
I should not have cited Augustine, and when he interpreted 
with a beautiful gloss Oyprian, whom Augustine has quoted. 
and said that Oyprian is only rebuking the ambition and 
pride of those who force their way into an office before they 
are called as Aaron was called. N ow the text states clearly 
that no bishop who is already installed in office is to usurp 
Huthority over the other bishops. Therefore my argument 
::-:till stand". 

As regards my sixth rejoinder, the excellent Doctor vio-
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lently upbraids me, because, i n  citing the second testimony 
of Cyprian, I had omitted the words "the principal Church" ; 
besides, he ridicules my grammatical knowledge because 
I said that sacerdotal unity is derived from the chair of 
Peter. Accordingly, this new logician or  philosopher explains 
this "origin" to mean tlie transfer of the office, the origin of 
subordinate positions and influence; "otherwise," says he 
to me, "he will not produce one priest, not even a t  Jeru- 
salem." I answer: No matter whether I omitted the words 
"the principal Church" or not; for the Roman Church can- 
not be called the principal Church in  reference to the Eastern 
Church, a8 I have sufficiently shown. And as to his curious 
idea of the "origiiz of influence,)' I shall lnanage to despise 
that as easily as he invented i t ;  and I do not find i t  difficult 
to l~roduce one priest from Jerusalem, tiiz., Jesus Christ, who 
began the Church, and from whom i t  sprang and came forth 
according to the prcjr)h(.cy in Is. 2, 3 :  "Out of Zion shall go 
forth the Law, and the Word of the Lord from Jerusalem." 
Eck added the testimony of Jerome, who has declared that 
the Eastern Church is heretical and has torn into shreds the 
undivided garment of the T,ord. I do not see what his object 
is in adducing this testimony. For he cannot claim that the 
vntirc Eastern Church has always been lieretical. Nor call he 
deny that there have bcei~ heretics in the Latin Church, and 
yet i t  reinailled a Church. Hence he has made no pc~int at  
311 by bidding me be silent. and by ridiculing Iny argument 
regarcling the G r e ~ k  Church, saying that when these people 
t'ell away from t l ~ e  Roman Cl~urch,  they forsook faith i n  
C'hrist a t  the saine tinle. I rather ask Doctor Ecli in that 
vaunted Ecliian nlodesty of his to spare so many thousands 
of saints i n  thc Greek C'hurch, which has existed hitherto. 
and, without doubt, will continue to exist. For Christ re- 
cvived for H i s  possession and inheritance, not the center of 
the Roman country, but, the ends of the earth, Ps. 2, 8. 

My msmer to the seventh point, concerning the highest 
priest of whom Jerome speaks, he has called evasive, and 
to colifirm his former claim, he raised the qu~s t ion  why 
St. Jerome has called Damnsus the successor of the fisher- 
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lently upbraids me, because, in citing the second testimpny 
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besides, he ridicules my grammatical knowledge because 
I said that sacerdotal unity is derived from the chair of 
Peter. Accordingly, this new logician or phi.losopher explains 
this "origin" to mean the transfer of the office, the origin of 
subordinate positions and influence; "otherwise," says he 
to me, "he ·will not produce one priest, not even at Jeru
snlem." I answer : No matter whether I omitted the words 
"the principal Church" or not; for the Roman Church can
not be called the principal Church in reference to the Eastern 
Church, as I have sufficiently shown. And as to his curious 
idea of the "orig-in of influence," I shall manage to despise 
that as easily as he invented it; and I do not find it difficult 
to produce one priest from Jerusalem, l,iz., Jesus Christ, who 
began the Church, and from whom it sprang and came forth 
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forth the Law, and the Word of the Lord from Jerusalem." 
Eck added the testimony of Jerome, who has declared that 
the Eastern Church is heretical and has torn into shreds the 
undivided garment of the Lord. I do not. see what his object 
is in adducing this testimony. For he cannot claim that the 
entire Eastern Church has always been heretical. Nor can he 
deny that there have been heretics in the J~atin Church, and 
yet it remained a Church. Hence he has made no point at 
::In by bidding me he silent. and by ridiculing' my argument 
regarding the Greek Church, saying that when these people 
follaway from the R()man Church, they forsook faith in 
Christ at the same time. I rather ask Doctor Eck in that 
vaunted Eckian modesty of his to spare so many thousands 
of >\Hillts in the Greek Church, which has existed hitherto, 
Hnd, without doubt, will continue to exist. For Christ re
ceived for His possession and inheritance, not the center of 
the Roman country, but the ends of the earth, Ps. 2. 8. 

}.try answer to the seventh point, concerning the highest 
priest of whom Jerome speaks, he has called evasive, and 
to confirm his former claim, he raised the question why 
St. Jerome has called Damasus the successor of the fisher-
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undivided garment of the Lord. I do not. see what his object 
is in adducing this testimony. For he cannot claim that the 
entire Eastern Church has always been heretical. Nor can he 
deny that there have been heretics in the J~atin Church, and 
yet it remained a Church. Hence he has made no point at 
::In by bidding me he silent. and by ridiculing' my argument 
regarding the Greek Church, saying that when these people 
follaway from the R()man Church, they forsook faith in 
Christ at the same time. I rather ask Doctor Eck in that 
vaunted Eckian modesty of his to spare so many thousands 
of >\Hillts in the Greek Church, which has existed hitherto, 
Hnd, without doubt, will continue to exist. For Christ re
ceived for His possession and inheritance, not the center of 
the Roman country, but the ends of the earth, Ps. 2. 8. 

}.try answer to the seventh point, concerning the highest 
priest of whom Jerome speaks, he has called evasive, and 
to confirm his former claim, he raised the question why 
St. Jerome has called Damasus the successor of the fisher-
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man, and desired to be associated with the chair of Peter, 
and why, citing the divine word in  Matt. 16, 18, he said: 
"I lrnow that the Church is built upon this Roclc," which can- 
not be said, he claimed, of other churches. Then he bewailed 
the fall of the church at Jerusalem, Antioch, and Alexandria, 
and finally, of the church in Bohemia, and said that accord- 
ing to the testimony of Jerome the authority of the fathers 
had been preserved inviolate only with the Romans. In reply 
I request that the excellent Doctor cite the sayings of the 
fathers conscientiously, lest we appear sophists instead of 
theologians. For in  the passage cited, Jerome calls every 
bishop the highest priest because he has been elevated from 
among the other priests. Hence the passage does not prop- 
erly refer to the Roman Pope. Again, the passage Natt. 
l ( i , l S  cannot be apprul~riated only by the Roman Church, as 
the words of Christ clearly show; for He  says "1My Church." 
No rnatter, then, what Clhureh i t  is, i t  is built upon the Rock, 
and that applies not to the Rolnan Church only. Or if this 
word of Christ is not to be applied to other churches, the 
Itonlan C1111rch stands alone, and in that case cannot be the 
first. Hence the unity of the Church does not rest on the 
unity of the Roinan supremacy, but on a much better foun- 
dation, as the apostle states in Eph. 4,5, namely, on one faith, 
une Baptism, one Lord, - a truth which Cyprian i n  his let- 
ters has often expressed. Nor has the authority of the fathers 
been kept inviolate only among the Eoinans, except perhaps 
a t  the time when Jerome wrote. Yea, history has recorded 
the Pact that Pope Liberius made cc~ncessions to the Arinns, 
and Jerome, in his l~amous illen, relates tllat Achatius, an 
Arian bishop a t  Caesarea and a pupil of the Arian Eusebius, 
by order of the Emperor Constantine appointed Felix Pope 
of Rome. 

Eefuting, in the eighth place, the testimony of Jerome in  
his letter to Evagrius, which I had adduced, he said that he 
hacl known that all bishops had the same dignity and office, 
and that they are still equal, but he claimed that the papacy 
is  an order superior to the episcopate. But he did not refute 
my argument, because Jeronle derives the superiority or in- 
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feriority of bishops, not from divine right, but from custom 
and the influence of wealth. Therefore, I stick to Jerome. 

My ninth point related to the 93d distinction of the canon 
Legimus. H e  said in reply that he did not believe there was 
such a confusion in the early Church that a bishop was not 
distinguished from a priest. I reply: What is that to me? 
Let him wrangle with Jerome and the canons. But he cited 
Dionysius, who has numbered the episcopate with the holy 
orders. I wonder now why he did not prove from the same 
author the monarchy of the Roman Church, since that has 
such an influence on the order of the kingdom of Christ that 
without it the Church on earth would lose its similarity to 
the Church triumphant. A person who professes to write 
a constitution for the monarchy should have disposed of this 
matter, at least in its essential parts; but Dionysius defines 
nothing beyond the office of a bishop. 

I n  my tenth rejoinder I referred to the 99th distinction 
of the canon Pq-imae, and said that i t  had been forbidden to 
call the Roman Pope the universal bishop. H e  said in reply 
that the prohibition did not say that the Roman Pope mas 
not the first and highest bishop, but only that a bishop, es- 
pecially of the Roman Church, could not be the ordinary 
bishop of each and every congregation. I answer: Could 
ally one collceive such a silly thought that one individual 
could preside over each and every church, so that i t  was 
necessary to forbid such great stupidity? Then he dropped 
his refutation and offered a better interpretation, viz., that 
the Roman Pope is not the universal bishop, but the bishop 
of the Church universal. If I did not wish t o  spare him, 
I should overthrow also this answer of his. But  I shall leave 
l l ~ r  decision to the judges and the auditors. 

Finally, in reference to the passage Luke 22, 26, where 
Christ says: "Ye shall not be so," he said that this passage 
rebukes ambition, but not the primacy. I reply: That is 
begging the question. I-Ie talks as if he had already proved 
that there must be a primacy. Besides, i t  is clear that the 
text does not only forbid ambition, but wanting to be above 
the rest. 
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Eck : I u  reply to the rebuttal crf the. reverend father I say, 
first, t l ~ t  tlle persoils who said tlmt they were of Peter were 
not rc1)roved by Pilul for imsgizling that there mas to be one 
of thc apostles who was to occupy the first place, but because 
they regarclcd a peculiarity in  a person. This is clearly in- 
djvated by the words "divisions" and "schism" (1 Cor. 1, 
13. 10). A i d  although Luther prefers Paul  to Jerome, we 
shall have to bel ie~c,  if we wish to  be God-fearing men, that  
Jerome has correctly -u~lclsrstot~cl the llleani~lg of Paul. For 
the ~neal l i~rg  of tile ];loassage is not in tloubt, ciz., that  a lleixd 
~vnd nppoirlted f o ~  the Clhurch in  order to renlove the occasion 
for schisms. That ib sufic.ient foL nny one who knows gram- 
tnar. Of this study the revercrld father hag said in  a dis- 
yut<ition that i t  is of greater valuca tlli~il other parts of 
l~hilosophy nild u..eiul to the t11cc)logian. 

Sec*ondly. Soi l r  I)ut Ariails have deuied that Christ in 
John 5, I9 clnirns cucyutility with the Father, nor docs Eer- 
~lk~rcl vitc the passLigt1 i l l  ally other wire. But  we decliile tlle 
cnpi~lion of the revereilcl f'lther that lhp holy fathers citecl the 
Script,ures ill order to expand their rli~coui.ses, for of such 
vaii~glory we should uot -11spect theill. 

Ti1 referelice to i11c third point, tllitt the Church is u~itlr- 
out a head wheir the P o l ~ e  dies, I sng that i t  has never been 
deiliccl that  Cbrirt is the Head of the Church. Also the 
gl(;loss to Cant. 5 ,  11: ('Ris head is as the most fine gold," 
statcs tllis. I t  says: "The I-Iead, that ih, Christ." Bu t  the 
Pop(? is H i s  vicegerent. I n  the consistory a bishol~ and his 
substitute arc r e g ~ l ~ i l ~ ( 1  as one pe~soi1. Hellcc i t  is not per- 
n ~ i t t ~ c l  to take ail tlppeal from the substitute to the bishop. 
Regarding the cardinnla, howe~er,  I said that now, after t h ~  
C!hurch had receivecl its proper 01-cler, the choice of a Pope 
has bee11 delegated to the carclillals by an ordcf of Popr- 
Xicbolas. Bu t  I believe that there were cardinals at the 
time of Jerome, or Jerorne could not have been a carclinal 
priest. 

Here Luther interjected: Jeromc~ never was n cardinal. 
111 the fourth place, regarding Cyprinn. It is impossible, 

t o  btx sure, that  he bllould have restricted the morcls of tlic 
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Seeondly. None but Arians have denied that Ohrist in 
J"olm 5, 19 cln.ims coequality "with the .Father, nor does Ber
uard eite the paSS,Jge in any other sellse. But we decline the 
opinion of the reverend f"ther that Ll](~ holy fathers cited the 
Scriptures in order to expand their di8COUl'Ses, for of sueh 
vainglory we should not suspect them. 

Tn reference to tlw third point, that the Ohureh is with
out 'U head when thc Pope dies, 1 say that it has never been 
denied that Ohrist is the Head of the Ohurch. Also the 
gloss to Oant. 5, 11: "His head is as the most fine gold," 
states this. It say;;;: "The Head, that is, Christ." But the 
Pope is His vicegerent. In the consistory a bishop and his 
substitute arc regarded as one person. Hell~e it is not per
mitted to take all appeal from the substitute to the bishop. 
Regarding the cardinal", however, I said that now, after th(; 
Ohurch has received its proper order, the choice of a Pope 
has been delegated to the cardinals by an order of Pope 
Nicholas. But I helieve that there were cardinals at the 
time of Jerome, or ;r erome could not have been a cardinal 
priest. 

Here Luther interjected : Jerome never was a cardinal. 
In the fourth place, regarding Oyprian. It is impotlsible, 

to be sure, that he should have restricted the words of the 
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has been delegated to the cardinals by an order of Pope 
Nicholas. But I helieve that there were cardinals at the 
time of Jerome, or ;r erome could not have been a cardinal 
priest. 

Here Luther interjected : Jerome never was a cardinal. 
In the fourth place, regarding Oyprian. It is impotlsible, 

to be sure, that he should have restricted the words of the 
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holy martyrs so as to i n a h  them apply only t:~ the narrow 
collfirles of the district of Rome, because the Novatiail bishops 
vane to Rome from N~mlidia, a couiltry of which Ptolemy 
and Strabo tell us that i t  lies 011 the other side of the Atlas 
Mou~ltains. (Luther intc~jected:  Oil this side.) Ru t  as to 
Cyprian's calling Cornelius "brother," I hold that that was 
the npillion of the party ~vlio collect(>d Cyprian's writings, 
not of Cyprian liimself. For, reading the epistles of the lloly 
bishops, n7e find that  i t  was far  more comrnon in  those days 
to accord laudable a i d  distinguished titles to persons than 
is done nowadays to the Itomall Popc. We kiio~v this from 
Ambro~e, Augustine, .Hilnl.y, a i d  other fathers. For they 
address each other :IS "Xost blessed," "Most holy," "Nost 
beloved of Cod," etc. I n  reference to tvllat I added, he  claims 
that 1 ain trying to digress, and drag in m:~ttcrs that  are not 
to the l~oint.  With your leave I should like to say that  i t  is 
a hllilllle to a teacher to instruct others and not liimself. H e  
asks me to prove that  I'eter appointed a single apostle; but 
that is beside our object. For we do not incluire who i t  was 
that appointed this or that  person, but who received from the 
1,nr~l Jesus the suprclllacy over the rest. VCThat he said next 
I utterly decline to admit, because he draws this conclusion: 
Peter could not appoirlt a11 apostle. therefore the successor of 
Peter callliot appoint a successor to an apostle, or  exercisc 
alltllority over him. II is  premise is true, but his coriclusion 
is false, because the Pope now has that power and does ordain 
bisl~ops. Bu t  the proper solution for this difficulty will 
probably be that  the office of an apostle, being fundamental 
to the Cllurrh, embraces n o r e  than being a bishop. For that 
rctlson Leo X, the successor of tlie Apostle Peter, is not an 
wl~ostlc. It is, however, not sufficient to concede, as he does, 
that Peter was the first in  the enumeration of the apostles 
ilnd in point of honor, but not as regards his authority: in 
the first place, because the evangelists do not enuinerate the 
apostles in  like order, as can be seen froin Chrysostom's gloss 
to 3T:ltt. 10. Secondly, his distinction between priority of 
l ~ o t ~ o r  ancl of authority contradicts directly the holy martyr 
C1y])ri:~n, who, in his treatise on the Simplicity of Prelates 
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(De Unitate Ecclesiae) against Novatian, speaks of the wiles 
of the devil, and inveighs against those who, pretending to 
be ministers of righteousness, call the night day, perdition 
salvation, despair hope, and perfidy faith. Further on he 
says: "Although after His resurrection H e  gave equal 
authority to all the apostles and said: 'As My Father hath 
sent Me,' etc., nevertheless, in order to make unity plain to 
them, H e  so ordered the origin of this unity by His  power 
that i t  had to take its beginning from one. The other dis- 
ciples were absolutely all that Peter was, endowed with an 
equal share of honor as well as of authority," -mark this 
well! - "but the beginning was rnacle from one, in order to 
show that the Church is one.'' Further on he says: "Who- 
ever does not preserve this unity does not keep the Law of 
God, nor faith in the Father and Son, nor does he obtain 
life and salvation." These are the remarkable words of 
Cyprian, who makes no distinction among the apostles as 
regards priority of honor and of authority. 

I n  regard to the fifth point, concerning the election of 
a bishop, I repeat what I said before, that we are not dis- 
cussing the method of electing a bishop, but rather the quality 
and importance of the person elected. The Council of Nicea 
is a council not to be despised, but as regards methods of 
acting and customs, the condition of the times, of persons 
and localities, may change these, as can be seen from many 
canons. 

I n  the sixth place, our highly honored Doctor attacks my 
logic, and says that I have invented a distinction between two 
kinds of origin. We have heard before that on this point 
Cyprian sides with Eck, who is not so gifted as to be able 
to invent new things, but merely interprets the old sayings 
of the saints as far as he is able. But his admission that 
Christ is the Priest of all does not come up, first, to the 
meaning of Cyprian, next, to that of Jerome; for these 
fathers mean to say that Peter was appointed the first of the 
apostles, and that the authority of the other priests is derived 
from him; not, indeed, in such a way that he confers on 
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them inwardly what only Christ, the Head, can bcstow, but 
by communicating to them ecclesiastical authority. 

I n  the seventh place, he misses in my arguments the 
Eckian modesty, because I have denounced the Greeks and 
Orientals as reprobates. I reply that for a long time the 
Greeks have not only been schismatics, but extreme heretics, 
as tho great multitude of their errors and their stubborn 
claims enumerated in the Clementine chapter De Summa 
T~initate, shows, such as their teaching concerning the Holy 
Ghost, confession, the spuriousness of three evangelists, and 
innumerable other things. Still they have frequently ren- 
dered to the Roman Church a sort of feigned obedience, for 
instance, a t  the Florentine council in the days of Euge- 
nius IV. If  those are correct who think that few of us will 
be saved, how much less, if any, will there be saved in 
Turliey? - except that there may be a few monks with their 
followers who continue their obedience to Rome. 

In the eighth place, the reverend father asks me to cite 
my authorities conscientiously. H e  need not worry. I wish 
1 could cite them also from full knowledge. But no one can 
doubt that Jerome recognized Damasus as Pope. Nor does 
anybody doubt that the Church universal is built upon the 
Rock. However, that this Rock is Peter and his successors 
I shall prove anon. 

He casts some reflection on the remark of Jerome: "The 
priineval authority is kept inviolate only among you," in- 
sinuating that even the Roman Popes have not been alto- 
gether without blemish. If  he refers to the time of Jerome, 
the Popes preceding him were Liberius and Anastasius. 
I mention this because the minds of believers are rightly 
filled with admiration by observing that no Roman Pope, 
no matter how wicked and heretical he was, has ever, as far  
as I know, decreed or ordained anything officially that was 
contrary to the commandments of the Christian faith. For 
their persons, indeed, they have often erred, but when they 
undertook to render erroneous decisions, they were overtaken 
by the judgment of God, as happened to the Arian Leo, 
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port itie. I quote Richard Armacanus i n  chap. 3, book 7, 
De Q U U P S ~ ~ O I Z ~ ~ U S  A ~ r n ~ n i o r u r n ,  who understand this passage 
w s  1 have done, as  St .  Leo testifies. That  this is the true 
n i ~ a n i i ~ g  is shotvi~ by v. 26:  "He that is greatest among 
you," etc. Christ, then, 13sesupposed that some one would 
he the greatkst. Bu t  Be did not illdieate at  that  time who 
woulcl be the grratest, but Inter, -when H e  spoke to Peter of 
tlir clrr-il having desired him and of H i s  prayer for him, 
and ~vlieil H e  told hixn to strengthen his brethren after he 
hjinlelf should be converted. It was then that H e  explained 
\vhat i t  ineans to be the greatest.176) 

With this peroration of Eck the session was adjourned. 
Wc. have reproduced the entire debate of this day, i n  order to 
givc the rctader as direct a view of the event as  it is possible 
.zftt.r the Inpse of so illany years. We shall have to restrict 
ourselves to a sunimary of the remainder of the discussion. 
The outstai~ding fcatures of the debate so far  have been the 
applicatioil of the Scriptural principle oil the part of Luther, 

the jealous care with which papists surroullid the primacy 
of their Pope, as if i t  were the article with which the Church 
(.ither stands or falls. The futility of EcB's arguments as 
sho~vn during this debate in behalf of the most cherished 
tenet of his Church is characteristic of all subsequent Catho- 
lic nrgunient on this snl3ject. 

17. A Memorable Fourth of July. 
(Evening. ) 

At the opeiiing of the debate, Luther had expressed his 
pained surprise a t  observing the absence of certain persoi~s 
whom he felt lie ~ r ~ i g l i t  expect to see among his auditors. 
1,utlier7s remarks had been so pointed - he had spokeil of 
"incyuisitors of heretical depravity" - that his audicnce could 
hardly fail to uildersta~ld that he was referring to John 
Tetzel; for this title of '(incluisitor" Tetzel had assumed 
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after the publication of the Ninety-five Theses. With in- 
quisitorial anger he had fulminated against Luther from tlze 
university a t  Frankfurt on the Oder, where he had obtained 
the degree of Doctor of Divinity. 

Another pointed reference to Tetzel occurred a t  the end 
of the debate, twelve days later. In his closing address 
Dr. John Lange, the ex-Rector of the university, remarked 
that the debate might have had still greater weight if sick- 
ness had not prevented the preacher of the inddgences which 
had been discussed in the debate from entering the lists with 
his former courage.177) 

But  there is another reason that leads us to speak of 
Tetzel a t  this time. Froeschel, one of the chroniclers of the 
Leipzig Debate, relates the following incidents : "This same 
monk Tetzel died during the debate while the [Dominican] 
monks [with whom Tetzel had found a sheltering domi- 
cile] were singing their Salve. At the [Paulinian convent-] 
church they [had begun the vesper liturgy and] were singing : 
'Salve, Regina misericordiae' ('Hail, Queen of Nercy'), and 
the sacristan was beginning to ring the first bell; when he 
rang the second time, Tetzel was in his last agony; when tlw 
monks began to sing: 'Sub tuum pracsidium confugimus, 
sancta Dei genetrix' ('Under thy shelter we take refuge, 
O holy mother of God7), and while the bells were ringing 
for the third time, Tetzel breathed his last. Then the monks 
hurried into their convent as though the hangman were after 
them with his whip. This happened exactly a t  six o'clock, 
and on the day when the blessed Dr. Martin Luther began 
his disputation against the Pope. I have seen this my- 
self ." 178) 

This account has impressed even such exact scholars as 
Hausrathl79) and Buchwald,lso) both of whom have given 

• July 4 as the day of Tetzel's death. If the .account is true, 
Luther must have been returning to his lodging and passed 

177) Loescher, 1. c., 111, 584. 
178) Hofmann, Johann Tezel, p. 146. Hausrath, 1. c., I ,  275 f .  
179) 1. c., I, 299. (Published 1905.) 
180) Doktor Martin. Luther, p. 149. (Published in 2. edit. 1913.) 
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not fa r  f rom Tetzel's hiding-place when the  unfortunate 
man  went to face his Maker a n d  Judge. Froeschel, n o  doubt, 
was struck by this  remarkable coincidence; f o r  he  fairly 
puts  his finger on it when h e  writes: "Gleich u m  6 Uhr, 
und  an  dem Tage, d a  Dr .  Mart inus  Luther  seliger an-  
gefangen hatte, wider den Paps t  zu disputieren." But re- 
cent researchlR1) has led IKoestlinl82) and  Grisarl83) to reject 
J u l y  4 a s  the  date  of Tetzel's death, and  to substitute 
August 11. However, all historians a re  agreed t h a t  Tetzel 
was ill a t  Leipzig dur ing Luther's debate, and  tha t  h e  died 
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Let us  interrupt our  review of t h e  Leipzig Debate for  
a inoment and  learn a few facts about Tetzel. When  Mil- 
t i tz came f rom Rome to  Saxony to  pacify Luther, he  sum- 
moned Tetzel to meet h i m  a t  Altenburg, which a t  tha t  
t i m e  was the Elector's residence. This summons Tetzel 
answered by the  following letter, dated a t  Leipzig, Decem- 
ber  31, 1518: - 

While your Honor could command me, you have urged me to 
come to Altenburg, where I am to hear something peculiar from 
you. I would not shun the labor of the journey and accommodate 
your Honor, if I could leave Leipzig without danger to my life. 
For Martin Luther, Augustinian, has so stirred up and aroused 
the mighty ones not only in all Germany, but also in  the king- 
doms of Bohemia, Hungary, and Polonia, that I am safe nowhere. 
The said Luther was cited to  Augsburg and in a conference, which 
took place there, he has blamed this whole trouble in ~vhicli he 
is involved on me, and by publishing false statements has slan- 
dered and defamed me as a heretic, alleging that I have preached 
blasphemy and have deceived my most reverend fathers in God, 
the Archbishop of Mayence and Magdeburg and the Cardinal of 
the Holy See, by concealing from them my plans by I do not 
know what cunning. 1 have long ago forwarded my sermon to 
his Papal Holiness for inspection. As regards the blasphemy 
which, ha alleges, I have uttered against the Holy Virgin, I have by 
word of mouth and in writing defended myself against that charge 
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last  year, a s  your H o n o ~  can see from the. copies which T tran. 
mit  herewith. ltegarclless of my defense, l ~ ~ ~ v t ~ v ~ r ,  the said RKi~rtir~ 
sllainelessly charges me agiin with having prcnch(1cl heresy aritl 
blasphemy, i l k  order tha t  11~. may excite implacable hatred agaiusl 
me in the mind8 of all nlen, and render me odiouy to then.  I have 
sometim~~s seen them glower a t  nle when 1 haypencd to be ill t l ~ r  
pulpit. Moreover, I have been marllrcl by many hravr and rrlia1)lt~ 
person? to be on my guard unceasingly. For rrlany of  l\Iartin'h 
party have sworn to kill me. IIencc, although I should like to 
see your l3onor rather t l l i ~ i ~  an  angel, I csau~iot colne wi t l~out  
putt ir~g my life in jropardy. Your honor will, therefore, ercust. 
EIC for God'3 sake ~ L I I C ~  on account of nly great fear. I ha\-(. 
hitherto loved tllr holy Papal See at  all timrs, and still love ii 
as long as I live. I s l~al l  clefend and protect i t s  liberty and plivi- 
leges, though, while Ifartill goc.: on with his object, I havo tllehv 
many years and especially ilo~v ~suff'ercd much peril of body, fanic,, 
and fortune from the colnnlon pcople, from the cltrgy, and fium 
others. I am assailrcl with infinite solrows and injuries because 
of the Papal See. Rnt I shall let this pash. Until the end of 
my life I shall shun no labor in the defense of the Papal See 
itgainst, i ts  adversaries. Let your honor comrnand me 111iat t o  clo. 
and I shall obey your order if T call do 50 cvitl~out endangeri~lg 
my life.184) 

r 3 l l ~ i s  let ter  reveals nothing b u t  the  crnvcm hear t  of Tctzcl; 
f o r  what h e  relates about  a Luthcrail  collspirlzcy ayains t  hi111 
is t h e  p u r e  hallucillatioll of a coward : his  evil collscience 
made  h im see spooks. B u t  th i s  letter iilcidentally gives us  
a n  i~ ld ica t ion  t o  what  extent  t h e  leaven of Luther's These- 
had  bceu worliing among t h e  people; lor  tllc ill will of t h c  
people had  beell exl~resard  to  Tetzel frequently enough. 

Miltitz, f o r  t h e  t ime being, accepted t h e  excuse of T r t z e l ;  
but af ter  l1e h a d  reachcd t h e  under.;tantlil~g wi th  L u t h e r  t h a t  
t h e  l a t t e r  urould cease h is  polemics if h is  adversaries woulcl 
do  t h e  same, AIiltitz lirellt t o  Leipzig. H e r e  he summo~iecl  
Tetzel to appear  before h i m  i n  the  presence of tlze Provincial  
of t h e  Dorniri ical~ ordcr, H e r ~ n ~ l l n  Rab, - t h e  same g ~ a t l e -  
lnan  of whom me hcard in previous chapters, - a n d  fearfully 
upbraided Tetzel f o r  h i s  immoral  conduct a n d  fo r  mal-  
feasance in office. Tetzel ma3 charged wi th  adultcry,  gam- 
blii~g wi th  t h e  inclulgcilce funds ,  a n d  extreme wastefulnrss. 

184) XV, 714 ff. 
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last year, as your Honor can see from tlw eopiell which T trall~' 
mit herewith. Itegardless of my defense, howf'ver, the said MartiH 
shamelessly charges me again with having pn'aehed here8Y and 
blasphemy, in order that ]w may excite implacable hatred agaill~t 
me in the mindFl of all men, and rend<'r me odious to them. I hay!' 
sometimes iieen them glower at me when J happened to be ill tlw 
pulpit. lVIoreover, J have 11epn warned by lllany brave :CLncl reliahlp 
persolls to be on my guard unceasingly. For many of ;vlartill'~ 

party have sworn to kill me. Henc<', although I should like to 
see your Honor rather than an allgel, 1 en,llnot come without 
putting my life in jeopardy. Your honor will, therefore, excuse 
me ior God's "ake ancl on account o[ my great fear. I hay(, 
hitherto lovecl the holy Papal See at all tim>'s, and still love H 
as long as I live. I shall defend and protect its liberty and privi
leges, though, while Martin goes on with hit; object, I have the~.· 
many years and especially ilOW suffered much peril of body, fanH', 
and fortune from the common people, from the clergy, and from 
others. I am assailed with infinite sorrows and injuries be('au~(' 
of the Papal See. But I shall let this pass. Until the end of 
my life I shall shun no labor in the defense of the Papal See 
against its adversari(>s. Let your honor command me what to do. 
and I 811a11 obl'y your order if I can do ~o without elldfHlgering 
my life.l84) 

This letter reveals nothing but the craven heart 'of Tctzel; 
for ,vhat he relatE'S about a Lutheran conspiracy agaiust him 
is the pure hallucination of a coward: his evil cOllscience 
made him see spooks. But this letter incidentally gives u;.; 

an illdication to what extent the leaven of Luther's These,.; 
had been working among the people; for the ill will of the 
people had been expressed to Tetzel frequently enough. 

Miltitz, for the time being, accepted the excuse of Tetzel; 
but after he had reached the understanding with Luther that 
the latter would cease his polemics if his adversaries would 
do the same, Miltitz went to I~eipzig. Here he summoned 
Tetzel to appear before him in the presence of the Provinci,,11 
of the Dominican order, Hermann Rab, - the same gpntle
man of whom we heard in previous chapters, - and fearfully 
upbraided Tetzel for his immoral conduct and for mal
feasance in office. Tetzel wail charged with adultery, gam
bling with the indulgellce funds, and extreme wastefulness. 
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last year, as your Honor can see from tlw eopiell which T trall~' 
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against its adversari(>s. Let your honor command me what to do. 
and I 811a11 obl'S your order if I can do ~o without elldfHlgering 
my life.l84) 

This letter reveals nothing but the craven heart 'of Tctzel; 
for ,vhat he relates about a Lutheran conspiracy agaiust him 
is the pure hallucination of a coward: his evil cOllscience 
made him see spooks. But this letter incidentally gives u;.; 

an illdication to what extent the leaven of Luther's These,.; 
had been working among the people; for the ill will of the 
people had been expressed to 1'etzel frequently enough. 

Miltitz, for the time being, aeeepted the excuse of 1'etzel; 
but after he had reached the understanding with Luther that 
the btter would cease his polemics if his adversaries would 
do the same, Miltitz went to I~eipzig. Here he summoned 
Tetzel to appear before him in the presence of the Provinci,,11 
of the Dominican order, Hermann Rab, - the same gpntle
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feasance in office. 1'etzel was charged with adultery, gam
bling with the indulgellce funds, and extreme wastefulness. 
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An old Na~1lll)urg cliroilir*lr rrlates that nfttlr hi, drat11 two 
thousancl floriils \wrc fouild \vhicll lie had llurloil~c-d froin 
the revenues of' his traffic, a i d  that he llncl hoartleci wealth 
to provide for ltis two illegitimate chilclren. Siiltitz charged 
him with Feiilg the author u i  "the tragedy" in Germany, an? 
threatened to report hi111 to tlie Pype, who ~ ~ o n l d  probably 
exco~nnlu~ricatr Jiin~. and tlvcide what elbe sliould be clone 
to him. 

Now this 111311, so brazen u ~ ~ d  bolt1 ill former times, inht 

all couragr ; 11c wailted to cl~l.it tlic cuuutry, I)ut did not k r ~ o ~ v  
whither to tiirn. The sliuc.li rnl1ic.11 l1r had rc~ceivccl was so 
great tliiit he fell into hysteria a i d  1)ined away in  irielarkcholy 
ill the convrut of the Dominicaub t it L(~il>zig. 

Luther had lieard of the ~nerciless c.l~asti~emeiit which 
Miltitz had aclniiiiistered to l'rtzcl. C)n Fehruary 20 lie 
wrote to Staupitz : - 

3liltite l ~ a s  sluntnoned Tetzrl arld rc~pl.irn:tncted him. He con- 
victed hini of appl.opriating ninety gultlcn fnlS his ~lloiitkily salary, 
and of lcccpiiig a inol~ntcd servant and a carriage itt the  caspc.nse 
of thc trcn~llry.  Tliis Tetzel ha.; iro\c. disal)pearthtl, iilid riol~ody 
knows nhitller hc  is gonc, unlr55 hc is rviltl~ l ~ i s  [Do~uinic-an 1 
f a the r s .1~~)  

7'0 Spalntin, however, Luther wrote February I d :  - 
I rcgrrt t ba t  Trtzel ha. brc-11 rt~duccd to i;lirh rniseig, tllrlt Iris 

iloillgr hu+c  l ~ r e r ~  b ~ o u g h t  to light, : L I ; ~  t1r:tt his i a t e t y  i q  in  
da~igrr .  I f  i t  could be clone, 1 would ~ t u ~ c h  rather t ha t  bib honor 
\r7err l)rescr\-c~d. aftrr  he has somewllnt r~ieilderl hi\ cond~~c t .  
1 g:tiii irutllil~g 11y hi* shttnre, just as I lost notl-ling by his lr~iiig 
horiored. J C R I I ~ O ~  c ~ a s r  xvo~lilrrilrg t l ~ a t  he was ho hc~lrl 11s to  
+queeLe so ll~ucli llloncy out of people tha t  arc quits pool -- moiley 
nlungh t o  heel) a k~i-hop, yea, an apostlc in  state.I%\ 

?vhen tllc- 11c.rvs *prrad in Lcipzig that; Luther ttntl Carl- 
stadt were cv~lniilg to hold a l~ublic disputation there, and 
that indulg~l~ces  wnuld be one of the subject3 to be discussed, 
Tetzel grew vcry angry. "The devil take him!" (Luther) 
he  cried.wii 011 the day of the arrival of tllc Wittenb~rgers  
1 1 ~  wad told 1,y his frirnd~. - for he did not ~ c n t u r c  to sllom 
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An old Naumburg ehrouide n>late,; that after hi::; death two 
thousand florins were found which he had IJurloined from 
the revenueR of his traffic, and that he had hoarded wealth 
to pl'()vide for his two illegitimate children. )liItitz charged 
him 'with being the author (If "the tragedy" in Germany, an4 
threatened to report him to the Pope, who would probably 
excommunicate him, and d(;cide what else should be done 
to him. 

Now this man, ';0 brazen and bold in former times, 10,;t 
all courage; he wanted to quit the country, but did not kn()w 
whither to turn. The shoek which he had l'f~ceivcd was so 
great that he fell into hysteria and pined away in melancholy 
in the convent of the Dominicantl ~1t Leipzig. 

Luther had heard of the mercile~'s chastisement which 
Miltitz had administered to Tetzel. On February :'20 he 
wrote to Staupitz:-

.Miltitz has summoned Tetzd and reprimanded him. He con
dcted him of appropriating ninety guldpn for his monthly salary, 
and of kcc}Jing a monnted ~ervaJlt and a carriage at tht' ('xpense 
of the tn'a,;ury. This TetzcI has l\(l\v' disappeared, and nohody 
knows whither Iw is gone, unle»" he is w~th hi" [Domilli('~\11] 
iathers.l8.j) 

'1'0 Spalatill, however, Luther wrote February 12: -
I regret t1~at Teb;el has be<'u reduced to such mi~el',\', that his 

doings hay"~ been brought to light., and that his sarety is in 
danger. Jf it could be done, I would lllllch rather that his honor 
were preserv!'d, afte!' he has somewhat mended his conduct. 
1 gain nothing hy his shallle, just. !"ts I I08t nothing hy his heing 
honored. I pa unot. cea.se wondering that he was HO bole] as to 
,.;queeze so mueh money out of people that are quite pOOl' -- mouey 
enungh to kepp a bi~ll(lp, yea, an apostle in state. I&;) 

\Vhen the Hews ~pread in Leipzig that Luther anrl Oarl
stadt ,vern coming to hold a public disputation there, and. 
that illdnlgellces would be one of the fmbjects to be discussed, 
Tetzel grew very angry. "The devil take him I" (Luther) 
he cried. lSi I OIl the day of the arrival of the vVittenhergel's 
he was told by his friends - for he did not venture to show 
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Now this man, ';0 brazen and bold in former times, 10,;t 
all courage; he wanted to quit the country, but did not kn()w 
whither to turn. The shoek which he had l'f~ceivcd was so 
great that he fell into hysteria and pined away in melancholy 
in the convent of the Dominicantl ~1t Leipzig. 

Luther had heard of the mercile~'s chastisement which 
Miltitz had administered to Tetzel. On February :'20 he 
wrote to Staupitz:-

.Miltitz has summoned Tetzd and reprimanded him. He con
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hiinself in public - that a small army had arrived from Wit- 
tenberg. with Duke Barniln a t  their head, and all bearing 
weapons. His partly unbalanced mind a t  once interpreted 
this as a plot on his life, and he spent his days in paroxysms 
of fear. One day he was fearfully startled by a n  event 
which he interpreted as an ill omen: the monk Baumgaert- 
ner, whom we saw rudely interrupting a conversation of 
Froeschel and Dr. Sletzler at the home of the printer Herbi- 
polis, had been seized with apoplexy and died soon after. He  
had quarreled with a noblemail from Wittellberg a t  the inn 
of "The Rosary" on Nicolaistrasse, and had tallied himself 
into such blind fury that he collapsed in the midst of his 
argunlen t . 

How little Tetzel hacl to fear froin Luther was shown 
when Luther, who must have heard of his deplorable con- 
dition, \mote hinl a letter of consolation. The letter is not 
extant, but Luther remembered this incideiit twenty-six years 
later and wrote in the Preface of the first collection of his 
Latin writings : - 

Tetzel had been thundered a t  and crushed with threatening 
words about the Pope's vengeance, so that he pined away and 
was fillally carried off by the grief of his heart. When I learned 
this, I wrote him a friendly letter before he died, and comforted 
him. I told him to be of good cheer and not to tremble when he 
thought of me. But perhaps he succumbed to  his conscience arid 
the anger of God.188) 

Luther assured Tetzel that the controversy concerning in- 
dulgences had not been started on his account. "This child," 
he said, ('has a different father." Therefore Tetzel might 
cease troubling his mind with useless self-accusations, as if 
he were solely responsible for the disturbance that had come 
upon the Church, and as if all the ignominy and suffering 
to which he must now submit were only the due recompense 
for his great wrongs. Could a friend have cheered a person 
in despondency with greater kindness or more effectually? 1m1 

I t  is likely that this generous act of Luther took place 
during his sojourn a t  Leipzig in the days of the debate. For 
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Luther says that he wrote him ('before Tetzel died.'! H e  
~vould hear of the poor monk's sad condition, and that he 
would receive no visitors, - i t  is possible, too, that the DO- 
~liinicaizs, T,uther7s fiercest eaemies, would not admit him to 
Tetzel's cell, - and so he chose the medium of corresponde~lce 
to assure him that  he bore him no grudge. 

The accidental sojourn of Luther and Tetzel in the same 
city a t  this particular time is apt to invite reverent reflec- 
tions. How grosrly had the huckster of papal indulgences 
vilified Luther! A t  Berlin he had raved and said that in 
three weeks he would see Luther burning on the pyre, and 
would send him to hell with a fool's cap.lg0) Now he was 
himself trembling in daily anticipation of the s tale!  Not 
quite two years had passed since he had traversed Gerinany 
like a demigocl, decked with all the paraplzernalia of eccle- 
siastical greatness, surrounded with the pomp and glory of 
the papacy; the people had kissed his hand and thought 
theluselves happy if they could but touch the hem of his 
garment. Now he was dying i n  concealment, virtually i n  
prison, dreading the \math of the master whom he had so 
faithfully served. Like a dog he had barked for  his master 
with all his might; like a dog his master kicked him into 
the ditch when he had become useless. What a11 ending of 
a brillinlit carerr! But that career waa caonceived in iniquity 
and begotten in  greed, and i t  ended properly thus. 

Returning to Lotther's house in the evening after the 
first day of debating, if Luther glanced i n  the direction of 
the Dominican cloister and remembered the life that was 
there ebbing out into the sen of eternity, w l ~ a t  inust his 
thoughts have been! 0 God, Thou art  righteous and just; 
but unto us belongs confu~ion of faces! 

190) XSII, 171% 
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Luther says that he wrote him "before Tetzel died." He 
would hear of the poor monk's sad condition, and that he 
would receive 110 visitors, - it is possible, too, that the Do
l11inicans, I-,uther's fiercest enemies, would not admit him to 
Tetzel's cell, - and so he chose the medium of correspondence 
to assure him that he bore him no grudge. 

The accidt>ntal sojourn of Luther and Tetze1 in the same 
city at this particular time is apt to invite reverent reflec
tions. How grossly had the huckster of rJtlI)a1 indulgences 
vilified Luther! At Berlin he had raved and said that in 
three weeks he would see Luther burning on the pyre, and 
would send him to hell with a fool's cap.190) Now he was 
himself trembling in daily anticipation of the stake! Not 
quite two years had passed since he had traversed Germany 
like a demig>od, decked with all the paraphernalia of eccle
siastical greatuess, surrounded with the pomp and glory of 
the papacy; the people had kissed his hand and thought 
themselves happ;v if they could but touch the hem of his 
garment. Now he was dying in concealment, virtually in 
prison, dreading the wrath of the master whom he had so 
faithfully served. Like a dog he had barked for his master 
with all his might; like a dog his master kicked him into 
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the Dominican cloister and remembered the life that was 
there ebbing out into the sea of eternity, what mllst his 
thoughts have been! 0 God. Thou art rig>hteous and just; 
but unto us belongs confusion of faces! 
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18. The Remainder of the Debate on the 
Primacy. 

The debate 011 the priinacy of the Popp was coiitinued 
till Friday afternoon. Tuesday, July 5, Lutlret. opened the 
~norning session by insisting that in  1 Cor. :l the undue pre- 
icrlneilt of Peter is indeed declared unwarranted. Likewise 
I11 Gal. 2, ti Paul  speaks against undue authority that  is ac- 
c.orded men. Everybody, he said, knows the origin of the 
rank of cardinals; such great titles the bishops had first 
given to each other, but not to the Rolna~i  bishop alone. 
Eck's assertion that  the Qrel is  are arch-heretics he declared 
extreme, and hc sho\ved resentment a t  Ecli's frequent ref- 
erence to the Bolienlia~is, whic11 he considered uncalled for. 
Then hi, t u r ~ ~ e d  to the passage on which the ~vllole debate 
t~ in led ,  Matt. l(?, 18, and showed that the Rock i n  this pas- 
bage is the faith which Peter professed, and whicll i b  coin- 
n ~ o n  to the entire Church. In this co l~~lcc t io~l  he cited 
l<>ph. 4, 5,  ancl declared that  the assertion of Richard Arnla- 
cnndus ih vain over and ngclinst these clear woi-CIS, f o r  if 
there i+ '*one faith," none of the apostles could be above 
the other. 

111 llis reply Ecl; arsrrtcd that Gal. 2, ti would bc perti- 
nriltly cited hy T,uther if t11r latter were cl~feriding Eck's 
ljositioil. As to IZicharcl Armncnndus, this svritcr 31ad ever 
 pealed to the authority of St.  Leo. JIatt .  16, he cla;med, 
is direcattd against cluarrclson~en~ss, and does not forbid the 
crection of a prin~acy. Speoliing on the 18th versc in this 
c h a p t ~ r ,  lle began to extol Peter, who had been made the 
inonarc~h of the Church on that  occasion, and cited the 
C+los.sn ordinavin (a much-used coinirientarj jn the ~nedieval 
Church). Cypuian, Augustinr, Jeron~c., Clhrysostom, and Leo 
the G r ~ n t ,  all of whoin had interpreted thc term "petra" 
(laocl;) i n  this text as idcntic:~l with Peter. Nest. he re- 
ferred to the decrees of the Popes i!nic.etue. Xarrell~ls,  
Julius,  and Pelagiua, whic8h declared the s a n e  view. I Ie  
aclcletl tliut the opposite tc~achine had bccn coilclc~~nned as  a11 

(.rror ill the case of thr  1,~o11c-c. IYyclif. 3lilrsilius. ;~tlcl Hus. 
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Eck's assertion that the Greeks arc arch-heretics he declared 
extreme, and he showed resentment at Eck's frequent rd
erence to the Bohemians, which he considered uncalled for. 
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sage is the faith which Peter professed, and which is C0111-

nlOn to the entire Ohurch. In this connection he cited 
Eph. 4, G, and declared that the assertion of Richard Arma
candus i" vain over and ngainst these elear words, for if 
tl18re il" "one faith," none of the apostle8 could be above 
the other. 

III his reply Ecl~ asserted that Gal. 2, (/ would be perti
nPlltly eited by Luther if the latter were defending- Ecl;:'s 
llOSltlOlJ. As to Richard ArmacHlldus, this writ('r had ever 
appealed to the authori ty of St. Leo. J\lIatt.16, he claimed, 
is dire('ted against (lUarrelsol1lel1ess, and does not forbid the 
Nection of a primacy. Speaking on the 18th verse in this 
chapter. he began to extol Peter, who had been made the 
monarch of the Ohurch on that occasion, and cited the 
Olossa ordinaria, (n much-used commentary in the medieval 
Church), Cyprian, Augustine, Jerome, Ohrysostom, and I~eo 
tbc Great. all of whom hnd interpreted the term "petra" 
(rock) in this text as idcnticnl with Peter. Next, he re
ferred to the decrees of the Popes Anieetus. ~lar('ellns, 

.J nIi us, and Pelagiu::l. which declared the same view. He 
added that the opposite t(·tw.hin,g; had been condemned H::l an 
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18. The Remainder of the Debate on the 
Primacy. 

The debate on the primacy of the Pope was continued 
till Friday afternoon. Tuesday, July 5, Lu,the'1" opened the 
morning session by insisting that in 1 Oor.:} the undue pre
ferment of Peter is indeed declared unwarranted. Likewise 
in Gal. 2, (3 Paul speaks against undue authority that is ac
corded men. Everybody, he said, knows the origin of the 
rank of cardinals; such great titles the bishops had first 
given to each other, but not to the Roman bishop alone. 
Eck's assertion that the Greeks arc arch-heretics he declared 
extreme, and he showed resentment at Eck's frequent rd
erence to the Bohemians, which he considered uncalled for. 
Then lw turned to the passage on which the whole debate 
turned, ·.Matt. Hi, 18, and showed that the Rock in this pas
sage is the faith which Peter professed, and which is C0111-

nlOn to the entire Ohurch. In this connection he cited 
Eph. 4, G, and declared that the assertion of Richard Arma
candus i" vain over and ngainst these elear words, for if 
tl18re il" "one faith," none of the apostle8 could be above 
the other. 

III his reply Ecl~ asserted that Gal. 2, (/ would be perti
nPlltly eited by Luther if the latter were defending- Ecl;:'s 
llOSltlOlJ. As to Richard ArmacHlldus, this writ('r had ever 
appealed to the authori ty of St. Leo. J\lIatt.16, he claimed, 
is dire('ted against (lUarrelsol1lel1ess, and does not forbid the 
Nection of a primacy. Speaking on the 18th verse in this 
chapter. he began to extol Peter, who had been made the 
monarch of the Ohurch on that occasion, and cited the 
Olossa ordinaria, (n much-used commentary in the medieval 
Church), Cyprian, Augustine, Jerome, Ohrysostom, and I~eo 
tbc Great. all of whom hnd interpreted the term "petra" 
(rock) in this text as idcnticnl with Peter. Next, he re
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With :I sneer 1 1 ~  aslied Luther to bear with him if he sho~vecl 
buch r e se l~ t rne~~ t  against the Bohemians, those enemies of 
the Church. 

Luthpr :inswc.rrd that he well uxrderstood Eck's intelltioil : 
he wanteci to ~ n a k e  him appear the friend and patron of thct 
Bol~erniaas. H e  declared that he had no 1.espect for  chis- 
mntics, even ill a righteous causc.. Nor had he been speaking 
of the Bohemians, but  of the Greeks, among whom there 
were rnany saintd who had never aclinowledged the Pope. 
Itoreover, there had been a Christinrr coilaregation a t  Rornc 
twenty years before Peter arrived ilr that city. The decretals 
which Fck had cited he proilouncecl spurious, and said that 
they were never written by the old martyrs and teachrrs to 
nrhom they were ascribed. Sometimes a precedeilt in which 
:I Rolnan bishop was illvolved had hwir made into a law, as 
whm El)ipha~iius deposcd the archbisllop of Constantinople. 
Sayings of the fathcrs are no divine law; Augustine clften 
speaks of faith as  the rock that is intendecl in 31:ttt. 16. But 
even if all the fathers were to decalare Peter the rock, they 
could not overthrow ~ u e h  1)aPsages as 1 C'or. 3,11 and 1 Pet. 
3, 4. I'eter cannot be the rock, because he fell, etc. As 
a curiosity, showing that  thc  de('rett11~ id Anaclrt113 are 
spurious, he cited the fact that in this document the asser- 
tion is made that the meaning of the word Clcphas is "head." 
I n  conrlusioil, Luther declared once more that he mas not 
the patron of the Bohemians; ISclt inight have his leave to 
wl-ite agninst them. 

This coucluded the inorning i.eision. 
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demned teachings of Wyclif and Elus, and said that there 
mere arnollg these teachings sotnc that hacl a right Christian 
ring; for iasttlnce, that thcre is a Church universal, that it  
is not lrecessary for salvation to believe that the primacay of 
the Pope exists by divine right. Many of the old fathers 
had belirved thus and had gone to heaven. 

At this statement of Luther nuke George IV:I.; observed 
to leal1 forward. put his arm nkilnho, a ~ r d  exclaim excitedly, 
"The p13st take the nlail!" 
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vVith a ;;l1eer he asked Luther to bear with him if he showed 
such reseutment against the Bohemians, those ~_'nemi('s of 
the Ohurch. 
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he wanted to make him appear the friend and patron of thu 
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matics, even in a righteous cause. Nor had he been speaking 
of the Bohemians, but of the Greeks, among whom there 
were many snints who had never aeknowledged the Pope. 
1;[oreove1', there had been a Ohristian congregation at Home 
twenty years before Peter arrived in that city. The decretal:-; 
which Eck had cited he pronouneed spurious, and said that 
they were never written by the old martyrs and teachers to 
whom they were ascribed. Sometimes a precedent in which 
n Roman bishop was involved had been made into n law, as 
when :Epiphanius deposed the archbishop of Oonstantinople. 
SayingH of the fathers are no divine law; Augustine often 
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Luthrl. continued: There is but one thing that we have 
to helievc, namely, what Scripture teaches. H e  warllecl Eck 
not to join the crowd of flatterers who extol the Pope. 
Gregory the Great, he said, had declined such flattery. As 
to recent decrees of the Popes, he held that  these could not 
decide anything in this matter. 

ErJ: opened his rejoillcler by declaring that Luther de- 
fended heretics. 

Luth e 7 2  promptly interrupted him, qaying : "I protest pub- 
licly before you all that the excellent Doctor, in  what he 
says, is rhainefully lyiilg about me." 

EcX., hourever, continued and claimed that l1c had con- 
clusi\rely proved from 11att. 16. 18 the divine riglit of the 
p~.imncy, and that  he had cited the fathers only for the pur- 
post? of showing that tllcy had so understood the passage. 
I11 llih LbRetractatio~~s" Allgustiile regard4 Peter as the rock. 
By opposii~g a11 the fathers, Luther had become a Bohemian. 
He referred to the wrmon whicfl 1,uther had preached during 
the preceding week, and declared Luther's explanation of 
that text worthless. Luther, spcakillg of the liancling over 
of thc keys to Peter. had called attentiou to the fact that 
Christ had spoken in the future tense. as of ~oinething nrllich 
He TVRS going to do, but was not doing right then and there. 
As to the decretals which lle had cited, Eck declared that 
they were valid because they had been embodied i i ~  the 
records of councils. H e  chargrd Luther with spealiiiig con- 
teml3tuouslg about the ( 'ounc.il of Constanz. 

L~ ~ f l t r t -  1~rot~~sterl :  LLTt ih not true that I have spoken 
ngainst the Council of C'onataiiz." 

The Bohcniians, llon~evrr, Er.7~ continued. would proclaim 
Luther their champion. 

Llrflto~. again protested: "That is a illost shameful lie!" 
Bt X. ltrocecded : A doctrille m~hich inen have been a t  lib- 

terty to teach becomes heretical by a decision of the Pope 
and i1 c+ouncil. H e  tunled to the jurists and appealed to 
them 11ot to admit the sole authority of the Scriptures, for 
then their Jzts C u n o n i c ~ m ,  their civil code, would be put 
out of c=omniission. As to Gregory the Great, he declared 
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Luther contiuued: There is but one thing that we have 
to believe, namely, what Seripture teaches. He warned Eck 
not to join the crowd of flatterers who extol the Pope. 
Gregor;,-' the Great, he said, had declined such flattery. As 
to recent decrees of the Popes, he held that these could not 
decide anything in this matter. 

Er/.; opened his rejoinder by declaring that I~uther de
fended heretics. 

Luther promptly intcrrupted him, saying: "I protest pub
licly before you all that the excellent Doctor, in what he 
says, is shamefully Ising about me." 

Ed', however, continued and claimed that he had con
clusively proved from Matt. Hi. 18 the divine right of the 
primacy, and that he had cited the fathers only for the pur
pose of showing that tllf'Y had so understood the passage. 
In his "Retractatiol1s" Augustinc regards Peter as the rock. 
By opposing all the fathers, Luther had become a Bohemian. 
He referred to the Sf'rmon which Luther had preached during 
the preceding week, and declared Luther's explanation of 
that text worthless. Luther, speaking of the handing over 
of the keys to Peter, had caBed attention to the fact that 
Christ had spoken in the future tense, as of something which 
He was going to do, but was not doing right then and there. 
~\.8 to the decretals whieh he had cited, Eek dePlared that 
they were valid because thej' had been embodied in the 
records of councils. He eharged Luther with speaking con
temptuously about the Council of Constanz. 

LutlIP/' protested: "It is not true that I have spoken 
against t.he Council of COllstanz." 

The Bohe~llians, howeypr, Eel;· continued, would proclaim 
Luther their champion. 

Lufll~J' again protested: "That is a most shameful lie!" 
Eeh: proceeded: A doetrine which men have been at lib

f·rty to teaeh becomes heretical by a decision of the Pope 
nnrl :l ('(Jullcil. He turned to the jurists and appealed to 
them not to admit the sale authority of the Scriptures, for 
then their J11,s Canonicum, their civil code, would be put 
out of commission. As to Gregory the Great, he declared 
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that it was only polite~less in this Pope that he would not 
make use of his right, but that there were passages in his 
writings in which he ascribed the plenitude of power only 
t v  the Pope. 

Thus ended the debate of the second day. 

On Wednesday morning, July 6, Luthct; first, repelled 
the insiauation of Eck that he was a heretic, and that he 
was offending against the rules for conducting the debate. 
Next, hc insisted that the Xastern Church must necessarily 
be heretical if the primacy of the Pope is of divine right. 
Then he turned to 3fatt. 16,18, and declared that Augustine 
finally had declined, in his "Retractations," to take Peter 
for the rock. Other fathers had declared the same. Peter 
had acted the hypocrite even after his conversion; therefore 
he could not be the Rock. He  still maintained his assertioil 
that the decretals of the first Popes are spurious, because 
they translate Cephas by "rock." The articles of Hus that 
were condemned by the Council of Constanz, such as, that 
there is only one Church, the Church of the elect, that the 
two liatures in Christ are one Christ, that all that a person 
does is either good or evil, were correct. This shows, he 
said, that a council can err, I I L I ~  tlie Scriptures never. 
Gregory's remark regarding the Pope's plenitude of power 
Luther understood as applying only to the Western Church. 
Finally, he urged once more that Christ is the only foun- 
dation of the Church, that Paul had not admitted the hurnan 
autl i~ri ty of Peter in matters of faith, and denounced au 
vicious Eck's charge that he was a friend of the Bohemians. 

Eclc replied that the Greeks had often been revealed as 
schismatics and heretics, and that Aquinas had written 
against their errors. The old councils, he said, ascribe tlie 
primacy to the Pope, and Augustine calls this "the ancient 
rule." This father had finally arrived a t  two opinions re- 
garding the meaning of Matt. l6,18, but all the other fathers 
had interpreted the rock to mean Peter. Moreover, the pri- 
inacy had been conferred on Peter also in  John 21, 16, as 
Chrysostom and Gregory testify. Peter's hypocrisy he de- 
c1art.d a yeilia1 sin. The term "Cephas" might mean "head." 
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was offending against the rules for conducting the debate. 
N ext, he insisted that the Eastern Church must necessarily 
be heretical if the primacy of the Pope is of divine right. 
Then he turned to .Matt. 16, 18, and declared that Augustine 
finally had declined, in his "Retractations," to take Peter 
for the rock. Other fathers had declared the same. Peter 
had acted the hypocrite even after his conversion; therefore 
he could not be the Rock He still maintained his assertion 
that the decretals of the first Popes are spurious, because 
they translate Cephas by "rock" The articles of Hus that 
were condemned by the Council of Constanz, such as, that 
there is only one Church, the Ohurch of the elect, that the 
two natures in Christ are one Christ. that all that a person 
does is either good or evil, were correct. This shows, he 
saia. that a council can Nl', but the Scriptures never. 
Gregory's remark regarding the Pope's plenitude of power 
Luther understood as applying only to the Western Church. 
Finally, he urged once more that Christ is the only foun
dation of the Church, that Paul had not admitted the human 
authority of Peter in matters of faith, and denounced as 
vicious Eck's charge that he was a friend of the Bohemians. 

Eelc replied that the Greeks had often been revealed as 
schismatics and heretics, and that Aquinas had written 
against their errors. The old councils, he said, ascribe the 
primacy to the Pope, and Augustine calls this "the ancient 
rule." This father had finally arrived at two opinions re
garding the meaning of Matt. 16,18, but all the other fathers 
had interpreted the rock to mean Peter. Moreover, the pri
maey had been conferred on Peter also in John 21, 16. as 
Chrysostom and Gregory testify. Peter's hypocrisy he de
clared a venial sin. The term "Cephas" mig'ht mean "head." 
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EIe insisted that the authority of the Couilcil of Constanz 
niust remain inviolate; the articles there coi~deinncd nlust 
not be regarded as supposedly or  fi2titiously f.-tlse : the visible 
Church and the 'lect are not identical; God and aiail, noi 
deity nncl Iiuinariity, are (me Christ, etc. After His  ascen- 
sion Christ must have 21 vicegercat on earth, berause the 
re~ponsories in  some churches declare this; and if this were 
not so, whence would the Augustinian molilis dcrire their 
privileges ? 

Luf1rc.r. responded briefly thnt aftcr three c1;lys7 arguing his 
upponent had not yet established from Scripture tlie divine 
right of the papacy, except by a futile appeal to 31att. 16, 18, 
in regard to which passage 11e had not been able to prove that 
his inteipretation of i t  was correct. He reserved the right to 
ipealr about the articles of Hus  later. 

The sessioil was adjourned till the liest moruing. 

On Tliurqday, Jul;y 7, Eel; opened the discwssioa 1)s c*oal- 
plniniilg that Luther had bellowed his argumenti a t  the 
leariled ge~ltlenlrn present likr an ox. The divinc~ right of 
the papacy, he declared, is establislled primarily from the 
passage Matt. 16, 18; this the fathers had belic,recl; the 
councils had ackno\vledged i t ;  a t  Coilstanz i t  lixd heen 
i~laintained over against Hus. 

L w l l ~ o .  now rose to thnlik Dulie George for giving him 
permissiori in the previous srssioil to make his last statement 
when tllc time for  atljournluent had already arrived. Con- 
til~liing in German. hc said thnt he did not deny that liulnan 
right of the papacy, :nlcl then proceeded with his argument 
in Latin, stating that the majority of the fathers do not 
~ n d ~ r s t a u d  the rocli,tu signify Peter, while the rest are 1111- 
decided. The Asiatic bishops. Irer~aeus and otherb, he said. 
had reprimsliidcd the Pope, and the best of the Greek fathers 
had r~sver been urider the Pope; Gregory the Great had 
opposed the absolute primacy. Tn John 21, 16 110 supremacy 
is conferred on Petcr, a t  least, no quch nutlzority as the 
present Pope has, hu t  he is nlerely exhorted for the love of 
C'hrist to do a11d to suffer ill1 things in behalf of the Church. 
Now, mllcre is thrre suc.11 u pol~c?  Luther asked. I I e  pro- 
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deity and humanity, are one Christ, etc. After His aSCen
sion Ohrist must have a vicegerent on earth, been use the 
responsories in some churches declare this; and jf this were 
not so, whence would the Augustinian monks deriye their 
privil~ges ? 

Lufhwl· responded briefly that after three days' arguing his 
opponent had not yet established from Scripture the divine 
right of the papaey, except by a futile appeal to :lVIatt. 16, 18, 
in regard to which passage he had not been able to prove that 
his inteIl)retation of it WIlS eorrect. He reserved the right to 
speak about the artieles of Hus later. 

The session was adjourned till the next morning. 

On Thursday, .July 7, Eck opened the discussion hy eOlll

plaining that Luther had bellowed his arguments at tho 
learned gentlemen present like an ox. The divine right of 
the papacy, he declared, is established primarily' from the 
passage :Matt. 16, 18; this the fathers had believed; the 
councils had a(~kno\vlcdged it; at Constanz it had heen 
maintained over against H us. 

LnUwl" now rose to thank Duke George for giving him 
permission in the previous sessioll to make his last statement 
when the time f01" adjournment had already arrived. Oon
huuing in German, he said that he did not deny that human 
right of the papacy, and then proceeded with his argument 
in Latin, stating that t.he majority of the fathers do not 
understand the rock.to signify Peter, while the rest are un
decided. The Asiatic bishops, Irellaeus and others, he said, 
had reprimanded the Pope, and the best of the Greek fathers 
had never been nnder the Pope; Gregory the Great had 
opposed the absolute primacy. In .John 21,16 no supremacy 
is conferred 011 Peter, nt lenst, 110 ."ueh aut.hority as the 
present P~pe has, hut he is merely exhorted for the love of 
Christ. to do amI to suffer all things in behalf of the Ohurch. 
Now, where is there sueh a pope? Luther asked. He pro-

168 18. RE:l.f AINDETI OF T 1I I': nEllA TE ox THE PRIMACY. 

He insisted that the authority of the Couueil of Constanz 
must remain inviolate; the articles there cOlldemlled must 
not be regarded as supposedly or fbtitiously £<ilse: the visible 
Ohurch and the elect are not identical; God and man, not 
deity and humanity, are one Christ, etc. After His aSCen
sion Ohrist must have a vicegerent on earth, been use the 
responsories in some churches declare this; and jf this were 
not so, whence would the Augustinian monks deriye their 
privil~ges ? 

Lufhwl· responded briefly that after three days' arguing his 
opponent had not yet established from Scripture the divine 
right of the papaey, except by a futile appeal to :lVIatt. 16, 18, 
in regard to which passage he had not been able to prove that 
his inteIl)retation of it WIlS eorrect. He reserved the right to 
speak about the artieles of Hus later. 

The session was adjourned till the next morning. 

On Thursday, .July 7, Eck opened the discussion hy eOlll

plaining that Luther had bellowed his arguments at tho 
learned gentlemen present like an ox. The divine right of 
the papacy, he declared, is established primarily' from the 
passage :Matt. 16, 18; this the fathers had believed; the 
councils had a(~kno\vlcdged it; at Constanz it had heen 
maintained over against H us. 

LnUwl" now rose to thank Duke George for giving him 
permission in the previous sessioll to make his last statement 
when the time f01" adjournment had already arrived. Oon
huuing in German, he said that he did not deny that human 
right of the papacy, and then proceeded with his argument 
in Latin, stating that t.he majority of the fathers do not 
understand the rock.to signify Peter, while the rest are un
decided. The Asiatic bishops, Irellaeus and others, he said, 
had reprimanded the Pope, and the best of the Greek fathers 
had never been nnder the Pope; Gregory the Great had 
opposed the absolute primacy. In .John 21,16 no supremacy 
is conferred 011 Peter, nt lenst, 110 ."ueh aut.hority as the 
present P~pe has, hut he is merely exhorted for the love of 
Christ. to do amI to suffer all things in behalf of the Ohurch. 
Now, where is there sueh a pope? Luther asked. He pro-

168 18. RE:l.fAINDETI OF TlIE DEBATE OX THE PRIMACY. 

He insisted that the authority of the Couueil of Constanz 
must remain inviolate; the articles there cOlldemlled must 
not be regarded as supposedly or fbtitiously £<ilse: the visible 
Ohurch and the elect are not identical; God and man, not 
deity and humanity, are one Christ, etc. After His aSCen
sion Ohrist must have a vicegerent on earth, been use the 
responsories in somc churches declare this; and jf this were 
not so, whence would the Augustinian monks deriye their 
privil~ges ? 

Lufhwl· responded briefly that after three days' arguing his 
opponent had not yet established from Scripturc the divine 
right of the papaey, except by a futile appeal to :lVIatt. 16, 18, 
in regard to which passage he had not been able to prove that 
his inteIl)retation of it WIlS eorrect. He reserved the right to 
speak about the artieles of Hus later. 

The session was adjourned till the next morning. 

On Thursday, .July 7, Eck opened the discussion hy eOlll

plaining that Luther had bellowed his arguments at tho 
learned gentlemen present like an ox. The divine right of 
the papacy, he declared, is established primarily' from the 
passage :Matt. 16, 18; this the fathers had believed; the 
councils had a(~kno\vlcdged it; at Constanz it had heen 
maintained ove1" against H us. 

LnUwl" now rose to thank Duke George for giving him 
permission in the previous session to make his last statement 
when the time f01" adjournment had already arrived. Oon
huuing in German, he said that he did not deny that human 
right of the papacy, and then proceeded with his argument 
in Latin, stating that t.he majority of the fathers do not 
understand the rock.to signify Peter, while the rest are un
decided. The Asiatic bishops, Irellaeus and others, he said, 
had reprimanded the Pope, and the best of the Greek fathers 
had never been nnder the Pope; Gregory the Great had 
opposed the absolute primacy. In .John 21,16 no suprcmacy 
is conferred 011 Peter, nt lenst, 110 ."ueh aut.hority as the 
present P~pe has, hut he is merely exhorted for the ]oye of 
Christ. to do amI to suffer all things in behalf of the Ohurch. 
Now, where is there sueh a pope? Luther asked. He pro-



ceeded to en~phasize cordial love as tlic great duty inculcated 
in this text, and this love, he said, colicerils nll teachers. 
A wicked tt.acher, also it wicked Pope, must either nlend hi3 
ways or be tleposed. In concalusion, Luther expressed the 
~vish  that the order of lne~ldicant friars lnigllt be abulished, 
bccauae of tho foolish opinio~is that these people hatchccl 
and disselninated anlong the people. "This is all  I have to 
say i n  rebuttal of Eclr's argumeilts," Lutlier declared; "and 
now I shall proceed to attacl; him r ~ i t h  clirect counter- 
argu~nelits." 

Eel; protehted, but  Duke George ruled that Luther sllould 
proceed. 

Agail~st the assumed clivine right, of the Pope, L i l t h e ,  
cited three texts: 1 Cor. 3, 5 .  22 : "LVhat is ('ephas? . . . 
Cephas is yours"; Gal. 1, 17 f. : "Neither went I up to Jeru- 
salem to t l ~ e m  that were apostles heforr me" : Gal. 2, ( 5 :  "But 
of those who serined to be somc~~vlixt. iwli~ttsoever they were. 
i t  l i~ l ie t l l  no nlatter to nlr:  God accej~ttth no inan's person;) 
for they who seemed to be sorncrvltnt in coilfercllre added 
~lotl~ilig to 1~1e.'' 

E(.I, replied that 1 Chr. 3 must he iiit~rl~retecl i~ccording 
to the (/lasso i~nil Jerome; in G;d. 1 only this is stated, viz.. 
that Pall1 was c'tlual to Peter in the ayostolate, but the gov- 
crili~lcwi u f  the. Church nlccst l ~ e  rtyardcd a5 an  entirely 
tliffrrrlit inattrr ; for sn the  Uon~lcil of' C'o~lstailz 11ncl dc- 
c.~.cctl otc'r ant1 agailist Iius. H e  rcpe:ltecl his ~ t ~ t ~ l l l ~ l l t  that 
the Popv '  had a t  t i n~es  humblrrl tlieniielve.: froin good ~laturv, 
t-lild d l  tcacht~rr ought indeed to l)c truly pious men. Never- 
thelcss, the term "fc~eding" in Jehu 01, he declared, i- inter- 
preted I)y the fatllrrs to signify tllr gorernnlent of the 
C'liurc11, ant1 that pasqage clocs 11ot tti,zke love :I collditiol~ 
of f ceding. 

L z i l l t r ~  rr1)licd that he \vould first answclr Ecl i '~  ztrgu- 
nle:lth, niid then offer his owl1 pountcr-arguil~rnts. The 
Ilotnaii hisl~ops. he said, 11nd oftell been co~lrultecl by others, 
but they coultl not have Iiumblrcl tli~mselvc+ in the sense of 
sublriittilifi t~ others without rc~ioul~cinr?. tllc cliriiir right 
of tlrir l)fipa('y. if such a right esiqtetl. The i~lter~)rrtatinii  of 
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ceeded to emphasize cordial love as the great duty ineulcated 
in this text, and this love, he ~:laid, concerns :.111 teachers. 
A wicked teacher, also a wicked Pope, must either mend hiti 
ways or be deposed. In condusion, Luther expresbed the 
wish that the order of mendicant friars might be abolished, 
because of the foolish opinions that these people hatched 
and disseminated among the people. "This is all I have to 
say in rebuttal of Eck's arguments," Luther declared; "and 
now I shall proceed to attack him with dil'eet countcI'
argulnents." 

Ed: protested, but Duke George ruled that Luther should 
proceed. 

Against the assumed divine right of the Pope, Luthe/' 
('lted three texts: 1 001'. :3, 5. 22: "What is Cephas? ... 
Cephas is yours"; GaLl, 17£.: "Neither went I up to Jeru
salem to them that were apostles beforp me": Ga1. 2, 6: "But 
of those who seemed to be somewhat, (whatsoever they were. 
it maketh no matter to mE': God acceptdh no man's person;) 
tur they who seemed to be somewhat in conference added 
uothing to me." 

Ed replied that 1 Cor. 3 must be interpreted according 
to the Olos.w tllld Jerome; in Gal. 1 only this i::; stated, 'v·i.<:: .. 
that Paul was equal to Peter in the apostolate, lJUt the gov
Cl'lll1WUt of the Church must be rcgarded as <111 entirdy 
different mattet·; for ::;0 the COllucil of CUllstauz hnd de
creed OW'l' and agaiust lIus. He repeated his "tatemellt that 
the Popes had fit time::; humhled themselves from good nature, 
lwd all teachers ought indeed to be truly piou" men. N ever
theless. the term "ft'eding" in John ~l, he c1edared. i" inter
preted by the fathers to signify the government of the 
Church, and t.hat passage docs ]lOt make love 11 coudition 
of fceding. 

LuthPr rpl'lied that he would first anSWf~r Eck'::, argu
ments, flud then offer his own (·oul1t81·-argulllents. The 
ROlru\ll hishops. he said, had otteJJ been cowmlted by others. 
but thl',Y could not have lmmhled themselves in the sense of 
submittillg' to others \vithout rcnouncing the divill(~ right 
of the IJllpae~:. if such a right existed. The interpretation of 
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the term "feeding" by tlie fathers iliust be examilled by the 
rule of the Scriptures. Even Pope Paschalis, in the de- 
cretal regarding election, had admitted that John 21, 16 
states a condition. And now Luther appealed once inore 
to the text he had cited before and said tlie Glossa could 
not prove anything in this matter, and Jerome had mis- 
interpreted the text. Bs a matter of fact, Paul had sub- 
mitted to Peter's church government as little as to Peter's 
teaching. 

Eck said in reply that he must regard Luther as a heathen 
if he did not believe the infallibility of councils. His argu- 
ment hecame perceptibly weak, and he merely puckered 
c.l~urlisl~ly about trifles, saying that he could not make reply 
to the decretal regarding elcction because that decretal had 
not been quoted. As to Paul, he had indeed respected Peter 
as his head, because this is stated in the Epistle on the 
Ascension of the Apostles. Peter might be a secondary foun- 
dation, Christ being the first, just as there are twelve foun- 
dation stones mentioned in Revelation. 

The debate was now closed for the day. 

On Friday, June 8, in the morning session, Luther was 
the first speaker. He called attention to the fact that Eck 
had not been able to refute the passages cited against his 
position. He declared the distinction between the apostolate 
and the church government futile, and for the former, he 
said, Paul requires the obedience of faith. The unity of the 
Church could be prescrved even without a visible head, just 
as in a republic. He added new proof-texts, such as 1 Cor. 
12. 26. where church goreniment is mentioned as a minor 
grace, and therefore cannot be that primacy for mliich 
a divine right is claimed. Furthermore, Acts 1, 26; 13, 2, 
which show that the new apostle Matthias was not ordained 
by Peter, as little as Paul and Barnabas. Likewise Gal. 2, 
8. 9, which show that in the division of the mission terri- 
tory between Peter and Paul the larger district had been 
given to Paul. Finally, he said, that if there may be twelve 
foulldatio~i stones in the Church, just as in the foundation 
of the celestial city, the Pope cannot be the only foundation. 
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as in a republic. He added new proof-texts, such as 1 Cor. 
12, 28, where church govenlment is mentioned as a minor 
grace,and therefore cannot be that primacy for which 
a divine right is claimed. Furthermore, Acts 1, 26; 18, 2, 
which show that the new apostle Matthias was not ordained 
by Peter, as little as Paul and Barnabas. Likewise Gal. 2, 
8. 9, which show that in the division of the mission terri
tory between Peter and Paul the larger district had been 
given to Paul. Finally, he said, that if there may be twelve 
foundation stones in the Church, just as in the foundation 
of the eelestial city, the Pope cannot be the only foundation. 
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the term "feeding" by the fathers must be examined by the 
rule of the Scriptures. Even Pope Paschalis, in the de
cretal regarding election, had admitted that John 21, 16 
states a condition. And now Luther appealed once more 
to the text he had cited before and said the Glossa could 
not prove anything in this matter, and Jerome had mis
interpreted the text. As a matter of fact, Paul had sub
mitted to Peter's church governmcnt as little as to Peter's 
teaching. 

Eck said in reply that he must regard Luther as a heathen 
if he did not believe the infallibility of councils. His argu
ment became perceptibly weak, and he merely puckered 
churlishly about trifles, saying that he could not make reply 
to the decretal regarding election because that decretal had 
not been quoted. As to Paul, he had indeed respected Peter 
as his head, because this is stated in the Epistle 011 the 
Ascension of the Apostles. Peter might be a secondary foun
dation, Christ being the first, just as there are twelve foun
dation stones mentioned in Revelation. 
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EcA* replied : We must reconcile conflicting Scripturr- 
passages by inveilting distinctions: o~lly in the choice of an 
apostle God had indeed been il respecter of persons. To cite 
1 Cor. 12 against the primacy he declared quite unnecessary. 
H e  referred Rev. d l  only to the apostolatc, not to the pri- 
macy. H e  asserted that Matthias and the other apostles had 
indeed been created bishops by Peter. for Christ had merely 
inade them priests. For Peter he clailned many distinctions 
abore the other apostles: for instailce, Prter  had berii the 
first speaker in Acts 1, 15, had rebuked Anmias, had estab- 
lished tile church of A~~tiocdh, etc. Gal. 2, 8 ,  he declared, 
only states a fact, not a riglit. I l e  closed his argunleiit with 
the statement that he rested his caabe with Matt. 16, lS, and 
atldecl that Pctcr had been n a n d  in the first place in Matt. 
10, 2 and a t  the payment of t h ~  tribute in Matt. 17,27 had 
bee11 illaclt. equal with Christ, that Christ had prayed for his 
constancy, had said to him: 'iFollom~ thou Me," and that 
Pr te r  alone had ~ \~alked  with Christ on the sea. "I must 
+cverely strrss this point," hc said; "in all the other points 
you will find ine yieldii~g." 

At the opening of the afteriivon session Lutlier reriiindecl 
his oppoilent that according to their agreement the debate 
v i ~  the l~reselit subject rrlust be closed at this session; ac- 
cordinely he would 111ake only a brief replx. What Eck had 
adduccd as preferences ac.c*orded Peter is also ssid of other 
::postlcs. or i t  docs nc~t relate to the primacy a t  all. Tlle 
faith n~hich Peter had professed i l l  Matt. 16, 18, Luther said, 
has never ceased, but Peter a t  once ceased being a believer 
~ v h i l ~  the thief or1 the cross believed. thr is t ' s  c2ominand to 
Peter, "Follow thou Me," refers to Peter's suffering and 
death. To rebuke the striving for a primacy, Christ had 
placed a child ill the midst of the disciples. Moreorer, 
Luther said, he might cite the fact that Peter had received 
ailcl accepted a coinmissio~l from the other apostles, and had 
acted upon their instruction, Acts 8, 13 ;  that Jaines had 
been the directing geiiius in Acts 15. But  he was willing 
to leavc to Peter his priint~cy of I-lollor, dc~ly i~lg  only his 
1)rirnac.y of power. 
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Eek replied: \Ve must reconcile conflicting Scripturc
passages by inventing distinctions: only in the choice of an 
apostle God had indeed been a respecter of persons. To cite 
1 001'. 12 against the primacy he declared quite unnecessary. 
He referred Rev. i1 only to the apostolatc, not to the pri
macy. He asserted that Matthias and the other apostles had 
indeed been created bishops by Peter, for Ohrist had merely 
made them priests. }'or Peter he claimed many distinctions 
above the other apostles: for instance. Peter had been the 
first speaker in Acts 1, 15, had rebuked Ananias, had estab
lished the church of Antioch, etc. Gal. 2, 8, he declared, 
only states a fact, not a right. He dosed his argumeut with 
the statement that he rested his (··ase with Matt. 1o, 18, and 
added that Petpr had been named ill the first place in Matt. 
10,2 and at the payment of the- tribute in Matt. 17. 27 had 
been made e(lUal with Ohrist, that Christ had prayed for his 
constancy, had said to him: "Follow thou Me," and that 
Peter alone had walked with Christ on the sea. HI must 
severely stn~ss this point," he said; "in all the other points 
you will find me yieldillg." 

At the opening of the afterlloon session Luther reminded 
his opponent that aecording to their agTeE'ment the debate 
011 the present subject must bE' do;,;ed at this session; ac
cordingly he would make only a brief reply. What Eck had 
adduced as preferences aceorded Peter is ulso said of other 
[lpostles, or it docs not relate to the primaey at all. The 
faith ",hieh P{'ter had professed in ~ifltt. 16, 18, Luther said, 
has never ceased, but Peter ut once ceased being a believer 
while the thief on the eross belit'ved. Christ's command to 
Peter, "Follow thou Me," refers to Peter's suffering and 
death. To rebuke the striving' for a primacy, Ohrist had 
placed a child in the midst of the disciples. Moreover, 
Luther :mid, he might cite the fact that Peter had received 
and aceepted a commission from the other apostles, and had 
aet-ed upon their instructioll. Acts 8, 13; that James had 
been the directing genius in Acts 15. -Sut he was willing 
to leave to Peter his prnllHey of honor, denying only his 
primacy of power. 
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EcX., still trying to srvurc for the I'ope sul~eriority, said: 
Surely, there must have been some one to ordain the al~ostlcs; 
for Christ did not do it. Herxlard and other fathers had all 
wen indications of thc prinlacg of Peter in the test< c-ited 
by him, and lze ~voulcl take his stand with tl~cin. CJypriall. 
too, understallds by the faith of Peter the teaching of the 
IZoillail Church. As to Peter's being sent by the  other 
tlpostles, l l t~ was not sent 21% a subnltera, but in  tlle sanle 
1ixilnner 21s the. Father sent tlie Son. At the apostles' c~ouncil, 
lie said, Pr te r  yicllded to Jam(~s  on acconnt of the latter's age. 
With the fathers, he are~.l*c.d, llc woulcl defeucl ]lot I'etcr':, 
prii11ac.y of honor, but of lmvel.. 

L~rfl t~r's  reply wa.; rry 11ricf: With Augustine, h r  -aid, 
lie clid not cleny tllr I'ope's :~uthurity over the bishops. l)ut 
he could ilot agrccl with J3criiarcl. Each onr of the apostles 
liad beell LI b i sho~ ,  he sa id ;  for ei-ell of .Tudas it is said that 
his bisliol~ric is to lraw t u  :~ilother. 

Ecli esclninird t h t  in tllr passage to xvhich Luther ~ c -  
ferred bishupric. st:uldf: for n1~u,itolatc~.l')l) 

A t  tlii* l ~ o i i ~ t  tl~ch 3<511a t ( ,  011 tilt, priinavy of the P(,ye \r a s  
c.losed. 

1'111, hc,c.rcstn~ i c~s, c.clllcel ~rt)t;li.ic~ IJPC.~IIISP their \~or l i  11;td 
]('gill  virtu^. t>~ii ig S I \ ~ O ~ I J  t c b ~ t i l ~ l ~ ~ l ; ) ' ,  hare prrforn~ed their 
task, with r ( ~ ~ i ~ : ~ ~ - I \ i ~ l ~ l t ~  (2~:~c*ti l~ss iiud ~ + o I I I ~ ) ~ ~ ~ c ~ ~ I ( ~ s s ,  c~oiisidrr- 
illg t l ~ a t  thcy \rctrc2 uo -.tc.nugrapllc.~s. I11 a cumparison of 
the two disputai~t. tliv palm will rcsadily he awarded to 
Luthrr. 1Ic kuclnr lii\ Ribl(3; thnt I J ~ ~ S  his vhief asset in 
this drln;ltr; hut 11c. \\.:IS :~lso ~vell versed ill thc writings of 
tlie churc>ll f i ~ t l l c ~ +  2111tl hacl +tl~dicd church Ilistory \vith an 
open n~ilid. E(8li labored ui~clrr a hopeless bias; he argues 
like n ~nouolnr~iiiac n.11~) call ill 110 rvisc. rid liilllself of the 
notiojl that hits ~~osre>sed  him. His illustrations are built 
013 d t e r  the I 'U~E:  Reim' ciicll. odcr ich fress' dich! H i s  
I~istorical views are pl~crile: he :ic.tually believed the false 
drcrcti~ls of the Roullni~ Poprs to br authentic, and regarded 
the writings of l)ioi~ysius i\reol)i~gita and the rniscrablt~ tic- 
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Eelc, still trying' to seeure for the Pope superiority, said: 
Surely, there must have hee11 somE' one to ordain th .. npostles; 
for Christ did not do it. Bernard and other fathers had all 
~een indications of th .. primacy of Peter in the tC'xts cited 
by him, and he would tahe his stand with them. Cyprian, 
too, understands by the faith of Peter the teaching' of the 
Homan Church. As to Peter's being sent by the other 
apostles, IH~ was not sent ns n subaltern, but in the same 
manner as the Father "ent the SOil. At the apostles' council, 
he said. Peter yinlded to ,James on account of the latter's age. 
With the fathers. he averrcd, he would defend Hot Peter',.; 
prilll!:ley of honor, but of power. 

DufflPr's reply \Vas yer.y 1.1'i .. f: With Augustine, he snid • 
. he did not deny tlw Popc's authority over the bishops, but 

he could nut agree \Vit.h Bernard. Each one of the apostles 
had been ~1 bishop. he said; for even of .T udas it is said that. 
his bishopric is to pa:-;'l tu mlOthel'. 

Eel.; excbiuwd that in t.llP pa"sage to which Luther re
ferred bishopri(~ stands for lIpLlstolntp.Hll) 

At thi" poillt the ddJate Oll the primacy of the Pope was 
dosed. 

1'1w s('('retal'il's, (·nllpd l]ot:11'ie8 lx'eausE' their work had 
]c·g-a] l'i1'tup. being SWOl'lJ l(':'ItilJ1on,y, haye performed their 
tnsks with l"l·!tl:ll·knb1p lJX<1c'tness <1ud completpIH'88. l'onsider
il\g that tlwy \\"'1'P no stenographers. III a rompnl'ison of 
the t.wo disputallts the palm will readily he awarded to 
Luther. He knew his Bibl(,; that was his ehief asset m 
this dpbntp; but 11(' wns ahio well versed in the writings of 
the ('hurdl fatht,l''' aud had studied church history with an 
open mind. Eck labored uucler a hopeless bias; he argues 
like it monomaniac- who call ill no wise rid himsf'lf of the 
notion that has posflessed him. His illustrations are built 
up after the rule: Reim' elich. oder ieh fress' dich! His 
historical yif'wS are lluerile: he ~letually believed the false 
decreta Is of thl' Roman Popes to be authentic, and regarded 
the writing's of Dionysius Areopngita and the miserabl .. fic-

Hll) xv. n:w. r.()e~cll~]'. I. e., TIl. ;-:fiO--411; G:!i<~-5;~S. 
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tion of the Asceilsion of the Apostles 21s ge11uiiie; 11e held 
that  there was in  the primeval C:hurch, ilnmecliately tlfter 
tlie ascension of the Lord, a solein11 sxc.rament:~l :~c.t of ordi- 
nation for bishops and n~iilisters such as the Konlan (Ihurcl~ 
of his day had iilbtituted; he hpolre of Cnrrli~lal Jc~rome, to 
the great aniuheinellt of Luther, etc. la Luther'-, argulnei~t 
can be discerned 21 wise reservntioii. This 1nattc.r was new 
to him, iuld his Bible kilc)wledge hnd not that fnlncss which 
is observecl at  a later l~eriod. H e  was c7arc~fal 11crt to claim 
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t10n of the Ascension of the Apostles as genuine; he held 
that there was in the primeval Church. immediately 11£ter 
the ascPllsion of the Lord. a solemn saeramenbl net 1)£ ordi
nation for bishops and ministers such as tlw ROlllan Church 
of his day had instituted; he spoke of Cmdinnl .Jerome, to 
the great amusement of Luther, etc. InLutht~l"'; tll'gument 
can be discerned a wise reservation. This matter was new 
to him, nud his Bible knowledge had not that fulness which 
is observed at n later period. He was careful Hot to claim 
more in the heat of the debate than he could fully maintain 
with a good conscience; hut he held with unfiiuehiug firm
ness to what he had clearl~' understood. ,Vise, too, were the 
remarks by which he wished to save the human prerogatives 
of the lJapaey, the honor of the Couneil of COIlc;tanz, and 
last, not least. his refusal of Hussite fellowship. In all the 
windings of the debate he always came baek to these ess~~ntial 
points: Let the Pope keep his superiority a~ :l hUlDnll right, . 
but let it be circumscribed; let the Popes and prelates amend 
their ways; but as to a divine right of the primacy, that does 
not exist, yen, it is repugnant to the mind of Christ and the 
true uatul'E' of the Church. Tlwse points J~uther fully l'stab
lished. vVhat did Eek gain for the papal monarchy, for the 
defense of which he rushed iuto the fray with ,meh a blare 
of trumpets '? At iiI'st he claimed for it the double primacy 
of dignity and power, afterwardc; he dropped thc' primacy of 
dignity because it might lead to pride, and with desperate 
,;ophistry dung to the primacy of power. In the last analysis 
the debate turned out to be a struggle for the formal prin
ei pIe of the Hcformation, whether Scripture is :,;elf-inter
pretillg' tlud the sole principi'U rn cog'Hoscendi. the sole norm 
of faith, or whether it is Rubject to the efforts uf church 
fathers and ehurch councils to fix its meaIJillg'. 

Duke Geol'g-e, whose chnraeteristics we have tried to 
depict w often. deserves a word of commendation fo1' his 
spirit of fairness during this d('bate. Wlwn he had made 
up his mind to have it, he also reRolw·d that it sllOuld be 
a good debate. Though his personal bins IVa,; manifest 
plainly outsid(' of the hall (If dehatl" and Ol1<'l' :It. It'nst during' 
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the debate, he endeavored to have the debate conducted in  
an ho~lest manner, and to have all due proprieties observed. 
Both disputants occasionally infringed upon the rules of 
the debate. Loescher has rightly, we think, remarked that 
credit is due to Duke George for having permitted the debate 
at all, and has suggested that that was inore than the Elector 
mould have done. Though Frederic had so far  proved him- 
self a wise and able protector of Luther, he was a very 
cautious and conservative Inan and it is indeed a question 
vc.het11er he ~vould have cunsented to the debate being held 
a t  Wittenberg. 

I11 his Faitlr of Our Fathers Cardinal Gibbons treats in 
chap. IX of the Primacy of Peter, and in chap. S of the 
Supremacy of the Popes. When one, after reading the old 
protocol of the Leipzig Debate. takes up this modern apolo- 
getic for the Roman faith, one is struck with the identity 
of the old and the new argument. The Cardinal is an Eccizts 
~editrizlus, Eck come to life again. Therefore, the old argu- 
ments of Dr. Martin are still very useful arguments. 

19. The Debate on Purgatory. 
I n  his ninth thesis Luther had assumed. with the scho- 

lastic theology of the times, that there is a purgatory, but 
had claimed that it is not settled whether the souls in purga- 
tory are certain of their future salvation, and whether divine 
grace is effecting a reformation in them. This subject was 
taken up toward the end of the session on Friday afternoon. 

Ecli opened the debate with the assertion that all merit 
of a persou ceases with this life, therefore no reformation or 
improvement can take place in purgatory. H e  cited for 
11r00f Jer. 24,14 and 2 Cor. 5,10, buttressing these passages 
with four quotations from Jerome, Ambrose, and Augustine. 

L u t h e r  replied that Scripture does not mention purga- 
tory, and the passages cited can be understood in a better 
sense, likewise the fathers that had been adduced. None of 
thcnl, LI- the way, had 1nentio11c.d purgatory clirectlv. 
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19. THE DEBATE ON PURGATORY. 175 

Eel; insisted that Paul states everybody will receive 
according to that which be has done in the body, and Jerome 
says plainly that no merits can be earned after death. As to 
the claim that Scripture does not mention purgatory, that 
he declared a well-known error of the Greeks. 

Lutl~cr admitted that a Scripture-proof for purgatory is 
attempted by means of 2 Macc. 12, but i t  is not convincing 
because the books of the Maccabees are not canonical. What 
the fathers cit,ed by Eck really say is that no one earns any- 
thing for himself in heaven or hell. 

Eck asserted the canonicity of the books of the hIaccabees 
on the strength of testimonies from Ailgustine and Ivo, and 
claimed that the testimonies which he had adduced from 
the fathers referred indeed to purgatory. 

In his rejoinder Lut7zw called attention to the fact that 
the Hebrew canon does not contain the books of the Macca- 
bees, and that Jerome has not admitted them as parts of the 
Old Testament ; Augustine's testimony, however, he claimed, 
says no 111ore than that the Roman Ch~xrcll has accepted these 
w~itings. He  confessed that he had no certain knowledge of 
the state of purgatory and mas willing to be instructed. 

Hero the session of Friday afternoon was adjourned. 
I t  was reported that many in the audience had become 
offended a t  Luther's statement that the schismatic Greeks 
are sa-ied. 

Sa,turday morning, July 9, Eclc continued his argunent. 
He  spoke of prayers for the dead which Augustine has rccom- 
mended, and declared that the canon of the Roman Church 
m.ust be esteemed more highly than that of the Jewish. 
Scripture-passages establishing purgatory he declared to be 
the following: Ps. 66,12 : "We went through fire and through 
water" ; Ps. 17,3 : "Thou hast tried me" ; Eccl. 4,14 : "Out 
of prison he comet11 to reign" ; Matt. 5,26 : "Till thou hast 
paid the uttermost farthing"; and especially, 1 Cor. 3,15 : 
"He himself shall be saved, yet so as by fire." H e  tried to, 
score a point against Luther by demanding to know how 
Luther could admit at all that there is a purgatory if he 
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could cite 110 Scripture SOY it. To show xvilat l~illq)el~h ill 
death, Eck cited Eccl. 11, 3 :  "lf the trce fall toward the 
south or toward the north, in the place where the tree falleth, 
there i t  shall be"; Gal. 6,10: "As we have olq)ortuxlity, let 
us do good" : John 0, 4 : "The night comet11 when no inarl 

, call worlc" : Ps. 104, 23 : "Blan gocth forth unto his work 
until the evening." He also cited a passage fro111 Bugustine 
and the syeeial prayer for the dryarted from Eerilartl. That 
tlie souls in purgatory are certain of their salvation he tried 
to prove fro111 E ~ T .  5,13,  wllerc the careaturcs under tho earth 
are said to sing  praise^ to Grid, nild from thp prnjcr i n  the 
canon of the mass: "T,orcl, rr.inember Tbg servants who are 
sleeping in  peace." 
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1011. elusive d1-41u t '  

111 tile afterilo~11 ~e5s io~1 Lutlrc~r colitiliued to esglain llis 
iliennina, stating that  the ancient fathers and the Holy 
Scriptures hacl nc~t thought of purgatory at  all. lleilce their 
words coultl not he atlducded in this cliscussiou. The c r~a tu re s  
in Rev. 5. he said, were the de:zcl, and their songs were hudl 
as pcol~lc rai5e to God in their tribulations. ' r l~e  caanou of 
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recreation. H e  declared that while he did not ascribe ally 
merit to t 1 1 ~  so i~ l i  in 1,urngatnry. still lle claimed that  they 
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eould cite no Seripture for it. To show what happem; in 
death, Eck cited Eccl. 11, 3: "If the tree fall toward the 
south or toward the north, in the plaee where the tree falleth, 
there it shall be"; Gal. 6,10: "As we have opportunity, let 
us do good".: J olm D, 4: "The night cometh when no man 
ean work"; Pr;. 104, 23: "JYiall goeth forth unto his work 
until the cYclling." He also eited a pa:'3sagc from Augustine 
and the special prayer for the departed from Bcrum·d. That 
the souls in purgatory are ('crtain of their salvation he tried 
to prove from Rev. 5,13, wher(' the creatures under the earth 
[Ire said to sing praises to God, and from the prayer in the 
eanon of the mass: "Lord, remember Thy scrvants who are 
sleeping in pea(~e." 

L'Ldher replied that hewH;; not disputing purgatory. but 
the unfounded hypotheses of theologians and schobsties re
garding the state of the souls ill purgatory whieh preachers 
were diE'enssing from their pulpits as if they were al'tic1es 
of faith. The pussages from Ps. GG and 1 T and Eed. 4, he 
declared, do not relate to this life, while the fathers are not 
agreed un the meaning of the passage irelHI -.Matt. 5, and 
1 Cor. 3 treats of the future judgment and temporal affiie
tions. Ai:> to the callonieal books, he would adhere to the 
view of JCl'(Jllle. Paso-;ages like those from Gal. G and .J aIm n. 
he said. df) not treat of pnrgat<wy, but of the <"oming judg
ment, "d,ile the reference to Ps. 104 W8S dedared nn illeoll
elusive ckduetioll. 

In the afternoon seSSlOll Luther eontinued to explain his 
meaning. stating that the ancient fathers and the Holy 
Sel'iptul'el" had not thought of purgatory at all. hence their 
words could not be adduced in this discussion. The creatures 
in Rev. 5. he said, were the dead. and their songs were sueh 
as llcople raise to God ill their tribulations. The eanon of 
the mass to wh:ich Eck l\ad appealed was also adclueed by 
Luther. Iweause it sp"aks of the bodies of the departed rest
i.ng in tlu·il' grnyes. and of their souls longing for peaee and 
rcereatioll. He deelared that while he did llot ascribe any 
merit to tIlt' souls ill PU1',2)1tOl''y. still he elaimed that the;!, 
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ulust. receive an  increase in grace which cannot occur with- 
clut a removal of sin. 

EcX. replied that dugustiile speaks distinctly of s o d s  in 
purgatory, and declares that they caililot obtain any further 
merit there. For thc reniissiorl of venial sins, he said, 110 

11cw grace is necessary. As to Jeruine, he had not denied in 
any of his writings that the books of the Naccabees are 
c-anc~nicill. The Council of Florence had testified that purga- 
tory is fvuilded in Scripture; wyo, Matt. 5 must relate to 
jturgatory because in hell no one can pay ;mything. 1 Cor. 3. 
too, treats of p~rgiltoyy, because i t  speaks of chaff that is to 
be l~unled. The espression "falling to the sout2iV i n  Eccl. 11 
luurt signify bblesscdllrxss i n  purgatory, which a persou enter\ 
i l l  the moment of death if he wer  enters it. The creatures 
irndel- tlir rarth can only br those in he11 or purgatory; for 
i l l  the latter place thfh souls are singing praises. The peace 
a l l d  rccreatioil for whicli the canon of the mass prays that 
i t  bt. grantecl the Clt~partecl can 0111,~ refer to their final 
dclivcrnuce. 

h ~ l f l ~ e ~ ~  cuacluJrc1 thi. debate by clrclaring 11;s illability to 
i re  how sins can be removed without grace being increesecl 
t u  a j)ers011 at  the salne time. He appealed to Rom. 7.24 f. 
that grace aloile delivers froln the 1)ody of sin, not r~uaish- 
rneut, and declared that  also vcliial sins contaminate 
a ~ ~ e r s o n .  The term "till," he said, does not signify n ter- 
niinus ill Matt. 5 ,  just as little L\S the wme term in  Matt. 1 ,25  
sigilifi~s the tern~ination of the virginity oE Xary. H e  held 
that it is proper to pray for o11~ eve11 rvhen we know that he 
i i  increasing in gr~ice. His forinel' writings concerning th r  
c.ondition of souls in purgatory Luther declared to be inert 

lrypothercs that  had been elaborated in  his ignorance. 
The time for adjournment had noit- arrived, and as no 

niorc tiine could bc allo\ved for the discussion of this sub- 
ject. LIL~?!,PT ill the nc.xt session handed in n written state- 
iue i~t  to the notar i~s .  in which he declarecl that  if "being 
nnclcr the earth1' ill Rev. 5 signifies purgatory, the11 "being 
undcr the water'.' in the same passage must signify another 
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must receive an increase in grace which cannot occur with
(lut <l removal of sin. 

Ee,," replied that Augustine speaks distinctly of souls ill 
purgatory, and d~clares that they cannot obtain any further 
merit there. For the remission of venial sins, he said, no 
Hew grace is necessary. As to Jerome, he had not denied in 
any of his writings thnt the books of the Maccabt':Cs are 
eanollical. The Oouncil of Florence had testified that purga
tory is founded in Scripture; ergo, Matt. 5 must relate to 
purgatory because in hell no one can payanythillg. 1 001'. 3, 
too, treats of purgatory, because it speaks of chaff that is to 
be burned. The expression "falling to the south" in Eccl. 11 
lllust signify blessedness in purgatory, W111Ch a perSall enters 
ill the moment of death if he ever enters it. The creatures 
HIlder tlw earth can only be those in hell or purgatory; for 
ill the latter place the souls are sinp:ing praises. The peace 
1111d recreation for which the canon of the mass prays that 
it bE' grantE'cl the dl'pal'ted can only refer to their final 
ddivcrance. 

Lu.ther concluded this debate by dee1aring his inability to 
SPC how sins can he removed without grace being increased 
to a person 'at the same time. He nppealed to Rom. 7,24 f. 
that grace a10ne deIivers from the hody of sin, not punish
Illent, and declared that also venial sins contaminate 
<1 person. The term "till," he said, does not signify a ter
minus in Matt. 5, just as little as the same term ill Matt. 1, 25 
signifies the termination of the virginity of ~Iar.y. He held 
that it is propel' to pray for one eveu when we know that he 
is increasing in grace. His former wl'itings concerning the 
condition of souls in purgatory Luther declared to be mere 
hypotheses that had l>een elaborated in his ignorance. 

The time for adjournment had now arrived, and as no 
more time could be allowed for the discussion of this sub
ject, Luther in the nuxt sossion handed ill a written state
lllent to the notaries, i·n which he declared that if "being 
lludm the earth" ill ltev. 5 signifies purgatory, then "being 
nllder the water" in the same passage must signify <lnother 
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178 20. THE DEBATE ON ISDULQENCES. 

peculiar place. That the bodies of the departed are resting 
in peace is clearly stated in Ps. 10,!), bnt this state is prcdi- 
cated of the entire person, because, hi~ving departed, the soul 
no longer operates on the body. 

Eck also entered n written statement in the protocol: 
Rom. 7 refers to mortal sins; the term "till" in Matt. 1 is 
not easily explaiized; however, the yerpet,ual virginity of 
Mary is established from other passages, while this cannot 
be done in regard to the matter of which Matt. 5 speaks. 
Luther's statement that the soul obtains peace because of 
the body he declared a change of position on Luther's part; 
how can the souls in purgatory, said he, hare rest when they 
certainly have enough to do? The relnaillder of his state- 
nleilt contains repetitions of his fc~r~uer assertions; l ~ e  in- 
serts them or~ly fos the purpose of silyi~lg the last word.192) 

This part, of the Leipzig Debate is probably the least 
satisfactory. Luther is plainly emharraused; i t  is difficult 
to determine his actual belief regarding purgatory a t  this 
time. His arguments a t  times have but the stringency of 
ad honzine~n arguments. Still they effected this much that 
the flimsy evidences which Eck prnciuoed for purgatoiy were 
all rendered insecure and the majority entirely blasted. The 
present discussion of this subject is but the lifting of the 
cover by a hand that is still some~~-hat timid; later dis- 
cusqions laid bare in its entire enornlity the utter baseless- 
ness of Rome's claim that there is i7 purgatory, and that 
her priests are entrusted with the practical management of it. 

20. The Debate on Indulgences. 
Monday, July 11, the debate was be,-] on Luther's 

eleventh thesis concerning indrilgeiences. 
E c k  took the lead, and protested that in this matter the 

decision of the Pope must be followed absolutely. For three 
hundred years, he said, indulgences had been regarded as 
-- - 
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peculiar place. That the bodies of the departed are resting 
in peace is clearly stated in Ps. lG, n, but this state is predi
cated of the entire person, because, having departed, the soul 
no longer operates on the body. 
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decision of the Pope must be followed absolutely. For three 
hundred years, he said, indulgences had been regarded as 
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efficacious, and tlie councils of Vienna, Paris, and Constanz 
had declared them so; a r s o n  had esteemed thein bighly, 
yea, even Gregory the Great; the entire Church had accepted 
them as valid for the year of jubilee, and the entire Churdl 
cannot err; Inally kings had secured indulgence during the 
crusades. Now, sirlce ilidulgences represent satisfactions ren- 
dered for sin, they nlust be meritorious. 

Luther replied that he only considered i t  folly to call in- 
dulgences :E treasure a i d  Messing of Christians; for true 
Christians are not benefit.ed a t  all by them. That it is 
possible for the majority of teachers to err, he claimed had 
been shown during the Arian controversy. Councils and 
Popes had not spoken alike regarding indulgences, and had 
directed bad Christians to illake use of them. The reference 
to Pope Gregory he declared to be without foundation. The 
indulgence of the year of jubilee had originated with Pope 
Boniface, who had been the author of much evil. The indul- 
gences for pai.ticipation in the crusades had been permitted 
by the providence of God as a punishincnt for men's folly. 
Indulgences, he declared, do not take the place of satisfac- 
tions, hut binder satisfac*tions. Lastly, he stated his belief 
that Popes are fallible. 

In his replg EcA. dilated on the iinproveinellt which, he 
claimed, had taken pluce in Luther's views of indulgences. 
He  declared himself largely in agreement with Luther, but 
mailltailled still that ii~dulgeilces are useful; not that they 
take the place of the re~llission of sins, but they remove 
temporal punishlnellts which a person must suffer either in 
this life or in purgatory. The purchase of indulgencc.~, he 
said, does not prevent good works, but stiniulates the exercise 
of them. This he understood to be the meaning of the coun- 
cils and Popes, and these illust be obeyed. If Gregory had 
not said about indulgences what llad teen quoted, Eck 
claimed, there was nevertheless a very persistent report that 
he liad said it. Finally, he asserted that the Pope renders 
satisfaction for p~~ilisl~rneats due for sins by applying .the 
indulgei~ces, which he takes from the treasury of the Churcll, 
ivhiclz treasury contain.; all the merits of thrist.  As a Scrip- 
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ture-proof for this view he cited 111ost ineptly Is. 61, 1. 'The 
i~ldulgcilces granted ill the year of jubilee had been approved, 
he said, by the entire Church, and for that reason they ought 
to be highly estee~ned. Nor ought the crusades be depre- 
ciated. Tiloinas, Albertus Magnus, and many other ~ i i l t s  
11ad el~dorsed thebe indulgences. 

Thr  protocol a t  this place does not state distinctly \vllr~ther 
t11e uext argument \vat, delivered i11 the morniilg or jlr the 
afterl~ot)n srssion ; t l ~ e  latter is more likely. 

L t t t h e ~  was tllc spet~kcr. I l e  argued that the pullishlllentr 
wl~iclr :?re rcamitted by ir~dulgenccr arc? such rhurcll peu;lltjes 
as the c.onfcssor may impose: fasts, prrrgers, ctc.; for so the 
test  of thc- bulls by ~ v l ~ i c h  illclulgenc+es : ~ r r  pr~)clainied, stutcls. 
Now, ~~111chb a l)erso11 ih R lazy Oliristii~il, lie will he apt  t o  
fast and pray too 11iu~'h rather tlzan llot enough. ?Ve must 
~ !u t  believe.. ~ibsohltely what holy rueu say, hut test it 1)y 
Scril~ture. H e  could i ~ o t  see, hr  said, 11ow iindu1genc.e~ vould 
bnlefit a 1)crsoll in the ;lgo~ly of death. Only sucli acts c.:ni 
be t rulr  acsts of satisfac.tion hp \vhic.h a recompcilic or rc:J 
+atisfaction is rr11dert.d. Christ 11i1s dcclured, he .;aid, tllilt 
the l~ro l~hrcy  in Is. 61 llas beell fulfilled hy Hi s  cwn~ii~g;  
therefore this text cainiot be nddurrd 21s proof f o r  the ~ a t i i -  
i;~c.tion wllicll we arc1 reudering. The ~ u ~ a n i ~ n o u s  ol,i~lioil of 
nlany prol)le ~r l lo  rub11 for the jlldulgeuces that anA 1 ~ 0 -  

c.lai~r~etl in a year of juljilee l ~ r o r e 5  iiotlii~lg, her.auw thest. 
peol3lc arc igi l~)rai~t .  Tliere esists, he said, 110 decisioiz of 
c+ou~lcil\ ur Poljes tllui indulgencrs are rlcrcpss:lr&. ;11lc1 t l ~ r  
~nrrit:, of (_'l~rist, which arc pure grace and truth, ought  not 
to 1x2 n~iscscl up with the illdulgenccs. 

1, 's rc>l~ly to tllih a rgmnc?ilt was cstrelllc-lg \!leak. & - ( s ~ r  

when it i* c~ i~ ly  l)mlallcacs or church fi1lc.s that ;Ire rcmittrti. 
they itre not ren~i t t rd  iu so far  as they ;ire good \tro~lis. I t  
iq I)ctte~., he haid, that the c.onfessor sends his peuitmlt 
l~ai-ihliioiler to purgato~y with a littlr pun i~hn~e l l t  than to 
hcll nit11 :I grievous olir; ill this way strength is nladv per- 
fect i l ~  we:~lnlr.ss. 111 ~n:ittrrs of faith i t  is illdeed Iic.cac<iai.\. 
lip qlninled, thtlt we 1.c~yard the tlutllority of 111~11. 1 1 ~  (-lo-e(l 
\vitil t l ~  as\ertiu11, wliicll put hi111 \>wcbk 011 his  old grc,u~rcl. 
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ture-proof for this view he cited lllost ineptly Is. 61, 1. The 
indulgences granted in the year of jubilee had been approved, 
he said, by the entire Church, and for that reason they ought 
to he highly esteemed. Nor ought the crusades be depre
eiuted. Thomas, Albertus Magnu,;, and many other RHints 
had eudorsed these indulgences. 

The protocol at this place does not state distinctly whether 
the ll<.:'xt argument was delivered in the morning or in the 
nftt'l'lIuun spssion; the latter il:i more likely. 

Lath er was the speaker. He argued that the punishme.nts 
whieh are remitted by indulgence,.., are :meh church penalties 
as the confessor may impose: fasts, prayers, etc.; for ,,0 the 
text of the buns by whieh indulgenees art> proclaimed, statp". 
Now, unless a person is a Jazy Ohristian, he will be apt to 
fast and pray too mueh rather than not enough. \Ve mUHt 
Hot believe absolutely what holy Illell say, hut test it hy 
~cripture. He could 110t see, he said, how indulgenees eould 
bC'nefit a person in the ngony of death. Only sueh aets call 
be trul.y nets of satisfnetion by which a recompense or real 
>'fltisfnctl011 iB l'Pudered. Christ has declared, he said, tllt1t 
the llropheeyin Is. 61 has been fulfilled by His eo 11l illg ; 
therefore this text cannot be addueed as proof for the satis
faction whi<'h we are rendering. 'Th(~ uuanimous Ol)inioll of 
many people who rush for the indulgences that are pro
dninwd in tl year of jubilee pl'o\re.~ nothing", heei(nse these 
people are ignoruut. There exists, he "aid, 110 decision of 
('ouneiJs or Pope::; that indulgences are neeessary. llnd the 
merits of Christ, whieh arc pure graee and truth, ought not 
to be l1!ixl·d up with the illdulgenees. 

Bcl/s reply to this <lrgull1cut was extremdy weak En'n 
when it is unly pCUalll'C8 or ehureh fines that are remitted. 
they are Hot remittpd in so far as they are good works. It 
is hettel', he t-Jaid, that the ('onfe8sor sends hi8 penitent 
l'arishiouet· to purgatory with lei little punishment tlWll to 
hell with n grievous 011e; ill this way strength is made per
feet ill \\'eakm>s,~. III matters of faith it is illdeed lleeE';.;sary. 
Ill' <;lnimed, that we regard the authority of lllPl1. IIp e!o,.;('d 
with the <l8;;e1'tion. which put him ba(~k on hi8 olrl gl'Oll1Jd. 
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that the l ~ r b o n  receiving an  indulgence thereby renders 
si~tisfactiun for sin, beoailse the Pope confers on him from 
the treasure of Christ's merit so~nethilig that  is meritorious. 

"I ~oln in i t  all," he caoncluded, "to the judgment of those 
~ v l ~ o  are interested, and if I have said anything amiss, I am 
ready to make corrwtions." 

"So do I," Luther :tdded.l93) 
l t  WNS not 1ie~t~ss;iry for Luther to reply to thr  last argu- 

iuel~ts of Eck. From the start Ecli had shown a n  inclination 
to lean to Lutlier on thiq matter. That  is what his ingenious 
dibcovery ~neans  that L~itlirr's views had m~dergone a change 
for the better. I n  this way lie wished to cover up his retreat. 
O])])ositioi1 t o  indulg~11~es was becominq popular, and Eck 
\\.a. un2lnpl)y if he was not popular. The appsirelit leilieiicy 
i l l  Luther'.: argnmeiitatic)i~ uii this subject I am inclined to 
rtlgnrd MS R wise pastoral policy on the part of Luther: he 
wished to help the g ro~v i~ ig  sentiment sgxixst, i i id~~lgences to 
gro\v intv an  intelligent con.rriction. and l ~ ~ v e i ~ t  i t  fro111 
tu1-11i1lg into u tul.bulellt revolt of the cnrael nlind against 
tllc~ cliscil~liae of the C'hurch. He wislied to deepen reflec- 
tioil retller than arousr passion ; helice the uiimistakwbly 
;rc~c~o~~i~~~oclat i i ig billdlillcs. that pcrvacles this part of hi< 
;Iruulut~llts. 

-- 

21. The Debate on Repentance. 
On Tuesday, July 13, the subject of rel~eiltallce was tilken 

nl) for discussion, in l~articular the cluestio~l ~vhetlier re- 
l~ t j i l t~ i l (~e  lllust spring fr.um the love of God. 

EcX, a t t a c k ~ d  1,uther's third tbesin, :isserting that  the be- 
g i l ~ ~ l i ~ l g  of rel~eiit ,ai~~'e lies in  the fear of puiiishment, mid 
that this is an adequate hegiilning, hc.c.izuse this had been 
t l ~ c  uiwthod adopted L;\ Jolzil the Baptist when he C-amr 

~)rc~tching rtqlentallce. ai~t l  because the 1)rodigal sou had thus 
I)ec~l cc)nvrrted. As a furtlier proof he cited Ps. 89, 31-33. 
irdding that thc hi i ln~r ~ i ~ u s t  begin fro111 tlic bottom, fl-om 

19:;) XV, 1042- -1064 ; Lorsr.he~, 1. c., 111, 43s--455 ; 543-346. 

21. THE D1mATE ON HEPJ<;:,\'rA;\;CF:, 181 

that the person receiving au indulgencc thereby renders 
satisfaction for sin, beeanse the Pope confers on him from 
the treasure of Christ's merit something that is meritorious. 

"I ~'ommit all," he I~oncluded, "to the judgment of those 
who are interested, and if I have said anything amiss, I am 
J'eady to make corl'eetions." 

"So do I," Luther nddJd)93) 
It was not nceeHsary for Luther to reply to the last urgu

Illt:'uts of Eek. Erom the start Eck had shown an inclination 
to lean to I,uther on this matter. That is what his ingenious 
tliscovery means that Luther's views had undergone a change 
for the better. In this way he wished to cover up his retreat. 
Opposition to indulgl'IlcPs was becoming popular, and Eek 
was unhappy if he was not popular. Thc apparent leniency 
in LuthC'l"S nrgumentatiOll on thiH subject I am inclined to 
regnrd HS a wis(~ pastoral policy on the part of Luther: he 
wi~hed to help the growing sentiment against. indu1gences to 
gruw into an intelligent conviction, and prevent it from 
turning into a turbulent revolt of the carnal mind against 
the discipline of the Church. He wished to deepen reflec
tion rather than arouse passion; hence the ullmistakably 
,l('C'olllHlodatillg' kinrllincss that pervades this part of his 
:1 l'gUllWll ts. 

21. The Debate on Repentance. 
Oll Tuesday, July 12, the imbject of repentance was taken 

up for disC'ussioll, in particular the question whether 1'e
llPllt.ance must spring hom the love of God. 

Bek attacked Luther's third thesiR, asserting that the be
gillllillg: of repentanee lies in the fear of punishment. and 
that this is an adequate beginning. heeause this had been 
tlw method adopted b~: John the Baptist when he came 
prnnehing repentance. ::Iud because the prodigfll son had thm; 
Iwen C'ol1Vf'rted. As a further proof he cited Ps. 89, 31--33. 
adding that the sinner must begin from the bottom, from 

t!l:J) XV, 1042---1064; LOl'seher, 1. C., III, 438--45:3; 543-:345. 
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the discipline of the Church. He wished to deepen reflec
tion rather than arouse passion; hence the ullmistakably 
,l('C'olllHlodatillg' kinrllincss that pervades this part of his 
:1 l'gUllWll ts. 

21. The Debate on Repentance. 
Oll Tuesday, July 12, the imbject of repentance was taken 

up for disC'ussioll, in particular the question whether 1'e
llPllt.ance must spring hom the love of God. 

Bek attacked Luther's third thesiR, asserting that the be
gillllillg: of repentanee lies in the fear of punishment. and 
that this is an adequate beginning. heeause this had been 
tlw method adopted b~: John the Baptist when he came 
prnnehing repentance. ::Iud because the prodigfll son had thm; 
Iwen C'ol1Vf'rted. As a further proof he cited Ps. 89, 31--33. 
adding that the sinner must begin from the bottom, from 
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fear, and ascend gradually to the love of God. Fear, he 
said, represents the medicine, but love representb hez~ltli, as 
Augustine, Chrysostoin, Gregory the Cheat, Origen, and other 
fathers have taught. 

Lz~ther  replied that the full sense of Scripture i- uttaiiied 
oilly by a compreheiisive study of all passages that relate to 
a subject. H e  admitted that the threats of the Law iilust bc. 
proclaimed when a person preaches rept~ntance, and sin mubt 
be ~nagnified. But  this does nut start salutary rel>entuucc, 
which is efiected only by grace. Grace gives lnan a love for 
the Word of God and His blessing; whenever thi\ doe3 not 
take place, the siilner keeps huggillg his sin aliiid5t the 
terrors of repentance a i d  becomes a hypocrite. Frce will is 
110 aid to repentance. The repentanccl of the prodigal 5011 

began when he remerribered his father's love and his forlner 
home. Alere punishinent converts 110 man, Is. 1, 5 f .  ; Jer .  
5, 3. Christ, he said, converted Zacchaeus and JI~~gdtllelle 
by love. Tile ascent from fear to love he declared to be 
lrierely the development of a h u m a i ~  sentiment. Tot thib 
ascent, but the grace of God converts the sinner: this grace 
it is, too, that implants in  the heart of lnan the t rnr  fear 
of God. which must be kept distinct from men'> fear of 
yunishment. 

EcX: admitted that repentance comcs by n kind of illypira- 
tion and by the bestowal of grace; however, he clainlrd that 
love is not the first thing that God conlmunicatcs to  man; 
it is sonlething else. We rnust not, he said, demiuld of lneii 
that they be angels, but must bc satisfiecl if they arc. only 
afraid of punishment. 

With this argument the forenoon session was closed. 

EcX continued in t2ic afternoon, claiming that tllc rr- 
pentance of the prodigal had begun with fear, ~vlielt l ~ e  
+e:~lized that  he had to feed with hogs, and could not eren 
have the husks that  wcre given them; or when hr began 
to think of his father's hired men. It ~vns then that  the 
thought of repentance mas suggested to him: but, E ~ l i  re- 
marked, he would not claim that actual repentance lint3 then 
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fear, and ascend gradually to the love of God. Fear, he 
.said, represents the medicine, but love represents health, as 
Augustine, Chrysostom, Gregory the (heat, Origen, and other 
fathers have taught. 

Luther replied that the full sense of Scripture is attained 
only by a comprehensive study of all passages that relate to 
a subject. He admitted that the threats of the Law must be 
proclaimed when a person preaches repentance, and sin mu,.,t 
be magnified. But this does not start salutary repentance, 
which is effected only by grace. Grace gives man a love for 
the ""Vord of God and His blessing; whenever this doe:, 110t 

take place, the sinner keeps hugging his sin amidst the 
terrors of repentance and beeomes a hypocrite. Frpe \yill is 
110 aid to repentance. The repentance of the pl'lHligal son 
began when he l'emembered his father's love and his former 
home. :Mere punishment converts 110 man, Is. 1, 5 f.; .J <'I'. 

5, 3. Christ, he said, converted Zacchaeus and :NlagdaleuC' 
by love. The ascent from fear to love he declart'd to be 
1nerely the development of a human sentiment, Xot this 
,ascent, but the grace of God COllvertH the sinner; this gracE' 
it is, too, that implants in the heart of man the t1'1,1(> fear 
of God, which must be kept distinet from man's fen r of 
Imnishment. 

Eel.; admitted that repentance come" by a kind of inspira
tion and by the bestowal of grace; however, he clnimpd t11<1t 
love is not the first thing that God communicates tu man; 
it is something else. We must not, he said, demand of llleu 
that they be angels, but must be satisfied if the:>' a 1'(' only 
afraid of punishment. 

With this al'gument the forenoon session was dosed. 

Eel.: continued in the afternoon, claiming that the re
pentance of the prodigal had begun with fear, when he 
loealized that he had to feed with hogs, and could not even 
have the husks that were given them; or when he began 
to think of his father's hired men. It was then that the 
thought of repentance was suggested to him; but, Eek re
marked, he would not claim that actual repentance had then 
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begull. The preaching of repentance nrl~icb John and others 
began with proclaiming the threats of the Law certainly 
inubt produce ail effect, lie said. Christ began the conver- 
sion of Paul b s  uttering a threat to him. Servile fear, he 
vlaimrd, is also a fear of God; yea, it is the beginning of 
wisdom, as Augustine R I I ~  Bede teach. That is also what 
Christ inculcates, Xatt. 10, when He  says: "Fear Him who 
is able to destroy the soul." There must surely be a mean, 
lie said. between sin and lore, and that is the fear of punish- 
ment, which gradually ceases while love enters in. 

Llcth~r replied that nobody is ever disposed to repentance 
11y the fear of ~~unishrnent. The threats of the Law only 
prc~duc.e hatred, which is itself a sin that must. be driven out 
1)y lore. I t  was grace, be said, that drew the prodigal son; 
otherwise hr would havr died rather than go back to his 
fsltller. The conversioil of Paul he declared an extraordinary 
event; still be mould side with Augustine and believe that 
even in this conversion love had been the drawing power. 
Il'l'hen grace hecomes joined to the fear of the heart, that 
feor becomes a good fear; and so Augustine and Gregory 
view this matter. I n  Matt. 10 the Lord is speaking of -filial 
1o-i.e. but this enibraces grace. There is no middle ground, 
Iir said, between $in and grace. If Eck thought that there 
was sumething to criticize in his preaching of repentance, he 
invited him to write against it. 

Tn his brief concluding remarlcs Ecl~ developed the 
thought that fear n~ust. precede and make room for love.194) 

This part of the debate is the most enjoyable, instructive, 
and illcisire discussioil of fundamental Christian truths. In 
his lucid distinctions and illustrations in this section, Luther 
is far  superior to the Pelagian Eck. Eck's assumption of 
a lniddle ground is a l~~nkeshift to which he resorts when he 
is conlpelled to give up his original position, that repentance 
Ineans being afraid of the threatening God. The argument 
from grace was so pourerful that he could not maintain his 
ground, and hence began to shift. But he did not really 

- 
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begun. The preaebing of repentance which John and others 
began with proelaiming the threats of the Law certainly 
mur;t produce an effect, he said. Christ began the conver
sion of Paul by uttering a threat to him. Servile fear, he 
clainwd, is also a fear of God; yea, it is the beginning of 
wisdom. as Augustine :md Bede teach. That is also what 
Christ inculcates, ~latt. 10, when He says: "Fear Him who 
i" able t.o dest.l'oy the soul." There must surely be a mean, 
he said. between sin and love, and that is the fear of punish
ment, which gradually ceases while love enters in. 

Luth eJ' replied that nobody is ever disposed to repentance 
by the fear of punishment. The threats of the Law only 
prodm·e. hatred, which is itself a sin that must. be driven out 
by loyE'. It was grace. he said, that drew the prodigal son; 
otherwi"e he would have died rather than go back to his 
father. The conven;ion of Paul he declared an extraordinary 
event; still he would side with Augustine and believe that 
evell in this conyersion love had been the drawing power. 
'Vhen grace becomes joined to the fear of the heart, that 
fear becomes a good fear; and so Augustine and Gregory 
view this matter. In Matt. 10 the I~ol'd is speaking of filial 
love. but this embraces grace. There is no middle ground, 
he said, between sin and grace. HEck thought that thel'e 
was something to criticize in his preaching of repentance, he 
invited him to write against it. 

In his brief eoncluding remarks Eel,; developed thc 
thought that fear must precede and make room for love.194} 

This part of the debate is the most enjoyable, instructive, 
and ineisive discussion of fundamental Christian truths. In 
his lucid distinctions and illustrations in this section, Luther 
i" far superior to the Pelagian Eck. Eck's assumption of 
a middle ground is a makeshift to which he resorts when he 
is eompelled to give up his original position. that repentance 
means being afraid of the threatening God. The argument 
from grace was so powerful that he could not maintain his 
ground, and hence began to shift. But he did not really 
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snrrcxlder hid positioll: ~vlvheu ht. declared a t  the end that 
f ~ a r  must pave the way for love, lie is buck a t  his starting- 
point. I f  fear is able to wccomplish that for man, i t  is fear 
that has converted hi~ii.  Though Luther does not empllasize 
the elellleiit of faith in this ~ ~ S C ' I I S S ~ O I I ,  i t  is plai~ily faith, 
arid nothil~g else. than faith, that  lie describes when he speak5 
nf the entrriilg in of grace illto tllr lwart of the sinner. The  
penitent thoughts of the prodigal which he points out  are 
thougllts of a heart th:~t  trustingly eaibrnces the grace wl~ich 
pardons guilt. Excellent, t u o ,  is tlie ch~~r~icterizatioll  of the 
diff erence betwerii servile and fili a1 fmr .  I n  this discussion 
Lutller l)laialy ~iiovcs in his own l~eculiar clomain, ~vllile EcB 
sinks into the sant-ls of scholasticisln. 

22. The Debate on Priestly Absolution and 
Satisfactions fo r  Sin. 

111 hi\ fourtll atid tiftlz thews Lutller had in-oposed to dia- 
(*IJ-. tllc act by whir.11 a priest ill t h e  c.oiifessiona1 ai)rulves 
n pcnitelit ziird ilrtpowb caertain elie~c.1se.i 011 him, w h i ~ h  :Ire 
cal1t.d satisfactions. Tliiq cliscu-*ilbu I~t-gnn in  the aftcrlioon 
sc+\iull of Ju ly  13. 

Eel; tried to prow1 that, a priebt ( ~ 1 1 1  nl)solre from sin, but 
11ot Froin the pnniihriic~nt of sin. Evt.11 , l f t e ~  a l~erso~i's sins 
have beell forgiven, 11~. argued, r l ~ e  righteousness of Cod tie- 
llial~ds that satisfactioil be reilder~d 1)y the ~)cnitent for  the 
~~~rn11g which lle has conft:ased, a ~ r d  nrhich 1123s beell foryiveii 
h i n ~ .  H e  cited Augnsti~le ailrl AunI3rozc. wEto have said that 
the l~uni~hri ient  for sin is removed 'by :u2tr of re5toratiou or 
satisiactio~l. Acco~.iling to tlie teachiug of Scriptnre, ht- 
said, the fall of Aclaln i, l~u~i i s l~c t l  ill 1 x 1 1  ever1 after they 
havo received forgivcnc~ss. David had thus submitted to the 
duty of rendering sy:ttixfnction, 2 Sam. 2.1, 14. Eithcr man 
lnust punish himself, or God must pm~isl i  hnn. These exrr- 
vises of qatisfactic~n nrc: reildered not only t o  the Church, 
h u t  to God, as Clyprian, Augustine, >111d Gregory have es- 
pre,ssly dated. Tllc~c-' ;ire certain c.>stas ill which the ~ c -  
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sHrronder his positiol~: when he declared at the end that 
feDr mnst pave the way for love, he is hack at his starting
point. If fear is able to accomplish that for man, it is fcar 
that has converted him. Though Luther does not emphaRize 
the elemeut of faith in this diseussion, it is plainly faith, 
and nothing else than faith, that he describes when he speaks 
of the entering in of grace into the lwart of the sinner. The 
penitent thoughts of the prodigal which he points out are 
thoughts of a heart that trustingly emhraces the grace which 
pardons guilt. Excellent, too, is the characterization of the 
difference between servile and filial fear. In this discus;;ion 
Luther plainly moves in his own peculiul' domain, while Eck 
sinks into the sands .)£ Rcholasticisrn. 

22. The Debate on Priestly Absolution and 
Satisfactions for Sin. 

In hi" fourth and fifth theses Luther had proposed to dis
cus" the act by which a priest ill the (,(Jnfessional ahsulves 
a penitent and imposE'S certain excl'elses on him, whidl are 
called satisfactions. Thi" (liscnssiflll IJPgan in the afternoon 
session of July 18. 

Eel.; h'ied to prov(') that a prie"t call absolve from sin, but 
not from thE' pnnishnll'nt of sin. I~vt'n nfter a person'" sins 
have been forgiven, he argued, the righteousness of God rle
maml.s that satisfaction he rendered llY the penitent for the 
\vrong which he has l:onfessed, and which has been fOl'given 
him. He cited Augustine flud Ambrose, who have said that 
the punishment for sin is remoyed 'by aets of re"toration or 
satisfaction, According to the teaching of Scripture, he 
saiel, the fall of Adam is punished ilt mon even after they 
have received forgiveness. David had thus submitted to the 
duty of rendering satishction, :3 Sam. 24, l4. :Either man 
mu"t punish himself, or God must puuish him. These exer
eises of satisfaction are rendered not only to the Ohurch, 
hut to God, as Oyprian, Augustine, and Gregory have ex
pressly stated. ThCl'P are certain C:lses in which the l'e-
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In hi" fourth and fifth theses Luther had proposed to dis
cus" the act by which a priest ill the (,(Jnfessional ahsulves 
a penitent and imposE'S certain excl'elses on him, whidl are 
called satisfactions. Thi" (liscnssiflll IJPgan in the afternoon 
session of July 18. 

Eel.; h'ied to prov(') that a prie"t call absolve from sin, but 
not from thE' pnnishnll'nt of sin. I~vt'n nfter a person'" sins 
have been forgiven, he argued, the righteousness of God rle
maml.s that satisfaction he rendered llY the penitent for the 
\vrong which he has l:onfessed, and which has been fOl'given 
him. He cited Augustine flud Ambrose, who have said that 
the punishment for sin is remoyed 'by aets of re"toration or 
satisfaction, According to the teaching of Scripture, he 
saiel, the fall of Adam is punished ilt mon even after they 
have received forgiveness. David had thus submitted to the 
duty of rendering satishction, :3 Sam. 24, l4. :Either man 
mu"t punish himself, or God must puuish him. These exer
eises of satisfaction are rendered not only to the Ohurch, 
hut to God, as Oyprian, Augustine, and Gregory have ex
pressly stated. ThCl'P are certain C:lses in which the l'e-

184 :!:!. lJErL\TE 0:\ ABSO.L['TfOK AXil SATIHFACTIONS. 

sHrronder his positiol~: when he declared at the end that 
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iniasi011 of p~xnishment has been rc~crrccl to the Pope and 
thc: prelates; this liar bee11 (lone in order to il~aintain the 
distiizction betwecn tlic? higher and the lower clergy, and the 
j u ~ i ~ d i c t i o n  whicah ei~cll is authorized to t~xercise, or therc 
\~rould bt: 110 diffe~sence bot~~cc?n R 1 illage pricst and a prelate 
or Pope. 

Luthcr  replied t l ~ u t  if his opponent mould name the real 
1)uui~;hmc~nt for inherited sin, he ~rcoiild have  to llame death 
;tnd disvases, whiclt nrithcr priest nor Pope could remit. 
David's punisllment, for iustnace, could not be remitted. 
l t  is t . r ~ e  tha t  a persou n u s t  judge Iiilnbclf. according to 
1 C'or. 11, or Gorl will pullis11 him. No 111a11 can give u.i 
;i ~ I i q ~ ( ~ i ~ h ~ t i ~ i i  froill tllc>w rEects of the Fall. l$Tl~at Augus- 
tin(. and Cyprian, wl~ot-rl the oyponc~nt had quoted, had ac- 
tually wicl \\-as not what Eck tried to rnalre them say; the 
f'c,l.nlrr llad sl~okell uf the tarnsser aud tribulation of the God- 
fvarii~g, while the 1attc.r rrf 'errd to the sufferi~lgs of mar- 
t-r., neither of rvhich could be remitted by tbe Pope. Thr! 
('l1urc.11 ~iligllt imposr caertain pullisllnlei~ts wncl citilcel tllenl 
again,  but these 7 ~ e r ~ .  11ot p ~ i n i s h i ~ ~ e r i t ~  whicll God Ilad 
ortlrrc>tl i1nposc.d. As to r+:lses conlillg lip in  the corlfessio~lal 
tlwt \\err r r s~rved  for the Yo]>e, thesc had most likely been 
tllc c*au\e wily ~vickcdn~ss had inc~e:,~etl, particu1:~rly ili~~oilg 
tllc~ grcaat irlen of the \\o~-lcl. I t  n7ould h u ~ e  been better if 
tllc. olcl rulc of ~liurch-disciplinc xvere still in vogue, which 
llacl Lc'rn follo~vecl until t l ~ c  (3ouncil of Nicrn. He assrlrtecl 
t l i :~t  n I~ishop axid a priret had tlie .;amr authority i n  the 
iiglit of Cod, and thcl higher c1el.g.y ought not to create re- 
rc>l.\i.d cares in ordt~r to save the collscjei~crs of Incn. 

According to the agrc-ement into wI1ic21 the disputants 
h,i(l ei~twetl a t  thr  I ~ ~ g i l l ~ l i n g  o i  the deb:~tc, the cliscn~sina 
bhoulcl h:ive stopped her(>. E u t  ill the morning sessic~ll of 
,, l!illrsclir:;, July 14, Ech. tool< up his nrgunlent o l ~ c t ~  alorr and 
said: Rternal punishment is vhangecl into teinpnral punish- 
i ~ l r i ~ t  by t l l ~  s:ttisfactions ~vllich the Chnrcll inlposes. Thiq 
is the better way. Sothing is acconq)lished by allowing 
,L hi1111er to pasr out of t l ~ e  coilfe~siol~al witbout itlalriilq hiiri 
do :~nytliing. 7'11:1t has l~eell tllr view of Augustine and 
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mi~sion of punishment has been resrl'ved to the Pope and 
the prelates; this has beell done in order to maintain the 
distinction between tlw hi.gher and the lower clergy, and the 
jurisdiction which each is aut.horized to exercise, or there 
would be no difference between a village priest and a prelate 
or Pope. 

Luthe?' replied tlmt if his opponent would name the real 
punishment for inherited sin. he would have to name death 
Hnd diseases, which neither priest nor rope could remit. 
David's punishment. for jnstflllce .. eould not be remitted. 
It. is true that a perSOll must judge himself, al~col'ding to 
j Cor. 11, or God will puuish him. No mall can give u,:; 
" di"lWllf;l'ltioll from tlwse pffects of the ~Fal1. '\\That Augus
tim' and Cyprian, whom the opponent had quoted, had ac
tually said was not \vhat Eck tried to mahe them say; the 
for111f'1' had spoken of the '~'rosses and trihulation of the God
f(,flriug', while the bttm' l'eferred to the ;;ullel'iugs of mar
ty]',.;, neither of which could be remitted by the Pope. The 
CllUrdJ might impose "81'taill punishrneutsand eancel them 
<lgnilJ, but these were not punishments which God had 
ordered imposed. As to C'llses coming up in the confessional 
tll<1t \\"ere reserved 1'01' tlw Pope. these had most likely been 
the cause why wickedness had incl'eai"ed. particularly among 
t.ll\~' ;,('1'('at men at: the world. It would have been better if 
tIlt. old rule of ehurch-discip}ine were ;;till in vogue, which 
hml bc'ell followed until the Oouneil of NiC'ca. He asserted 
that a bishop and a pri8Bt had tlw "<11118 authority in the 
"igllt of God, and tlw higher clergy (Jught not to create 1'e
"Pl'ved eases in o1'd{~l' to sa ve the consei ('nee" of lnen. 

According to the agreement into which the disputants 
h<1(1 cutel'ed at the IJegillning of the debate>, the discnssion 
tlhould have stopped here. But in the morning session of 
Thursday, July 14, Eel.: took up his argument once mor8 and 
said: F.ternal punishment is changed into temporal punish
mcut Ly the sati;.:factions which the Church imposes. Thi& 
is the better way. Xothing is aceomplisl1ed by allowing 
it ~il1Jle1' to pass out of thc confessiollul without lllaking' him 
do llnything. That has been the view of Augustine and 
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1 8 6 2 2  DEI3ATE: ON ABSOLUTION ASD ShTIbFhCTIONB. 

Ambrose, he claimed. He advised Luther not to draw such. 
distinctions between various kinds of l)unishmcnts as he had 
done; for in other cases he had inailifested ruch arcrsion to 
distinctions. The fundamental idea ill the satisfactions im- 
posed by the Church, he declared, i+ this: God does not 
punish a secoiid time what has been puni-hed previously; 
accordingly, by submitting to the satisfactions a person pe- 
capes the punishment which God otherwise nrould have to 
inflict on him. Also Becle, he said, had declared that qatis- 
factions are rendered to God. A moderate use of the power 
to  establish reserved cases he considered useful; the prelates 
must have something peculiarly assigned to them, other~vise 
all order would cease. And if we are able to render iatis- 
faction to God by our prayers and good ~vorks. the saine effect 
could be obtained by means of indulgences taken from the 
treasury of the Church. If  Luther, he said, refused to be- 
lieve this, he might consider hiinself excommunicated. 

Not only this speech, but also the wilful attempt which 
Eck had made to prolong the debate contrary to the agree- 
ment, aroused Lr~ther's indignation. He called Eck's re- 
marl<s silly. He charged hirn with having u1l:liiged thr point 
of controversy, and with failing to replr to Scriptural ttrgu- 
ments. Eck, he said, iinpressed him as a man who i.3 fleeing 
from the Scriptures as the devil scainpers ofl when he be- 
holds n crucifix. With these words Lutlier sat do~vn. 

Once more Ecl; seized the floor and remarked that the 
impatient monk was speaking scurrilous things. and xvab 
making a show of giving the Scriptures the preference over 
the fathers, just as if he were an oracle. He  reiterated his 
former assertioil that God remembers the punishlnent due 
rnan for his sin even when H e  remits that sin. The punish- 
ments which Luther llnd mentioned as gl-owing out of Ad21m'2 

fall he called natural punishments, xvl~ile they mere ilow dis- 
cussing persorial punishments. This was his parting s2iot.lW 

The &Gate between Luther and Eck closed about eight in 
the morning. Luther and the majority of the JVitt~nl>ergers 
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Ambrose, he elaimed. He advised Luther not to draw su.:h 
distinctions between various kinds of punishments as he had 
done; for in other cases he had manifested such aversion to 
distinctions. The fundamental idea in the satisfactions im
posed by the Church, he declared, i", this: God does not 
punish a second time what has been puni'shed previously; 
accordingly, by submitting to the satisfactions a person ps
capes the punishment which God otherwise would have to 
inflict on him. Also Bede, he said, had dedared that satis
factions are rendered to God. A moderate use of the power 
to establish reserved cases he considered useful; the prelates 
must have something' peculiarly assigned to them, otherwise 
an order would cease. And if we are able to render satis
faction to God by our prayers and good ~works, the same effect 
could be obtained by means of indulgences taken from the 
treasury of the Ohurch. 1£ Luther, he said, refused to be
lieve this, he might consider him:3elf exeommunicated. 

Not only this speech, but also the wilful attC'mpt which 
Eck had made to prolollg the debate eontrary to the agree
ment, aroused Lnther's indignation. He (~alled Eck's re
marks silly. He charged him with having' changed the point 
of controversy, and with failing to reply to Scriptural argu
ments. Eck, he said, impressed him as a man ,,,ho is fleeing' 
from the Scriptures as the devil scampers off when he be-
1101ds a crucifix. -With these words Luther sat down. 

Once more Eck seized the floor and remarked that the 
impatient monk was speaking scurrilous thing's, and was 
making a show of giving the Scriptures the preference over 
the fathers, just as if he were an oracle. He reiterated hi" 
former assertion that God remembers the punishment due 
man for his sin even when He remits that sin. The punish
ments which I,uther had mentioned as g't'owing' out of Adam's 
fall he called natural punishments, while they were now dis
cussing personal punishments. This was his parting' shot.1!l5) 

The debate between Luther and Eck closed about eight iu 
the morning. Luther Hnd the majority of the 'Vittpnbergers 
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l w e l ~ a r ~ d  t o r  their return to Wittellberg soon after the close 
of T.nthrr's part of the debate. They had been absent from 
lloil~e ilearly R month. and their regular work necessitated 
tlleis .yeedy return. Bebides, Luther had arranged to meet 
Staupitz a t  C;rinima after his debate. The conclusion of the 
entire debate nccording to agreement was to come now be- 
t~veen Eck and Carlstadt, and for this all arrangeinents had 
Leen mi\de betweell Luther and his colleague. Therefore 
I,nthrr. Jfelancl~tl~on, and a number of others of their party 
left the wlue day for Wittenberg. Ti'orthwitlz the shout went 
nlt ill Leipzig that they had fled and had confessed them- 
-elves defeated: tliey had also ignoiniiiiously forsaken Carl- 
>tiiclt. I t  is not diEcult to guess the invelitors of this story. 
H o w  little t ruth there ~vas  ill i t  was rhorvn soon after by the 
joillt repclrt ~vhich 1,uth~r and Carlstndt tlre117 up about the 
clc ba t tl. 

0 1 1  the day before his departure from TTittenherg Luther 
11:ltl i-hoed a c~utting reply to Hoopstraten, the inquisitor for 
that 1)ait of Ge~.many. I n  a publicatioil of April '7, which 
1 7 ~ '  tl~chvwted to Pope Leo, Hoogstraten had reviewed the 
triitl 0i Reuchlin. which had been conc:luded in  Hoogstraten's 
il~r~ui-itorial court nt Cologne. I11 this publication Hoog- 
-tratru hnd d.;.llounced Luther a8 a "manifest patroll" of 
l:*.uc.lilill. ancl, referring to Luther's published views on the 
1 v~inlav> c~f the Pope, which he declared contradictory to the 
Ifib!y S~*rlpturea and to the Council of Nicea, had called upon 
t11c Pol>t, to talcta measures against Luther's criminal teach- 
. Of thic publication Luther was informed during his 
dr\b,\;cl n ith Eck. Colnbiiled with the wily arguments of Eck, 
tlliq xicilent attack of the inquisitor looked like .n co~lcerted 
~ ~ H o r t  \)~tmeen the prusecutor and thc executioner to put  an 
(-11d t c ,  Lutl~er's activity. Luther sketched the uilteilablc 
rc~a-ol~ing and the sanguiilary utterance of Hoogstraten 
i\pt\iiibt l l i~n  in  a leaflet that he gave to the public in  the 
torm of '1 placard. l t  showed the world what Rome was 
-c-eking to achieve hy sterner means if its ends could not be 
>c.roml~Iislzed by thic gentle debate a t  Leipzig. 
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prepared for their return to Wittenberg soon after the close 
(If LI.11he1·':;:, part of the debate. They had been absent from 
hOUle Hearly H month. and their regular work necessitated 
tlH'ir speed:;' return. Besides, Luther had arranged to meet 
Stnupitz at Grimma after his debate. The conclusion of the 
entire debate according to agreement was to come now be
tween Eek and Oarlstadt, and for this all arrangements had 
bl'en made between Luther and his colleague. Therefore 
Luther. ~1elanchthon, and a number of others of their party 
left tIll' same day for \Vittenberg. :Forthwith the shout went 
UJI ill Leipzig that they had fled and had confessed them
st'lve-; defeated; they had also ignominiously forsaken Carl
"ta(lt. It is not difficult to guess the inventors of this story. 
How litt.]e truth there was in it was shown soon after by the 
juillt l't'purt which Lutht>I' and Carlstadt drew up about the 
debate. 

011 the day before his departure from 'Vittenberg Luther 
h:\d i,:;sued a ('utting reply to Hoogstraten, the inquisitor for 
that pmt of Germany. III a publication of April 7, which 
lll' dedinlted to Pope Leo, Hoogstraten had reviewed the 
trial of Reuchlil1, which had been coneluded in Hoogstraten's 
illqui,;itf.rial court nt Cologne. In this pub1ication Hoog
"trnt(~ll had d-211ounced Luther as a "manifest patron" of 
n'·lj('hliu. <mel. referring to Luther's published views on the 
l'l'imal',\' of the Pope, which he declared contradictory to the 
Holy St'l'iptures and to the Oouncil of Nicea, had called upon 
tlw Pope to take measures against Luther's criminal teach
iug:-. Of this publication Luther was informed during his 
dl'hatf' with Eek. Combined with the wily nrguments of Eck, 
this yi(llent attHel\: of the inquisitor 100ked like a concerted 
dlort between the prosecutor and the executioner to put an 
("!HI to Luther's actiyity. Luther sketched the untenable 
l'(JH;.;ouilll! and the sanguinary utterance of Hoogstraten 
<1f!'<liu;.;t him in a leaflet that he gave to the public in the 
form of a placard. It showed the world what Rome was 
,.;("('king 10 achieve by sterner means if its ends could not be 
;,!('('nmplished b:l' thie gentle debate at Leipzig. 
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23. The Conclusion of the Debate. 
At  eight in the morning on Thursday. July 14, Rrl. re- 

sumed his argument against Carlstadt. 
I11 a boastful strain he asserted that the theses on free 

will \vhich he had defended had not been overthrown by 
Cerlstadt ; he would now proceed to discuqs his thirteenth 
thesis alld show tllitt natural man removes the obstacle to 
the operations of divine grace on the heart if he does what 
he c:111 to comply with God's will. He ~vould prove Carl- 
stadt's position to be untenable, uiz. ,  that natural inan acting 
only with his natural powers cannot but sin. The debate on 
this subject occupied the entire day and can be summed ul) 
as follocvs: Eck maintained the prevalent vivw of scholas- 
ticisnl that natural Inan secures diviilc grace as  a reward for 
his t.xcrtions to obtain it, by doing as much as is in  his 
p o m r  to comply wit11 the orclrr of' ha1v:ttion. He citerl 
Augustine, Chrysostom, ( f r~gorg  uf Nyssa, and Bernard ill 
his defense. H i s  badic. idea was that the will in illan is thtx 
deterinining factor in  nlan's actions. IIe  limited his asser- 
tion somewl~at by 3ayi11g tllat ht~ did not meall to  declarr 
man's exercise of his free will the. pri~lcipal cause of the rr- 
moval of the obstacle to  cliville grace ja the heart;  11e nnly 
clai~uecl that this exercise of the will disposes lrlau for  the 
reception of grave; i t  indupes man to givc his assent to  thc 
divine offer of grace and to accept it .  H e  found his view 
co~.~oborated by Ezek. 18,3l, where Got1 Lids man make him- 
self 11 new heart. Prrdesf,illation, he s:iid, llnd nothing to do 
with this matter. (!niisfudt challeliged tlze appeal to Auguq- 
tine I)y another quotation from the saurc father, ill wllich lie 
says that n im,  wllcn he clocs -what he can, or rnk~en he acts 
with his own pomers, sin\, nnd that gyilct> alone removes the 
obstacle. He alw rejected Eck's al~penl to Bcraard by citing 
tht. statement of this fathcr that  man's efforts to mcet divine 
gmee and his asacnt to tllr offer of grttce are caused by God. 
IIe  ntllnitted that  Gregory of h'yssa and C'hrysostom had 
taught a s  Eck had represented, as also had Origen; but 
tllesc- fathers, he hilid, hnd not set forth pure doctrine a t  this 
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1)oillt; they had ascribed to mall what nlust be ascribed to 
(;od as the princ1il)al caause. The text from Ez~lciel, he said. 
only shows what mc are to ask of God in prayer, for in 
chap. .it;, 26 the smnc prophet, spealring in the name of God. 
s:ly.c: that Chd will take n\TTay the stony heart. Ecb argued 
that a distillctio~l liiust be made between the natural activity 
of n1:111 ill evil things ~ i l d  tvitliout Cod, and his activity in 
good tliings nrld with God. I n  the passage from Augustiilc 
1vhic.11 Carlstadt lznd quoted, h r  said, the father speaks of the 
fo r lne~  activity o-f Inan; as to the latter, however, that must 
cvidentlg be classed with ~ h r  lneritorious actions of mall. 
Kr dcl>rrcated tht. suspicion ~vli idi  Cil+I~tadt had c.ast on 
C + Y ~ ~ ~ C I T ~  and Chrysustoi~l, while llcx ~d ln i t t ed  that thc po- 
sition of Origen is cjucstio~lable. H e  reiterated his claim 
that f r ~ e  will crexteq a disposition iirvorable to the accept- 
aizcc of grace, alld thus rernoves the obstacle to grace. but 
he prwllted that  the divine act of justification by grace repre- 
scl~ts  the begir~nil~g of salvation. ( ' t r f  lstadt accepteil the 
latter rtatcmcnt, aud irlterprrted Eclr's distinction as regards 
~nau's activity in  evil or i n  good tllings to mcii~i thilt Inan 
c.:~unot l~erform any good artiorr by hiinuclf, without the iaz- 
pulhe and drawing of God, ill which seuse hc acceptcd the 
clcfinition. His final aly,tlal 11c made to Phil. 2. 13. 

Scckendorf has pronounct.cl this disputation s~lbtile, and 
has betrayed inipatier~ce with it. I'Ie evidently regarded i t  
a h  unprofitable. T,oe<cller rightly ina in ta in~ that  the di s- 
cnssion touched f~~ltdumental  princij)les of Christianity, fo r  
i t  t~irllcd upon thr  qnestion ~vliethrr mi111 car1 clairu a1137 
rnerit for his acts before Gocl. Erk ufirrned this, declaring 
Inall the j~rincipal cause of his ow11 good worlis, and accord- 
i ~ j g  liiln the right to  :lppeal to the record of his goocl works 
l~cfore God. This view Carlstadt opposed. The element of 
n~r~cilcncss in this part of the debate wrns the lack of definitions 
ailcl relevallt dictinctions; the s1~iritual coudition of the un- 
rcccnerate and the regenerate Inan sllould have been shwrply 
delimited, and the purely passive condition of uian in the 
forrner and his cooperation with djvilie grace by the power3 
co~~fthrred on him iu regcweration for the new life rvould 
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point; they had ascrlbed to man what must be ascribed to 
God as the principal eaniSf'. The text from Ezekiel, he said. 
only shows what we are to ask of God in prayer, for in 
chap. an, 26 the same prophet. speaking in the name of God. 
snys that God will take ~nvay the stony heart. Eel.: argued 
that a distinction must 1e made between the natural activity 
of man in evil thing's and without God, and his activity in 
good things and with God. In the passage from AUgllstillC' 
",hie11 Carlstadt had quoted. he said, the father speaks of the 
fOTlfi('r activity of man; as to th~l latter, however, that must 
evidently be classed with the meritorious actions of man. 
He deprecated the ~mspicion which Cll1']stadt had east on 
(hp~lJr;v and Chrysostom, while he admitted that the po
sition of Origen is questionable, He reiterated his claim 
t.hat fl'(\e will ('reates a dispositioll fnvorahle to the accept
ance' of grace, and thus removes the obstacle to grace, but 
he grnuted that the divinc act of justification by grace l'epre
seHtR the beginnillg of salvation. Carlstadt accepted the 
hlttC'1' statement, and interpreted Eek's distinction as regards 
mall'" netivity in I'vil or in good tl1ings t.o melln tha t man 
(~lll1not perform any good action by himself. without the im
pulse and drawing of God. in 'which Reuse he aeeepted the 
definition. His fiual ap)ll'al he made to Phil. 2, 13. 

Reckend01'f has pronou11cl:'d this disl)utfltion subtile. and 
has betrayed impatience with it, HI:' evidently regarded it 
as unprofitable. 1.oesehl:'1' rightly maintains that the dis
ens:,:jou touched fundamental prineiples of Christianity, for 
it tUl'lH;d upon the question whether mnn can clflim any 
merit for his acts before God. Eek affirmed this. declaring 
mau the prineipal eause of his own good works, ~md Hecol'd
ing' him the right to nppeal to the record of his good works 
hefore God. This "iew Carlstadt opposed, The element of 
wenlmcss in this part of the debate was the lack of definitions 
lwd relevant dlctillc:tions; the s}Jiritufll condition of the un
rC'generate and the regenerate man should have been sharply 
delimited, flnd the purely passive condition of man in the 
former and his cooperation with divine grace by the powers 
eOJlft'rred on him in regeneration for the new liie would 
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have been brought out dearl;y and satisfactorily. But even. 
with this lack of definiteness Carlstadt had the better of the 
argument. Eck felt the force of Carlstadt's reasoning; for 
in the progress of the debate he began to qualify uneasily the 
sweeping claims he had uttered at the beginning. 

The debate on Friday, July 15, in both sessions was 
a corollary to that of the preceding day. The discus~on 
turned on the question whether man is sinning even in his 
good works. Carlstadt affirmed this on the ground of Eccl. 
7, 21: "There is not a man on earth that doeth good and 
sinneth not." Eck argued that it is impossible to believe 
that Peter and Laurentius, while sufi'f'ring martyrdom, were 
committing sin. He held, with Jerome :md Augustine, that 
i,he text from Ecclesiastes must he und("rstood relatiYely, viz., 
that the saints had been sinning before they were saints, or 
occasionally while they were saints, but they were not sinning 
when performing a good action. Carlsfndt refused to aumit 
any rf'striction on the plainly uuivers<ll scope of the text he 
had quoted, and also found statement" in Augustine and 
Jerorne to favor his Yiew. He appealed to Ps. 143,20, where 
David in his regenerate state pleads with God not to enter 
into judgment with him; to Ps. 80,5, 'where Asaph asks God 
not to reject the prayer of the godly; to Ps. 116, 11, where 
a martyr says: "All men are liars." He said there is but 
one perfect, immaeulate lllart,yrdoll1, that of Jesus Christ, 
and by His sinless martyrdom Christ had to atone fOl' the 
deficiencies of the martyrdom of His followers. David's as
sertion of his innocence in Ps. 17,3 he interpreted of mortal 
sins. Eck now admitted the uuiversal force of Eccl. 7, 21, 
and was willing to apply it also to saints, but not to their 
every action. David's plea in Ps. 143, ~o he understood as 
a plea to he spared the application of the "rigid justice" of 
God; in other places, he said, David invites an examination 
of his conduct b~' the "pious justice" of God, according to 
which God rewards good works. The passage: "All men 
are liars" he interpreted to mean: "All men are vain and 
perishable." The faint-heartedness of Christ in His last 
agony he daimed to be a proof that it is not sinful to he-
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come faint-hearted; hence the wealmesses of martyrs must 
not be regarded as sin. Asaph's request he understood as 
a request that God would not deny him his prayer or delay 
his answer. Ca.rlstadt still maintained that Eccl. 7,  21 ap- 
plies not only to all men, but also to all works of every man. 
H e  held that wheii David or Job appeal to God to judge them 
according to their righteousness, they mcan they are sin- 
cerely repenting of their sins and seeking God's pardon. H e  
made a very ilnpressive appeal to 1 John 1,B-10. The fact 
that God rewards good worlrs, he said, is no proof that those 
works are perfect. A11 weakilessea, also those of the martyrs, 
arise from the flesh, a s  Rom. 7 shows. The unceasing prayer 
of the saints for God's nlercy, he claimed, shows that they 
put no confidence even i11 their good works, and that is also 
what the Church declares in  one of the collects which are 
sung at the service: "We do not trust in our righteousness." 
If there were a good work in a person's life, that person could 
absolutely put his trust in  that work. Is. G4, G, however, and 
Inany expressions in Job. show that even the righteous acts 
of a righteous nlan give hini no comfort; the godly man 
feels that he must abhor also his good works in the presence 
of God. I s  there not, he asked, a constant struggle in man 
between the flesh and the spirit? E c k  now weakened per- 
ceptibly. Of course, he said, in order to be just to himself, 
man must always keep liinlself in a humble and penitent 
mood; he would also admit that venial sins may enter into 
some of the good works of the godly; but he claimed that 
God is not really angry a t  such weakiiesses, He  only differen- 
tiates the manifestatio~l of His grace in such instances. The 
evil lust of which Paul complains he referred to sins com- 
mitted before, not after, baptism. When Job shudders at 
the sight of God's righteousness, he is thinking of God's 
"rigid justice": and Isainli, he said, only declares that, 
measured against the righteousness of God, our own right- 
eousness is imperfect. So, too, in the collect t o  which Carl- 
stadt had referred, the Church merely warns against pre- 
sumption, but does n(lt reject puttiug confidence in one's 
good works. He brcalne apologetic in his concluding re- 
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inarks, asking to bc pardoned if he had saitl :ulytllillg amiss. 
C'a~lstadt replied briefly that Eck's .tatement, that our 
rigllteousness is imperfect in colnl)arison wit11 the rip11trou.- 
iiess of God, was t l ~ e  very puiat for xvhicll lle was contc~nding. 
I-Ie denied that the collect to which he llad alluded is directed 
against presumptio~~ and claimed that i t  is w warning ng~~i l l s t  
self-confidence. MTllxt Paul says in Gem. 7 about cvil lust, 
he said, is ~poken  by a baptized, or regenerate, person. Ecl, 
only made the weal\. rejoinder that  thesc: words of Paul sire 
tlifferelitly csplaiaed by various interpretc'rs, aucl it were best 
not to appeal to the111 in an argument. Sin ill this pnhsagc.. 
he claimed, means ~)u~l i shment  for hii1.1'")) 

There relnainecl now but one point ,till tct he c?isc+u~~eil, 
the nature of repeilt:tnce, and this shnulr~ hare been the sub- 
ject for the drbatr 011 July 16. But  Duke George had noti- 
fied the disputants that he could  lot ~+ntertain thrm all;\- 
longer a t  the Pleisser~burg, for he must prepare for tllc rc- 
rrption of a &est who was returning to his home fronl all 
important political rnreting at  Frankfort on the 31ai11. At 
this famous imperii~l city of Germany the (,lectors of the 
Elnpirc had iiss~n1111cd i l i ~ ~ ~ t  the tinlr i r  llcn Luther stnrtt.11 
frolll Witter~l)erg to t~ttelltl the debate a t  1,eipaig. They llatl 
conle tu elect the sucacc.>bor to Enlperor M>~similian, nncl 
openccl their diet on June  17. There was 2 fierce conte*t 
f o r  tlw imperial crow11 hrtwceil Frnnc~is I of France and 
Charlcs V ;  tllc lattn. was oppost>(l 1 ) ~  ROXIIL', which trier1 
to thwart his electioi~ in  tho last hour 1)) popoaing Elector 
Frederic of Sasouy, tllt: regent ci~lring the interregnmn, as 

a, corrlpromise carididatc, but w a j  defeated by the wiqe 
humility of the E le~ to r ,  who dec,l;ircd himself iilcompcteilt 
for the position, and, moreover, considerc~d it his ~jatriotic. 
duty to favor (:harlcs V as thr logical ca~zdidute. 011 

June  28 -- Guizot says June l€! - the election of Charlr.: V 
was effected. Thus an event of the greatest nlomcnt for tlir 
progress of the Reforrnntioil had taken p1ac.e while t ruth alld 
error hntl met a t  1,eipaig in  opcn conflict on funtlamental 
questions of the Cln.istit111 I'aith of the Iteforniation. 
------ -- - 
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marks, asking to be pardoned if he had said Hllythillg amiss. 
Carlstadt replied briefly that Eck's ~taternent, that Ou}' 

righteousness is imperfect in comparisoll witI1 the l'ighteous
neHS of God, was the very point for which he was contending. 
He denied that the colled to which he had alluded is directed 
againHt presumption and daimed that it is a warning against 
self-confidence. vVhat Pnul says in Hom. 7 about evil Just, 
he said, is spoken by a baptized, or regenerate, person. Eel .. 
only made the weak rejoinder that these words of Paul arp 
differently explained by various interpreters, and it Vi'cre best 
not to appeal to them in an argument. Sin ill this passaw'. 
he claimed, means puniHhment for siu)!)G) 

There remained now but OIle point "till to be diseussed. 
the nature of repentance, and this shoulrl have been the sub
ject for the debate on July 1G. But Duke George 11ad noti
fied the disputants that he could not entertain them :m;y 
longer at the Pleissenburg, for he must prepare for t}10 re
(~eption of a g~est who was returning to his home from all 

important political meeting at Frankfort on the :Main. At 
this famous imperial city of Germany the electors of the 
I~rn}Jim had assembled H bout the timE' \\·hen ]~uther ::;tartl'd 
from Wittenberg to attend the debate at Leipzig. They had 
come to eled the 8UOCe'iSor to Emperor Maximilian, and 
opened their diet 011 June 17. There was a fierce conte1lt 
for tlw imperial crown between Fmneis I of Frm1f't' and 
Oharles V; the latte)" was oppose(l hy Romo, \'o'hioh trierl 
to thwart his electioll in the last hou1' by pl'opusing Elector 
Frederic of Saxony, the regent during the interregnum. as 
a compromise candidate, hut wa~ defeated by the wise 
humility of the Elector, who dedared hilmleH incompetent 
for the position, and, moreover, considered it his patriotie 
duty to favor Charles V as the logical candidate. On 
June ~8 -- Guizot says June 18 - the election of Oharles V 
was effected. ThuH an event of the greatest moment for the 
progress of the Heformatioll had taken plaee while truth and 
error had met at Leipzig in oprm conflict on fundamenta1 
qnestions of the Ohristiall faith of the Hefol'matioll. 
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Aocordingly, the debate mas terillinatecl July 16, in the 
afternoon. Duke George had already left, and in his place 
Caesar von Pflug, Dr. John Iiuchel, and George vnn Wide- 
bach presided a t  the closing session. The presence of the 
abbots of Pforta, Pegau, and Bosau, near Zeitz, also of the 
rector of the university, NTostenfeld, a t  the closing session 
was noted. When the debate begail, Jo1111 Lange had been 
Rector Magnificus of the uiiiversit;y, and to him had been 
assigned the honorable function of delivering the closing 
address. I I e  spoke an hour, and his oratioil mas n eulogy 
on theological disputations. As an oratorical product it is 
inferior to the polished opening address of the artist Mosel- 
lanus, but it was delivered more acceptably. The personal 
references to the disputants are few and reveal an honest 
effort a t  impartiality. 

C( Up, then, ye nlusicians," he crieil at  the elicl of his 11er- 

oration, "and for all that we havc witnesst~l congratulate 
these great men; give Four applause; break forth in j o ~ .  
As you played to the honor of the Holy Spirit at the opening. 
so play again for the praise of Cod at the close." 1") Now 
the Calltor of St. Thomas struck up t l ~ c  magnificent strains 
of the l'e Ileum Laudamzcs, after whicbh the assembly dis- 
persed. Eck re~nwined in Lcipzig i~iiie days longer, gather- 
ing laurels and elljoying himself aftw his fashion. He de- 
ported himself as the unquestioned victor; but there were 
men who questioned, and some who openly denied, his vic- 
tory. They were few, it is true, bnt i t  meant much in  papal 
Leipzig that there should be any ~ 1 1 0  believed that the dis- 
putants from Wittenberg had won in the famous argmnent. 
Carlstadt returned directly to Wittenberg, and the cronrd of 
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Accordingly, the debate was terminated Suly Hi, in the 
afternoon. Duke George had alread;)' left, and in his place 
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bach presided at the closing session. The presence of the 
abbots of Pf01"t~,' :regau, and Bosau, near Zeitz, also of the 
rector of the uni versi ty, W ostenield, at the closing session 
was noted. When the debate began, John Lange had been 
Rector }\!1agnificus of the university, and to him had been 
assigned the honorable function of delivering the closing 
address. He spoke an hour, and his oration was a eulogy 
on theological disputations. As an oratorical product it is 
inferior to the polished opening address of the artist Mosel
lanus, but it was delivered more acceptably. The personal 
references to the disputants are few and reveal an honest 
e-fIort at impartiality. 

"Up, then, ye musicians," he cried at the end of his per
oration, "and for all that we have witnessed congratulate 
these great men; give your applause; break forth in joy . 
.As you played to the honor of the Holy Spirit at the opening. 
so play again for the praise of God at. the close." 197) Now 
the Oantor of St. Thomas struck up the magnificent strains 
of the Te Deum Laudam1!.s, after whieh the assembly dis
persed. Eck remained in Leipzig nine days longer, gather
ing laurels and enjoying himself after his fashion. He de
ported himself as the lmquostioned vietor; but there were 
men who questioned, and some who openly denied, his vic
tory. They were few, it is true, but it meant much in papal 
Leipzig' that there should be any who believed that the dis
putants from 'Wittenberg had won in the famous argument. 
Oarlstadt returned directly to Wittenberg, and the crowd of 
visitors carried the news of the great things which they had 
seen and heard to many parts of Germany. For the rest ot 
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194 24. REPORTS ABOUT TIIE DEBATE. 

What of the judges that were to render a verdict on the 
debate? Before leaving, Luther had finally agreed that tlie 
protocol of the debate should be submitted to the universities 
of Erfurt and Paris, he reserving his right of appeal. Eck, 
i11 accepting tho faculties of the two universities, had stipu- 
lated that at Erfurt those members of the faculty who were 
Augustinians should be disqualified as judges. Luther, it 
will be remembered, was a a  Augustinian. Luther, on his 
part, demanded that a t  both universities none who were 
Dominicans or Franciscans could sit on the case. Besides, 
Luther stipulated an unusual condition: he wanted laymen 
to be admitted to this court, namely, the members of the two 
universities who were not theologians. 

The two uiliversities were placed in a diler~ima by this 
agreement. Er f l~ r t  was tlie first to reach a conclusioil in the 
matter; i t  might be summed up in the famous dictum of 
a later Pope: N o ~ z  possunzus. They declared that it was for 
many reasons neither wise, nor good, nor salutary, etc., but 
chiefly, i t  was very inconvenient, that they should be asked 
to decide these strangy and novel issues, and therefore they 
asked to be excused. The French university did not reply 
a t  all, hut their endorsement of the papal bull of excommu- 
i~ication a year later has been interpreted by inference as 
3 judgment of condemilation on Luther's and Carlstadt's 
part in the Leipzig Debate. 

24. Reports about the Debate. 
Dr. Preserved Smith has reproduced a iiuiilber of inter- 

esting accounts of the Debate a t  Leipzig that serve well to 
fill out the picture of the event which has been attempted in  
these pages. 

Etk wrote from Leipzig on July 1 to George Hauen and 
Francis Burckhardt a t  Ingolstadt : - 

Greeting. Our friendship demands that I sholild give you 
news of myself. At first the strong, heating beer was bad for me. 
From Pfreimd to Gera I didn't have a single drink. At Leipzig 
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also the hecr wa.; bad for me, ro I stopped drinking i t  for h i s  

days, and feel bettcsr. . . . 
Luther and Carlstadt entered in great state, with txvo hundred 

Wittenberg students, four doctors, three licentiates, marly pro- 
fessors, and many Lutherans, Lang of Xrfurt, the Vicar, impudrnt 
Egrauus, the prmchcr of Goerlitz, the pastor of Annaberg, Bohe- 
mians, and Hussites sent from Prague, and many heretics, who 
give out tlhat Luther is an  able defendcr of the truth,  not inferior 
t o  John Hus. . . . 

So far of C'arlstadt; J ~ U W  of the othel. monster, Luther. (On 
the margin Eck wrote: "I llavc done Luther o good mischief, of 
which I will tell you orally.") At his arrival I heard tha t  he 
(lid not want to debate, and I inovrcl everything to  get him to. 
\17e nlet in thc presence of the ducal conlmissioiiers aild of the 
university; I left everything to them; they wanted Luther to  
debate on the same conditions a s  Carlstadt, but  he said much 
about instructions froin his prince. 1 said to liiln I did not want 
the Elector a s  ,judge, though I did not exclude him; tha t  he 
might choose a university, and if Germany were too small, he 
might take one ahroad, in Fro~ice or Spain. But h r  would not 
have any judge, and was therefore not admitted to debate; for, 
according to thc ducal instructions, 110 one should debate who did 
uot allow a judge. I desired a t  t ha t  time tha t  the conlmissioners 
and university should give me a testimony of this, although many 
of them ore Lutherans. Dr. Suerbach, the physician of the Arch- 
bi3hop of Rlayence. and the doctor of the Counts of Manhfeld, and 
many others urged Luthcr on, a s  he would lose every one's favor 
i f  he would not allow ally judge in the world. . . . Finally, we 
agrrcd to decide on a judge a t  the end of the debate, and in the 
lnean tin~c tha t  i t  shoulrl (no t )  be allowed to have the debate 
printed. . . . The Wittenbergers are  full of gall, rage, and poison. 
and arouse odium against me. The To~irn Council received so 
niany threats from them, though none of them were definite, tha t  
on the same night they put  a guard of thirty-four armed men in 
the next Ilouses, bo that  i f  there was any clisturbance, i ts  authors 
might get what they deservccl. 

People still put their hopes on Luther, hut none whatever on 
Carlstadt. Luther was not allowed to preach a t  Leipzig, but the 
Duke of Pomerania, who is Rector of Wittenberg, a t  the sug- 
gestion of the monk, got him to  preach on the  Gospel for the day 
in  the castle, which he did. The whole sermon, delivered on 
June 29, was Bohemian. On the next, morning, Sunday, a t  the 
desire of citizens and doctors, I preached and rebutted his hair- 
splitting errors. . . .19A) 
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bisholl of .Mayenee. and the doctor of the Counts of Mansfeld, and 
many others urged Luthcr on, as he would lose everyone's favor 
if he would not allow any judge in the world. . .. Finally, we 
agreed to decide on a judge at the end of the debate, and in the 
mean time that it should (not) be allowed to have the debate 
printed. . .. The Wittenbergers are full of gall, rage, and poison, 
and arouse odium against me. The Town Coullcil received so 
many threats from them, though none of them were definite, that 
on the same night they put a guard of thirty-four armed men in 
the next houses, so that if there was any disturbance, its authors 
might get what they deserved. 

People still put their hopes on Luther, but none whatever on 
Carlstadt. Luther was not allowed to preach at Leipzig, but the 
Duke of Pomerania, who is Rector of Wittenberg, at the sug
gestion of the monk, got him to preach on the Gospel for the day 
in tIle castle, which he did. The whole sermon, delivered on 
June 29, was Bohemian. On the next morning, Sunday, at the 
desire of citizens and doctors, I preached and rebutted his hair
splitting errors. . . .198) 
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Fronl the  account given in the  preceding chapters t h e  
misstatements of Eck ill this  letter can be corrected. 

Dr. A u e r b a c h , l ~ ~ )  to  whom E c k  refers in his letter, has  
written his illlpressions of t h e  Debate in a letter t o  Spulatin, 
dated J u l y  1 9  : --- 

. . . At I~eipzig, in the castle, I attended the theological debatc 
of Eck, Carlstadt, and Lutller. Ecli, the loud theologian, and 
Carlstadt disputed on free will. Martin Luther, a man famous 
for eloquence, divinity, and holiness of life, disputed with Eck 
on the power of the Pope, on purgatory, indulgences, and the 
power of priests to  loose and bind, whether they all have it or 
not, and on son~r other obscure theological points. It is  extra- 
ordinary how much holy theological learning was modcstly dis- 
tilled by Martin. He seems to me a n ~ a n  worthy of immortality. 
He ilttered nothing but what was sound and wholesomt~, omitting 
all heatlien learning, and content only with the majestic Gospel 
and writings of the apostles. Some, infected either with unbe- 
corning legality or with malice, reviled him. IIe was like a harm- 
less sheep anlong wolves, and the more hostile they were to him, 
the greater and more holy was his learning. Did I not know 
that  you were already favorable to him, I \vould write to you 
to co~nrneiid him to  the Elector; but there is no need of spurring 
one rutining of hiu om11 accord. . . .ZOO) 

Mrlanchthon 112s given his impressions in a letter of 
.July 21, addressed t o  J o h n  Oecolampadius a t  Augsburg: - 

. . . And to  begin a t  the beginning, Eck last year published 
some notcs called Obelisks 011 Luther's Theses on Indulgences, and 
he wrote too bitterly for me to quote anything from -them. Carl- 
stadt picked out some of Eclr's propositions in his Theses, which 
are p~~blished. Eck answercd in an ~ ~ o l o ~ ~ ,  which was somewhat 
milder than the Obelisks. Carlstadt confuted the Apology in a 
pamphlet; i t  mas a tedious accusation cr-pressed a t  length. Omit- 
ting details, i t  was determined to dispute on the chief point. The 
day was set. Eek, C'arlstadt, and Lutller came together a t  Leipzig. 
The subject of the debate was digested in a few propositions to  

199) "Stromer von Auerbach (1482-November, 1542), famous as 
the first host of 'Aucrbach's Iceller' celebrated in Goethe's Paust, ma- 
triculated at  Leipzig 1407, 31. A. 1502, taught philosophy, Rector of the 
University 1508. Then he studied medicine, becoming M. D. in 1511, 
and in 1616 was made professor of pathology. In 1519 he married, 
and in 1524 became deau of the medical faculty. Be was a friend of 
Erasmus and Reuchlin, nlld special physician to Albrecht of Mayence." 
I Pres. Smi t l~ . )  

200) 2. c., I, 199 f. 

196 :24. REPORTS ABUUT TIlE DEBATE. 

From the account given in the preceding chapters the 
mi"stat(~ments of Eck in this letter can be corrected. 

Dr. Auerbach,WO) to whom Eck refers in his letter, has 
written his impressions of the Debate in a letter to Spalatin, 
dated July 19: ---

... At Leipzig, in the castle, I attended the theological debate 
of Eek, Carlstadt, and Luther. Eek, the loud theologian, and 
Carlstadt disputed on free will. Martin Luther, a man famous 
for eloquence, divinity, and holiness of life, disputed with Eck 
on the power of the Pope, on purgatory, indulgences, and the 
power of pricsts to loose and bind, whether they all have it or 
not, and on some other obscure theological points. It is extra
ordinary how much holy theological learning was modcstly dis
tilled by Martin. He seem>:! to me a man worthy of immortality. 
He nttered nothing but what was sound and wholesome, omitting 
all heathen learning, fwd content only with the majestic Gospel 
and writings of the apostles. Some, infected either with unbe
coming legality or with malice, reviled him. He was like a harm
less sheep among wolves, and the more hostile they were to him, 
the greater and more holy was his learning. Did I not know 
that you were already favorable to him, I would write to you 
to commcnd him to the Elector; but there is no need of spurring 
one running of his own accord .... 200) 

:l\Ielallchthon has given his impressions in a letter of 
.T uly 21, addressed to John Oecolampadius at Augsburg:-

... And to begin at the beginning, Eck last year published 
some noh's called Obelisks on Luther's Theses on Indulgences, and 
he wrote too bitterly for me to quote anything from ·them. Carl
stadt picked out some of Eck's propositions in his Theses, which 
are published. Eck answered in an Apology, which was somewhat 
milder than the Obeli8ks. Carlstadt confuted the Apology in a 
pamphlet; it was a tedious accusation m~pressed at length. Omit
ting details, it was determined to dispute on the chief point. The 
day was set. Eck, Carlstadt, and Luther came together at Leipzig. 
The subject of the debate was digested in a few propositions to 

109) "Stromer von Auerlmch (1482-November, 1542), famous as 
the first host of 'Auerbach's Keller' celebrated in Goethe's Faust, ma
triculated at Leipzig 1497, ):1. A. 1502, taught philosophy, Rector of the 
University 1508. Then he studied medicine, becoming M. D. in 1511, 
and in 1516 was made professor of pathology. In 1519 he married, 
and in 1524 became dean of the m~dical faculty. He was a friend of 
Erasmus and Reuchlin, and special physician to Albrecht of Mayence." 
I,Pres. Smith.) 
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make it more definite. I think you will agree tha t  it is proper 
in a debate to have notaries take down the speeches, and to have 
their reports published, so that  each may judge the merits of 
the debaters. But Eck first told the judges appointed by Duke 
George of Saxony, that  Maecenas of humane letters, that  he did 
not agree to this plan, for hc thought that the nature of the 
debate precluded its being reported, for that the force of the 
debaters was increased by speaking ex tempore and would be de- 
decreased by the delay of writing, that while minds were stimu- 
lated by rapidity, they would be enervated by dclay. But it 
seems to me that this is just what is to be desired. . . . You 
Imow how Nnziailzen advises this, and how Erasmus cloes. (Fol- 
lows a description of the debate between Carlstadt a i ~ d  Eck on 
free will.) 

Then Martin clescended iuto the arena; for up to this time i t  
was uncertain whether he would debate, t~ecause he was not able 
to appoint judges in such a delicate matter, saving his right to 
appeal. Iiowever, when this was settled, he began to debate on 
the power of the Pope, and whether i t  could he considercd as exist- 
ing jiire divinu. For he frankly confrssed its existence & facto, 
and only disputed tlle divine right. As the dispute waxed some- 
xvhat sharp, five days were spent on this point. Eck spoke bit- 
terly and discourtrously, and tried every means to excite odium 
against Luther among the people. Eck's firxt argument was that 
the Churc1.1 could not be without a head, since i t  was a corporate 
body, and, therefore, that tlle Popc mas jure d i v C o  head of the 
Church. Then Martin said that Christ was the Head of the 
Church, which, being spiritual, needed no other, its is said in 
Col. 1, 18. Eclr replied by citing several passages from Jerome 
and Cyprian, which, he thought, proved the divine right. But 
now ctlrtaiu passages in those writers whom he cited as sure 
supporters were quoted as showing that they were doubtful. He 
boasted the authority of Bernard's epistle to Eugenius, as i f  it 
were Achilles in his magic armor, although there are certain 
things in that very book which support Luther's position. More- 
over, who is so stupid as not to see what small authority Bernard 
could have had in this matter? From the Gospel Eck quoted the 
text, "Thou a r t  Peter, and upon this rock I will found My 
Church." Luther interpreted that as a confession of faith; said 
that Peter represented the Church, and that the rock on which 
Christ founded the Church was Himself; and lie proved this by 
the order of the words. Again, that text, "Fced My sheep," was 
said to Peter, alone and privately, as Luther alleged, after the 
like authority had been given to all the apostles, in the words, 
"Receive the Holy Spirit; and whose sins ye loose on earth 
shall be loosed unto them in heaven," etc. With these words, he 
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said. Christ sho~vrd what i t  JV:L~ to feed the sheep, and what sort 
of man IIe mri\hed the shepherd to  be. Against thit. Eck urged 
the authority of the Council of Conxtanz, where Luther's propo- 
sition had been eondcinncd as one of IIus's articles, and where 
i t  waq said tha t  i t  a i ~ q  iicceqsary to s a l ~ a t i o n  t o  bclie\e the 
Roman PontitT was universal. l i e  advanced several reasons to 
show that  a couircil could not err. T,uther prucl~'ntly replied 
that  all the condemned articles should not be considered heretical, 
and he added more on the authority of a council, mhicli it would 
be tileronie to report hert,. Plainly, however, a conncil cannot 
found articles of faith The audience did not care for this  propo- 
sition. bccause it qee~ned as if Lllther were resisting the authority 
of cpomlcils. whereas lie desireti nothing morc devoutly than their 
authority. He was therefore accused of heresy, Hussitr opinions, 
and crimes of tha t  nature. Fck conceded that  the authority of 
all al)ostles was eclual, but that  it did not f o l l o ~ ~ ~  that al l  I~ishops 
were ?quai. . . . 

After this they debatcd on thc~ power of the Popes ovc,r souls 
iu purgatory, and Eck took a nrm tack and began to prove from 
tlie t e \ t  in Maccxhee- that  purgatory existed. Lutlrler, following 
Jerome, drnied that  3laccabccs WEIP authoritative. . . . 

I n  Luther, now long familiarly kno11.11 to iiic, I admire a lively 
talent, l~a rn ing ,  and eloquence. and cannot help loving his bincere 
and cwtirely Chr i~ t i an  m i n d .  Greet our comrno~~ frienc1.i. You 
know the Greelr proverb, t ha t  thele is much vain boa5ting in mar. 
Wherefore do not believe all that  is told you about the result of 
this debate 201) 

Thc concc?it a n d  hold~iess of Eck are rrvealed in a le t ter  
which lie addressed to the Elector Frederic of Saxony O I I  

July 22 : - 
Serene, high-born Elector! My humble, rc~ady service to  your 

Grace, together with my poor prayers to God for you. Most 
gracious Lord! I humbly pray your Grace not to take it ill nor 
wit11 displeasure that  I have allowed myself to debate with your 
Grace's professors from Wittenberg, for I did not do i t  to hur t  
pour Grace's university, but, on the contrary, am much inclined 
t o  serve your Grace, a s  one who is renowilecl before other princes 
of the Empire for cherishing letters and learned men. But only 
for the sake of the t ru th  of the holy faith have I debated, and 
becausc Dr. Carlstadt compelled me to by printing and publish- 
ing certain Conclusions with many words of contempt and revil- 
ing against me, although he had no cause to insult peopIe thus. 
,4s to  Dr. Luther, whom I pity because of the singular excesses 

"11 1. c., I, 200 ff. 
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said, C:hri~t showed what it was to feed the sheep, and what sort 
of man He wir,;hed the shepherd to be. Against thi5 Eck urged 
the authority of the Council of Constanz, where Luther's propo
sition had been condemned as one of Hus's articles, and where 
it was said that it was necessary to salvation to believe the 
Roman PontitT was universal. He advanced several reasons to 
show that a council could not err. Luther prudently replied 
that all the condemned articles should not be considered heretical. 
and he added more on the authority of a council, whil'h it would 
be tin'some to report hen'. Plainly, llOwever, a c01lncil ('an not 
found articles of faith. The audicnce did not care for this propo
sition, hccawle it Reemed as if Luther werc resisting the authority 
of ('olll1l'ils, whereaR he desired nothing morc devoutly than their 
authority. He was therefore accused of heresy, Hus:;;it.e opinions. 
and crimes of that nat.ure. Eek conceded that the authority of 
all apostles was equal. but that it did not follow that all bishops 
were equal. ... 

Aft.er this they deba,t"d 011 tllP power of the Pope OVI'I" souls, 
in purgatory, and Eek took a new tack and began to prove from 
the text in Maccabe(>H that purgatory existed. Luther, following 
.Jerome. denied that :!Vlaceabees was authoritative .... 

In Luther, now long familiarly known to me, I admire a lively 
talent, learning, and eloquence, and cannot help loving his ~incere 
and entirely Christian mind. Greet our commOIl friends. You 
know the Greek proverb, that there is much vain boasting in war. 
vVherefore do not believe all that. is told you about. the result of 
t.his debate.201) 

The conctoit and boldness of Eek are revealed in a letter 

which he addrcsRed to the Elector Frederic of Saxony on 
.July 22: ~ 

Serene, high-born Elector! My humble, ready service to your 
Grace, together with my poor prayers to God for you. J\10st 
gracious Lord! I humbly pray your Grace not to take it ill nor 
witI} displeasure that I Imve allowed myself to debate wit.h your 
Grace's professors from WIttenberg, for I did not do it to hurt 
your Grace's university, but, on the contrary, am much inclined 
to sen'e your Grace, as one who is renowned before other princes 
of t.he .Empire for cherishing letters and learned men. But only 
for t.he Rake of the trut.h of t.he holy faith have I debateo, and 
beeaus(' Dr. Carlstadt compelled me to by printing and publish
ing certain Conclusions with many word8 of contempt and revil
ing against me. although he had no cause t.o insult people thuR. 
As to Dr. Luther, whom I pity because of t.he singular excesses 
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Grace's professors from WIttenberg, for I did not do it to hurt 
your Grace's university, but, on the contrary, am much inclined 
to sen'e your Grace, as one who is renowned before other princes 
of t.he .Empire for cherishing letters and learned men. But only 
for t.he Rake of the trut.h of t.he holy faith have I debateo, and 
beeaus(' Dr. Carlstadt compelled me to by printing and publish
ing certain Conclusions with many word8 of contempt and revil
ing against me. although he had no cause t.o insult people thuR. 
As to Dr. Luther, whom I pity because of t.he singular excesses 
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into which his fair  genius has fallell in taking up this matter, 
I was compelled to  answer him because of his publication of 
a great deal of stuff from which, in  my poor opinion, much error 
and scandal will arise. Your Grace may judge tha t  he docs not 
to  this day in the least moderate his views, in tha t  on a certain 
matter he denies and repudiates the opinion of the holy fathers 
Augustine, Ambrose, J ~ r o m e ,  Gregory, Leo, Cyprian, Chrysostom, 
and Bernard. It sounds evil for a Christian to presume to  say 
that  of his own wisdom he understands the  sense of Holy Scrip- 
ture better than the holy fathers. It is  also hard to hear him 
say, a s  he did in the debate, t ha t  many articles of John Hus 
and the Bohemians, condemned by the holy Council of Constanz, 
are  most Christian and evangelic. It is easy to imagine what 
joy the heretics conceive on hearing such things. He also says 
tha t  St. Peter did not have the primacy over the other apostles 
from Christ, and many other things. As a Christian prince your 
Grace may judge whether these and similar things may be allowed 
in Christianity. I n  my poor opinion they cannot be; wherefore, 
solely for the  sake of the truth, I will withstand them where I can. 

Neither Dr. Luther nor any one else can say tha t  he has re- 
ceived a pennyworth of his doctrine from our Holy Father, the 
Pope, or from the great heads of the  Church. Yet I, although 
a poor parson, came here a t  my own expense to  meet your Grace's 
professors, and am still ready, if Dr. Luther thinks he has not 
yet debated enough, to go with him to Cologne, Louvain, or Paris. 
For I know just what they will do. For when they proposed to 
me the  University of Leipzig, they would have had it thought 
tha t  they had refused to  debate there, but tha t  I compassed it 
with the prince and the university. Most gracious lord, I do 
not mean to reproach Dr. Luther with all this, nor do I write 
to injure him, but only to  excuse myself to your Grace, who would 
otherwise hear untruths to  my dishonor; and I also give your 
Grace occasion to  consider what you owe to Christ, the  Christian 
religion, thv land, and the people. Long ago I desired to excuse 
myself to your Crace, and came to  your Grace's court a t  Augs- 
burg six times, and I know not for what reason I was not allowed 
to  come bcforc your Grace. 

Although your Grace's professors departed with sundry threats 
to write much, I debated in such wise tha t  i t  would be unnecessary 
to  write anything. For we made an  agreement to keep still until 
judgment shall have been given by the universities selected a s  
umpires. \\'herefore I left them free choice of all the universities 
which are in good repute in the whole of Christendom, to take 
whicll ones they liked. Well, let them write; I don't care much, 
only I wish they wrote with the seriousness demanded of the sub- 
ject, and not so frivolously, impertinently, and abusively, espe- 
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cially as I am sure your Grace has no pleasure in auch words. 
What is written by theologians should be in such la~lguage tha t  
a11y one who reads it may understalld tha t  a theologian ha8 
wl i t te i~  with the purpose of seeking the truth,  and not like 
a groom who is only able to revile people. . . . 

P. IS.-Most gracious lord, i t  has j u s ~  occurred to  me that  
in debating with Dr. Luthw on the power of the Pope, 1 took 
away the whoIe fouildation of his argument. For his position 
is not i~ovel, many u~istakcn persons have held i t  before. But 
if from mere suspicion he has conceived the opinioil t ha t  solnr 
of your Grace's sitbjvcts hare given me his recently printed book 
( A S  they hare told Caesar Pflug that  they think Dr. Peter Burck- 
hardt has done s o ) ,  let me say that  this is false, and tha t  they 
do Dr. Burclrllardt and the others wrong, for he has never men- 
tioned tlie matter to me, and I have not yet seen tllr book, ml- 
less, a s  I thonght, he read from i t  a t  the debate. But I know 
well enough from sinliliar writings what it col~tains. Your Grace 
11-oulrl do n praiseworthy act to burn i t  on a I1onfire.202) 

JT?21at w a s  Xck'i ohjcct i n  wri t ing  thi-, intrusi\re l e t t e r?  
Par t ly ,  to inflame t h e  Kt;,lccto~ ngainst Luther.. The book t o  
which h e  refers in 11ib l>ostscril>t, which, a s  is of ten  t h e  case, 
reveals t h e  mnt ter  t h a t  was on h i s  i l~ i i ld  1110st. is Luther's 
Exposit ion of his Th i r t een th  Thesis  o n  tlie P r i m a c y  of t h e  
Pope. B u t  another motive of h i s  was to  in t imidate  both  t,he 
Elector  and t h e  Wit tenberg  professors, a n d  to  forestall the i r  
exposing hiin i n  yrint .  I-Ie calculated t h a t  h e  m i g h t  f a i l  i n  
his first object;  in t h a t  case h e  would be satisfied t o  succeed 
in t h e  second. Whi le  t h e  Wittenbergers liept silence, a s  he 
urged they should do, h e  in tended t o  be bnsy i n  secret  under- 
m i n i n g  thei r  influence, R S  t h e  nex t  le t ter  will show. A s  it 
tu rned  out, h e  fnilecl i n  both  objects. 

On July 24 Ecli addressed t h e  followiilg le t ter  t o  t h e  in-  
quisi tor f o r  Germany,  J a m e s  Hoogstraten,  a t  Cologne: - 

I would not have you ignorant, reverend father, how I have 
hitherto withstood those rash men of Wittenberg who despise all 
the  doctors of the last four hundred years, no matter how holy 
and wise, and who disseminate many false and erroneous ideas 
among the people, seducing and infecting thrm chiefly by means 
of words printecl in German. 

202) 8. c., I, 202 ff. 
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ciaUy as I am sure your Grace has no pleasure in such words. 
What is written by theologians should be in such language that 
anyone who reads it may understand that a theologian has 
wdtten with the purpose of seeking the truth, and not like 
a groom who is only able to revile people .... 

P. 8. - Most gracious lord, it has just occurred to me that 
in dehating with Dr. Luther on the power of the Pope, I took 
away the whole fonndation of his argument. For his position 
is not Hovel, many mistaken persons have held it hefore. But 
if from mere suspicion he has conceived the opinion that some 
of your Gra.ce's subjects have given me his recently printed book 
(as they have told Caesar Pflug that they think Dr. Peter Burck
hardt has done so), let me say that this is false, and that they 
do Dr. Burckhardt and the others wrong, for he has never men
tioned the matter to me, and I have not yet seen the hook, un
less, as I thought, he rcad from it at the debate. But I know 
well enough from similiar writings what it contains. Your Grace 
would do a praiseworthy act to burn it on a bonfire.20:l) 

\Vhnt was Eck's ohject in writing this intrusiye letter? 
Partly, to inflame the Elector ng'ainst Luther. The book to 
which he refers in his postscript, which, as is often the case, 
reveals the matter that was on his mind most, is Luther'~ 
Exposition of his Thirteenth Thesis on the Primacy of the 
Pope. But another motive of his was to intimidate both the 
Elector and the WittenlJerg professors, and to forestall their 
exposing him in print. He calculated that he might fail in 
his nrRt object; in that case he would be satisfied to succeed 
in the second. 'iiVhile the Wittenbergers kept silence, as he 
urged they should do, he intended to be busy in secret under
mining their influence, as the next letter will show. As it 
turned out, he failed in both objects. 

On July 24 Eck addressed the following letter to the in
quisi.tor for Germany, James Hoogstraten, at Cologne:-

I would not have you ignorant, reverend father, how I have 
hitherto withstood those rash men of vVittenberg who despise all 
the doctors of the last four hundred years, no matter how holy 
and wise, and who disseminate many false and erroneous ideas 
among the people, seducing and infecting thpm chiefly by means 
of words printed in German. 
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Recently we disputed a t  Leipzig, before an audience of learned 
men, who had come together from all parts, where (praise, honor, 

, and glory be t o  God!) their reputation, even with the ~ u l g a r ,  
was much diminished, and was completely destroyed with most 
learned men. You should have heard their rash assertions, how 
blind they were and bold to commit crimes. 

Luther denies that Peter was the prince of the apostles; he 
denies that obedience is owed to the Church by divine law, but 
only by human agreement, that is, by agreement of the Emperor. 
He denies that the Church was built on Peter. When I cited on 
this point Augustine, Jerome, Ambrose, Gregory, Cyprian, Chrys- 
ostom, Leo, Bernard, and Theophilus, he repudiated them all 
without blushing, and said tliat he alone would oppose all of 
them, relying only on the tes t  tha t  Christ was the foundatiou 
of the Church, and that other foundation can no man lay. I did 
away with this by citing Revelation 21, about the twelve founda- 
tions. Luther also defended the Greeks and schismatics, saying 
tliat they would be saved even i f  they are not under the obedience 
of the Popch. 

Of the articles of the Bol~cmians, he says that some of those 
condemned by the Council of Constanz are most Christian and 
cvangelic; by which rash error he frightened many, and alienated 
those who had previously supported him. 

Among other things I said to him: If the primacy of the Pope 
i b  merely a matter of human law and of the agrcement of the 
faithful, where does he [Luther] get the dress he wears? Where 
does he get the power of preaching and of hearing confessions 
of his parishione~s, etc.? We answered that he wishcd there were 
no mendicant orders, and many other scandalous and absurd 
things, as, that a council, consisting of men, could err, and that  
purgatory was not proved by the Bible, a s  you may see by read- 
ing our debate, which was taken down by faithful notaries. 

There were many of them; besides the two doctors, there \\.as 
their Vicar Lang, two licentiates in theology, a nephew of Reuch- 
lin, who assumes a good deal [Melanchthon had passed a note to 
Carlstadt during the debate, which Eck resented], three doctors 
of law, several professors who aided him privately and publicly 
even in the course of the debate. But I alone, with nothing but 
right on my side, withstood them. 

To brothers of your order I committed the care of copying the 
debate and sending it to you as soon as possible. Wherefore 
I pray you by him whom I serve, zealously to defend the faith 
as  you long ago undertook to do. I do not wish you to involve 
yourself, or make either your person or your order odious, but 
please aid me with your advice and learning. The Wittenbergers 
hesitated to debate; in fact, they  ought excuses. Luther was 
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\ and glory be to God!) their reputation, even with the vulgar, 
was much diminished, and was completely destroyed with most 
learned men. You should have heard their rash assertions, how 
blind they were and bold to commit crimes. 

Luther denics that Peter was the prince of the apostles; he 
denies that obedience is owed to the Church by divine law, but 
only by human agreement, that is, by agreement of the Emperor. 
He denies that the Church was built on Peter. When I cited on 
this point Augustine, Jerome, Ambrose, Gregory, Cyprian, Chrys
ostom, Leo, Bernard, and Theophilus, he repudiated them all 
without blushing, and said that he alone would oppose all of 
them, relying only on the text tlmt Christ was the foundation 
of the Church, and that other foundation can no man lay. I did 
away with this by citing Revelation 21, about the twelve founda
tions. Luther also defended the Greeks and schismatics, saying 
that they would be saved even if they are not under the obedience 
of the POlw. 

Of the articles of the Bohemians, he says that some of those 
"ondemncd by the Council of Constanz are most Christian and 
evangelic; by which rash error he frightened many, and alienated 
those who had previously supported him. 

Among other things I said to him: If the primacy of the Pope 
is merely a matter of human law and of the agreement of the 
faithful, where does he [Luther] get the dress he wears? Where 
does he get the power of preaching and of hearing confessions 
of his parishioners, etc.? He answered that he wished there were 
no mendicant orders, and many other scandalous and absurd 
things, as, that a council, consisting of men, could err, and that 
purgatory was not proved by the Bible, as you may see by read
ing our debate, which was taken down by faithful notaries. 

There were many of them; besides the two doctors, there was 
their Vicar Lang, two licentiates in theology, a nephew of Reuch
lin, who assumes a good deal [Melanchthon had passed a note to 
Carlstadt during the debate, which Eck resented]. three doctors 
of law, several professors who aided him privately and. publicly 
even in the course of the debate. But I alone, with nothing but 
right on my side, withstood them. 

To brothers of your order I committed the care of copying the 
debate and sending it to you as soon as possible. Wherefore 
I pray you by him whom I serve, zealously to defend the faith 
as you long ago undertook to do. I do not wish you to involve 
yourself, or make either your person or your order odious, but 
please aid me with your advice and learning. The Wittenbergers 
hesitated to debate; in fact, they sought excuses. Luther was 
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a t  first unwilling to take a s  judge any university in  the  world. 
The most Christian Duke George of Saxony would not allow any 
dispute on articles of faith unless it should be referred for judg- 
ment to the masters of our faith. Luther was therefore forced 
and spurred on by his followers, for had he not debated and ad- 
mittcd some judge, they would all have receded from him. When 
I then ofl'ered him his choice of all the universities, he chose Par is  
and Erfurt. 

As I know tha t  your university has close relations with Paris, 
I beg you earnestly, for the sake of Christ's faith, to write to  
your friends there, or  even, if i t  seen1 good, to the  whole uni- 
versity. tha t  when the excellent Duke Georgt: shall write them 
and send the debate with a request for judgmcnt, they niay not 
decline, but should imdertake i t  likc champions, as we have both 
agreed to them as  judges, and I think the matter i \  so plain tha t  
it will not need long discussion. . . . 

On the day of St. Peter, in the  absence of the Duke, Luther 
deIivered a t  court a sermon f1111 of I-Iussite errors. Straightway 
on the day of the Visitation of t>he Virgin and the day after, 
I preached against his errors to a larger audience than I have 
ever had, and I stirred up in the people disgust for Lutheran 
errors, and I will do the same to-morrow when I bid Leipzig 
good-bye. . . 203) 

There  a r e  i n  th i s  let ter  prevar ica t io~ls  in t h e  f o r m  of mis- 
statenlents such a s  wc: noticed before. R u t  the re  i s  also 
a dastardly feature: ill th i s  par t icular  le t ter :  E c k  is l ight-  
ing t h e  f u n e ~ a l  pyre fo r  Lu the r  by  sunlmolliilg t h e  calloilical 
llangmaii t o  his aid,  a n d  a s  one step towards t h a t  goal  a t -  
tempts  t o  have  t h e  judges of t h e  debate suborned. 

W e  have also a 1ettc.r of t h e  lloble Amsdorf abou t  t h e  

Zeipzig Debate. It was wri t ten  o n  Augus t  1 : - 
It would be long and prolix to relate the order and procedure 

of the Leipzig debate; much more prolix and tedious t o  describe 
the same. For as often as I think of the said debate, I am moved 
and kindled, not, as God knows, for the love I bear Dr. Luther, 
but  for tha t  I bear the t ru th .  I doubt not tha t  t ru th  i s  certain, 
unchangeable, and eternal, though h a t ~ d  by all gross fellows. 
Even before this time I hnew tha t  what Eck and his supporters 
brought forth was falsehood. 

This is not remarkable, for Eck is  entirely unversed in the 
Holy Scriptures. And, what is more, he does not even know a s  
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I preached against his errors to a larger audience than I have 
ever had, and I stirred up in the people disgust for Lutheran 
errors, and I will do tIle same to-morrow when I bid Leipzig 
good-bye .... 203) 

There are in t.his letter prevarications in the form of mis
statements such as we noticed before. But t.here is also 
a dastardly feature in this particular letter: Eck is light
ing the funeral pyre for Luther by summoning the canonical 
hangman to his aid, and as one step towards that goal at
tempts to have the judges of the debate suborned. 

We have also a letter of the noble Amsdorf about the 
Leipzig Debate. It was written on August 1:-

It would be long and prolix to rclate the order and procedure 
of the Leipzig debat.e; much morc prolix and tedious to describe 
the same. For as often as I think of thc said debate, I am movcd 
and kindled, not., as God knows, for the love I bear Dr. Lut.her, 
but for t.hat I bear the truth. I doubt not that t.ruth is certain, 
ullchangeable, and eternal, though hated by all gross fellows. 
Even before this time I h..llew t.hat what Eck and his supporters 
brought forth was falsehood. 

This is not remarkable, for Eck is ent.irely unverscd in the 
Holy Scriptures. And, what is more, he does not even know as 
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much sophistry a s  a man who wants to be thought so great a de- 
bater ought, for he boasts and claims to bc a father and patron 
of sophistry. For I have smelled about a little, and understand 
the afl'air rightly (although I have neither reason nor diserimina- 
t ion) ,  namely, t ha t  Eck speaks all tha t  i s  in his mind and memory 
without reason, judgment, or discrimination, although he can 
utter  the words he has learned with great pomp and proper ges- 
ture. He does not seek the truth, but  only to  show off his memory 
and to  defend the teachers of his school. . . . 

That you may believe that  what I say is tiue, hear a text of 
the Bible which, with the cour~sel of the inept and unlearned 
sophists of Leipzig, Eck cited and brought forward to  defend 
papal indulgence. I t  stands in Is. 61, 1 :  "The Spirit of the Lord 
is upon Me; therefore the Lord hath anointed Me to preach good 
tidings unto the meek: he hath sent Me to bind up  the brokcn- 
hearted, to proclaim to  the captives indulgence," tha t  is, forgive- 
ness of sins. See, my dear Spalatin, this one word [indulgence], 
which these famous bophists of Leipzig found in the large Con- 
cordance to the Bible,?O-l.) they wrote for Eck with chalk upon 
a blackboard and sent to him the followir~g day to  support papal 
indulgences which have recently been invented for the sake of 
gain. For the prophet does not speak of the forgiveness of sin 
by indulgence, but of our Lord and Savior becoming a man. Jus t  
look a t  the ~ulhappy, stupid sophists. But T am not surprised, 
for they know nothing. But I am surprised that  Eck took the 
said text into the debate, and uttered i t  before so remarkable 
a n  assembly, and dictated it to the notaries. 

It is true, however, tha t  Eck surpassed Dr. Carlstadt by far  in 
Iuemory and delivery, so tha t  I was sorry that  the thing had 
been begun, not because Eck won the victory, but because, had 
the speeches not been taken down in writing, our champions would 
have come off with great shame. For Eck argues and turns 
around in the Italian manner with nine or ten arguments, by 
which he does not seek to establish the truth,  but  only his own 
honor, jnst a s  all sophists, t ha t  is, al l  schoolmen, do. . . . But 
the auclience consider him the victor who shouts the loudest and 
has the last word, and for these reasons the men of Leipzig honor 
Eck as the victor. . . . 

I do not consider Eck equal to Luther either in doctrine or 
a r t ,  either in delivery or memory; I would a s  soon compare 
stones or mere filth to purc gold. . . 305) 

204) The Latin Bible has "indnlgrntiam" where our Authorized 
version has "libertf' in this text. 

205) I .  c., I, 209 ff. 
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204) The Latin Bible has "indnlgentiam" where om' Authorized 
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205) 1. C., I, 209 tl'. 
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The opinions here expressed are significant, not so much 
as revealing the impression which Luther had made a t  Leip- 
zig on thoughtful minds, as rathcr for the freedom with 
which prominent men are discussing matters which a gen- 
eration ago would be uttered only with bated breath between 
very intimate friends. This frcedoln of discussion is one of 
the immediate results of the Leipzig Debate. Dogmas that 
had been intrenched for centuries in positions of inconquer- 
able strength had all of a sudden become debatable subjects. 
To the Roman autocrats these questioning, disputing, chal- 
lenging voices seemed a hideous discord, but a shoemaker in 
Nuernberg hcard in them the melodies with God's 
feathered chorus in meadow and field greets the damn of 
a sunlit day. 

25. Exit Dr. Eck. 
We shall now dismiss one of the characters that has 

figured so prominently, but also so ignobly, in this historical 
review. 

His eagerness had prompted, his versatility had enabled, 
and his audacity had braved him to send to the Saxon Elector 
unasked-for information regarding the Leipzig Debate, and 
to offer to the prince unsolicited advice what to do with the 
two heretics who, he said, were making his university in- 
famous. The Elector sent Eck's letter to Wittenberg, with 
a note, and it remains now to see in what manner Luther 
and Carlstadt disposed of Eck's letter. In a joint reply to 
the Elector, dated August 18, they say: - 

Most serene, etc., etc. We have received your Grm's note 
with Dr. Eck's letter and noted the contgnts. Dr. Eck says he 
does not intend t o  slander us before your Grace, and yet labors 
with his sophistry and habitual loose talk to get your Grace, only 
on the strength of his letter and hasty judgment, to drive us out 
of the land. We are not surprised that he considers your Grace 
such a person as he dares address such a letter to. For we learn 
every day more clearly that Dr. Eck is and remains Dr. Eck, do 
what he will. 

May your Grace not take it ill that we have not given you 
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an account of this debate before. For we esteem it an  unfortunate 
affair, carried on with mere hatred and emy, wherefore we did 
not wish to be the first of whom people could say (as  Dr. Eck 
unnecessarily fears they will) that  we desired with our glory to  
shame others. But as we are forced by Dr. Eck's letter. \Ire pray 
that  your Grace will hear the affair with Bindly patience, al- 
though we are sorry to inflict so long and unprofitable a story 
on your Grace. But the affair will speak for itself, and show 
whether Dr. Eck, with nil his boasting and protestation, is in- 
clined to serve or to hurt  your Grace's university. 

In  tlie first place, Dr. Eck complains that I ,  Andrew Carlstadt, 
published certain theses against him, with sarcasms and con- 
temptuous words, although-he does not think that  I have any 
right to  insult people. I reply: Dr. Eck can esteem me as  he 
likes, but i t  would have mightily become him, had he, along with 
his complaint, told how he attacked Dr. Luther, to revile and 
shame us and your Grace's university. His words would have 
been too much even for a bad woman, for in his poisonous 
Obelisks he reviled him as  a Hussite, a heretic, a rebel, a shame- 
less brawler, a new prophet, and everything else he pleased, more 
than twenty times, as much as  I ,  who was too moderate against 
his misconduct, ever called him for the vindication of our honor. 

For I think Dr. Eck has much lees right, not only to revile 
such a man, but to slander all of us, to the sliamne of your Grace's 
university, and so criminally to libel us without any ground or 
reason. And if the goad pricks Dr. Eck too hard, the said 
Obelisks are  a t  hand, and we will publish them, which hitherto, 
to spare his honor, we have refrainect from doing. We have de- 
served his great ingratitude by not paying him back in kind. 
And if necessary, we will also collect on paper all the ugly, sharp, 
disagreeable words and gestures with which he made the debate 
a simple obstacle to  the truth. . . . 

May God reward him for pitying me, Martin Luther. I would 
only like to hear what are the "singular excesses" for which he 
so mercilessly punishes me. But I can have nothing to do with 
him on articles of faith, except perhaps in that  of penitence: as 
for my opinion on indulgences, purgatory, and the power of the 
Pope, I confess that, "according to his poor opinion" (as  he truly 
says),  I have made much scandal and offense, not for the com- 
mon people, but for the Pharisees and scribes, for whom also 
Christ and all the apostles made offense. Truly, I cannot stop, 
doing this even now, whether it wins the "goad opinion" of Dr. Eck 
or not. 

He blames me shamelessly for denying the authority of all the 
holy fathers a t  once, Augustine, Ambrose, Jerome, Gregory, Leo,. 
Chrysostom, etc., and for arrogating to myseIf alone the under- 
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standing of Scripture. Thus i t  is fitting that a Doctor of Divinity 
should speak out rounclly and forcibly before a prince. Pour 
Grace may note how much inclined Dr. Eck is to serve us, in 
daring cheerfully to write such thing8 about us. Had he said 
that I had contradicted some fathers, he w~ould have had a show 
of rcason, but his own clear conscience knows that it is not true 
that I contradicted them all. Let me tell your Grace the exact 
truth: I did, indced, set one doctor, with the tes t  of the Bible, 
againbt another, whom Dr. lCck cited alone, naked and without 
the Bihle, and I will not cease doing this my life long. That is 
what Dr. Eck calls contradicting all the holy fathers, and says 
that i t  sounds badly in the new Eckian Christianity. . . . 

For I have said that  when I had a clear test, I woulil stand 
by it, even i f  the exegesis of the teachers were contrary t o  the 
Pense. St. Augustine often does this and teaches us to do it. 
For, as the lawyers say, we should put more faith in one man 
qho has the Bible for him, than in the Pope and a whole council 
without thc Bible. From him, my dear friends, Dr. Eck and the 
men of Leipzig, conclude rouxiclly that I have repudiated all  
teachers. What can one do with such false tongues and hearts? 
I n  like manner he has thrown up a t  me the Council of Constanz, 
and accuses me of contradicting it. I will answer this charge 
in due time, and show his false heart to  the world. . . . 

(The rest of this letter i~ a long argument of ten pages on 
the power of the Pope ancl the othel. points which came up  in 
the debate with Eck.)206) 

F r o m  nomr 011 EcB Becomes the einbodinleilt of the  
Ronlan oppositioil to  t h e  Reformation. H e  is, directly o r  
indirectly, connected mith every measure adopted by the 
Curia  to crush the "rebellion and  apostasy," as  Leo XIII 
has called the  Reformation. H e  is  the  counter-reformer be- 
fore the cuuuter-reformation. H i s  theological labors center 
about Luther and his work; take tha t  away, and  he is 
nothing. He became fnllzous only as  a n  antithesis, and 
lnaintains a precarious notoriety i n  encyclopedias to-day 
only as  the  great  anti-Lutheran. R e  is t h e  shrewdest, most 
persisteat, and  most. relentless single enemy t h a t  Luther  had. 
w h a t  the  Catholic .Church of to-day thinks of him. t h e  fol- 
lowing estimate may serve to show: - 

The Disputation of Leipzig formed the turning-point in Eck's 
inteIlectua1 development and in his activity as a theologian. 

- 206) E. c., I, 212 ff. XV, 1306 ff. 
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the power of the Pope and the other points which came up in 
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From now on Eck becomes the embodiment of the 
Roman opposition to the Reformation. He is, directly or 
indirectly, connected with every measure adopted by the 
Curia to crush the "rebellion and apostasy," as Leo XIII 
has called the Reformation. He is the counter-reformer be
fore the counter-reformation. His theological labors center 
about Luther and hit! work; take that away, and he is 
nothing. He became famous only as an antithesis, and 
maintains a precarious notoriety in encyclopedias to-day 
only as the great anti-Lutheran. He is the shrewdest, most 
persistent, and most relentless single enemy that Luther had. 
What the Catholic . Church of to-day thinks of him, the fol
lowing estimate may serve to show:-

The Disputation of Leipzig formed the turning-point in Eck's 
intcllectual development and in his activity as a theologian_ 
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Thenceforth he is a proniinrnt figure in the history of that period. 
With a clear iusiglit into the meaning of Lutheranism, he was 
the first to champion the cause of Catholic teaching against 
Protestant error; and he became Luther's ablest opponent, skil- 
ful, untiring, and thoroughly equipped in theology. The rest 
of his life was speilt in conflict with the Reformers in Germany 
and Switzerland. He defended the Catholic Church, i ts  doctrines 
and its institutions, in his writings, in public debates, in his 
speeches a t  the diets, and in his diplomatic missions. . . . During 
the same year (1519) he publisl~ed several essays attacking the 
tenets of Luther, and grew steadily in prominence as an authority 
on theological questions. In  1520 he visited Rome to report on 
the condition of affairs in Germany and to secure the condemna- 
tion of Lutller's heresy. He submitted his essay on the Primacy 
of Peter to Leo X, was appointed Prothonotary Apostolic, and 
was charged as papal legate, a l o q  with two other legates, 
Aleander and Caracciolo, to carry out in Germany the provision 
of the Bull Ezszlvge, Domime, which excommunicated Luther and 
condemned his 41 theses. The execution of this mandate was be- 
bet with difficulties on every side. Eck, through his Epistola ad 
Cav-o11lm V ( 1521 ) , admonished Emperor Charles to enforce the 
papal ban. In  the aame year he went to Rome again, principally 
a t  the behest of the Bavarian dukes, for whom he acted as coun- 
selor in the ecclesiastical affairs, aiid made a third visit to Rome 
in 1.523 . . . In the mean time he combated Lutheranism by his 
letters and essays. Between the years 1522 and 1526 he published 
eight voluminous treatises against Luther. Through his influence 
the university of Ingolstadt retained its strictly Catholic atti- 
tude, and strenuously opposed the rising Protestant institutions. 
Eck had also a considerable share in organizing the "Catholic 
Federation," founded June 5,  1524, by the leaders in Church and 
State, for the purpose of safeguarding the ancient faith and en- 
forcing the Edict of Worms. . . . When the Protestants a t  the 
Diet of Augsburg in 1530 promulgated the Augsburg Confession. 
defining their religious views, Eck headed the Catholic champions 
upon whom the refutation of the articles in this confession de- 
volved. Together with Wimpina and Cochlaeus hc represented the 
Catholic party a t  the conferencr (August 16) between Catholic 
and Lutheran theologians relative to the Comfessio and its Con- 
fc~ta~tio; and as  a theologian he served on the subcommittee which 
canvassed the result of the conference. . . . In the negotiations 
relative to the Council of Trent, Eck was consulted by the Em- 
peror, Charles V, as well as by the Pope, Paul 111, and wap 
charged by the latter with preliminary work for the council. 
At the religious disputation in Worms ( 1540), Eck again appeared 
as the chief Catholic representative and debated with Melanch - 
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thon on the issues involved in the Augsburg Confession. The 
discussion was continued during the Diet of Ratisbon ( 1541 ) , to  
which, besides Eck, the emperor delegated as spokesmen on the 
Catholic side Julius Pflug and Gropper. Eck maintained clearly 
and decisively the Catholic position, and quite disapproved the 
Ratisbon Interim. He also went on a mission to England and the 
Netherlands in the interests of the Catholic cause. I n  1529 the 
bishops of Denmark invited Eck and Cochlaeus to the discussion 
at Copenhagen; but neither appeared. Eck fully deserved the 
prominence gained by him during the struggle against Protes- 
tantism. . . .207) 

Eck is one of the names with &ich Qrisar conjures. 
One of the strongest points he makes, when depicting Lu- 
ther's "violent language," is by grouping and massing the 
opinions which Luther has expressed about Eck. There are 
terrible things that Luther said about Eck. H e  viewed him 
as an emissary of the nether powers. H e  stood aghast a t  
the extraordinary cunning, shrewdness, and duplicity em- 
ployed by this one man in his efforts to subvert the truth 
that was brought nearer to him than to any other Catholic 
theologian of his day. Eck seems to have studied Luther's 
writings as Voltaire studied the Bible, to pillory and blas- 
pheme them. He  fought the young faith of the reborn 
Christianity - the only true renaissance - of his day with 
the strength 2nd the nialice of a demon. - Bxit Eck. 

26. Hail, ~ o c t o r  Martinus! 
"In those days when a German professor made his prepa- 

rations for declaring before the whole world that the divine 
right of the papacy is an error, the secular papacy suffered 
a great political defeat," with these words Kolde208) proposes 
to bring together. in one view the imperial election a t  Frank- 
fort and Luther's debate a t  Leipzig. It is indeed a rernark- 
able coincidence. The election of Charles V as Emperor of 
Germany thwarted for the time being all the greater political 
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plans of the Curia. The election was an assertion of the 
political independence of Germany. It did not secure com- 
plete liberty, but it served notice on Rome that the Germans 
were no longer willing to submit to the rule of priests in 
their secular affairs, and to those extortionate practises by 
which the money of German dupes was obtained for the sup- 
port of Roman luxury, licentiousness, and profligacy. 

Hausrath calls the debate "the theological battle of Leip- 
zig, which' was destined to put an end to Italian despo- 
tism."209) This remark, too, points to a political effect of 
Luther's spiritual duel. I s  there any warrant for this view 
in the historical situation in Germany in 1519? As far as 
Luther is concerned, none. Luther's primary object at the 
Leipzig Deba.te was not the assertion of human rights or the 
achievement of political liberty; it cannot even be claimed 
to have been his secondary object. These aspirations were 
so far from his mind that in that very debate he professed 
himself ready to accept the supremacy of the Pope on 
grounds of tradition and custom, or as a human right. It 
is true that during the debate he pointed with indignation 
to the papal decretal which asserts for the Roman Pontiff 
not only spiritual, but also secular supremacy, and declared 
that he could not understand how men could stupidly bow 
to such baseless assertions of a false oracle, and that, for 
such a long time. Nevertheless, the idea of making himself 
a national liberator, a secular hero of Germany, was far 
from him. 

The Humanists of Germany, it is true, had watched the 
course of Luther with absorbing interest ever since the publi- 
cation of the Ninety-five Theses. They studied this memo- 
rable document at  once with a view of ascertaining its 
political significance. Under leaders like Ulrich von Hutten 
and Francis von Sickingen the Humanists had begun to be 
politically active. The defeat of the tax for the Turkish 
war at the Diet of Augsburg is traced to their influence. 
These men began, too. to look upon Lnther as their cham- 
- .- -- - -- 
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209) l. c., I. 297. 
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pion, and from their ranks there went up after the Leipzig 
Debate the joyous acclaim: Hail, Doctor Martinus! For 
themselves, they had in their hearts cast aside all respect 
for ecclesiastical authority, and since that authority seemed 
backed by the Scriptures, also for God's Word; not a few 
of them were agnostics. But they knew what n power the 
Roman Church exercised over the conscience of the common 
peoplc by its pretension of having brcn vested with supreme 
authority by the Lord I-Iimself. When Luther's arguments, 
therefore, had demolished the fictitious Biblical supports of 
this pretension, the Humanists saw a t  once that the super- 
stitious regard with which the comlnoil people had looked up 
to the papacy and the clergy was shattered, and Luther had 
made the peasants, the artisans, thc nlerchants throughout 
Germany their allies. 

They entered into cominunicatiou with Luther, and Lu- 
ther was suddenly made aware that he had secret supporters 
in unlooked-for quarters. But if he ever was led into a. false 
belief by the overtures which he had receired from these 
humanistic knights, the illusion was soon shaken off.210) The 
Leiyzig Debate mas thc Lord's battle fought with the Lord's 
w~apons fnr the ends of the Lord. That the spiritual work 
of 1-uthcr ,~ffectcd tlie tecular relatiolis of the inen of his 
time and of the ceilturiea after him, 110 oiie who has studied 
the history of the Reforrnatioii deny. Rut these secular 
effects of a sl)irit~:al cause are att~litlalit upon the pr~achiilg 
of Gocl's \;l;orcl in any age and locality. We might call tllen~ 
by-p:oducts of tlie Spirit. But sinall honor is accorded l u -  
thitr by efforts to secularize the importance of his work. It 
is possible to say inany truthful things a b o ~ ~ t  Luther's love 
of his comitry, his patriotisln. his prixctical ~visdo~n in the 
every-day affairs nf life, his lore for lenrning and science, 
the impulse which he gave to education, art, the proper pur- 
suit of the trades and professions; but these things belong 
to Luther's shadow: the man himself is greater than these 
effects, good and precious though they are. 

210) See Four Hundred Years, p. 316 ff. 
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28. IIAII,, DOCTOR MARTINCS ! 211 

A truer estimate of Luther is seen in a little brochure 
which made its appearance towards the end of the year of 
the 1,eipzig Debate a t  Nuernberg. I t s  title was "Defense 
and Christian Answer of an Honest Lover of Christian 
Truth" (S'chutz?*ed' und  christliche Antevort eines ehrbaren 
Liebhabers christlicher Wah~he i t ) .  I t s  author was the city 
clerk 9f Nuernberg, Lazarus Spengler. This brochure un- 
doubtedly grew out of the strivings for and against Luther 
wllich were comnlon everywhere in Germany after the Leip- 
zig Debate. Not only the news which Luther's friends cir- 
culated regarding the event, but still more the incessant 
calumnies which. his ellenlies were spreading about Luther 
after the debate, caused the people to make inquiries and to 
form opinions. These people the honest burgher of Nuern- 
berg wished to serve by his "Schutzred'." 

Arid now, what does he say? He, too, exclaims: Hail, 
Doctor Martinus! But his reasons are different. H e  holds 
that '(Dr. Martin Luther's teaching should not be rejected 
as .unchristian, but should rather be regarded as Christian." 
"I leave it," he says, "to the judgnlerit of every reasonable 
and pious person to say whether Luther's teaching is not in 
accordance with Christian order and reason." What Speng- 
ler means by "reason" appears from the next clause: "I know 
for a certainty - though I do not consider myself a highly 
enlightened, scholarly, and accomplished person - that as 
long as I live there has been no teaching and preaching that 
has entered into my reason with such force as Luther's; nor 
have I learned more from anybody what meets my conception 
of Christian order thst~i froin 1,uther and those who follow 
him." H e  prays God for grace to order his lift. in accordance 
with this excellent instruction, for then he hopes to appear 
as a true Christian in God's sight, though he might be de- 
cried as a heretic by those who persecute Luther and his 
teaching. 

Ulrich von Hutten is said to have exclaimed when he 
heard of Luther's attack on the papacy: ('These are great 
times to live in!" Spengler says the same thing: "I have 

26. HAIL, DOCTOR l\lARTINCS! 211 

A truer estimate of Luther is seen in a little brochure 
which made its appearance towards the end of the year of 
the I~eipzig Debate at N uernberg. Its title was "Defense 
and Ohristian Answer of an Honest Lover of Ohristian 
Truth" (Schutz1'ed' und christliche Antwort eines ehrbaren 
Liebhabers christlicher Wahrheit). Its author was the city 
clerk ')f N uernberg, Lazarus Spengler. This brochure un
.doubtedly grew out of the strivings for and against Luther 
which were common everywhere in Germany after the Leip
zig Debate. Not only the news which Luther's friends cir
.culated regarding the ovent, but still more the incessant 
calumnies which his enemies were spreading about Luther 
after the debate, caused the people to make inquiries and to 
form opinions. These people the honest burgher of Nuern
berg wished to serve by his "Schutzred'." 

And now, what does he say? He, too, exclaims: Hail, 
Doctor Martinus! But his reasons are different. He holds 
that "Dr. Martin Luther's teaching should not be rejected 
.as . unchristian, but should rather be regarded as Ohristian." 
"1 leave it," he says, "to the judgnwnt of every reasonable 
and pious person to say whether Luther's teaching is not in 
accordance with Ohristian order and reason." What Speng
ler llleans by "reason" appears from the next clause: "I know 

. for a certainty - though I do not consider myself a highly 
enlightened, scholarly, and accomplished person - that as 
long as I live there has been no teaching and preaching that 
has entered into my reason with such force as Luther's; nor 
have I learned more from anybody what meets my conception 
of Ohristian order than from Luther and those who follow 
him." He prays God for grace to order his life in accordance 
with this excellent instruction, for then he hopes to appear 
as a true Ohristian in God's sight, though he might be de
cried as a heretic by those who persecute Luther and his 
teaching. 

Ulrich von Hutten is said to have exclaimed when he 
heard of Luther's attack on the papacy: "These are great 
times to live in!" Spengler says the same thing: "I have 

26. HAIL, DOCTOR l\lARTINCS! 211 

A truer estimate of Luther is seen in a little brochure 
which made its appearance towards the end of the year of 
the I~eipzig Debate at N uernberg. Its title was "Defense 
and Ohristian Answer of an Honest Lover of Ohristian 
Truth" (Schutz1'ed' und christliche Antwort eines ehrbaren 
Liebhabers christlicher Wahrheit). Its author was the city 
clerk ')f N uernberg, Lazarus Spengler. This brochure un
.doubtedly grew out of the strivings for and against Luther 
which were common everywhere in Germany after the Leip
zig Debate. Not only the news which Luther's friends cir
.culated regarding the ovent, but still more the incessant 
calumnies which his enemies were spreading about Luther 
after the debate, caused the people to make inquiries and to 
form opinions. These people the honest burgher of Nuern
berg wished to serve by his "Schutzred'." 

And now, what does he say? He, too, exclaims: Hail, 
Doctor Martinus! But his reasons are different. He holds 
that "Dr. Martin Luther's teaching should not be rejected 
.as . unchristian, but should rather be regarded as Ohristian." 
"1 leave it," he says, "to the judgnwnt of every reasonable 
and pious person to say whether Luther's teaching is not in 
accordance with Ohristian order and reason." What Speng
ler llleans by "reason" appears from the next clause: "I know 

. for a certainty - though I do not consider myself a highly 
enlightened, scholarly, and accomplished person - that as 
long as I live there has been no teaching and preaching that 
has entered into my reason with such force as Luther's; nor 
have I learned more from anybody what meets my conception 
of Ohristian order than from Luther and those who follow 
him." He prays God for grace to order his life in accordance 
with this excellent instruction, for then he hopes to appear 
as a true Ohristian in God's sight, though he might be de
cried as a heretic by those who persecute Luther and his 
teaching. 

Ulrich von Hutten is said to have exclaimed when he 
heard of Luther's attack on the papacy: "These are great 
times to live in!" Spengler says the same thing: "I have 

26. HAIL, DOCTOR l\lARTINCS! 211 

A truer estimate of Luther is seen in a little brochure 
which made its appearance towards the end of the year of 
the I~eipzig Debate at N uernberg. Its title was "Defense 
and Ohristian Answer of an Honest Lover of Ohristian 
Truth" (Schutz1'ed' und christliche Antwort eines ehrbaren 
Liebhabers christlicher Wahrheit). Its author was the city 
clerk ')f N uernberg, Lazarus Spengler. This brochure un
.doubtedly grew out of the strivings for and against Luther 
which were common everywhere in Germany after the Leip
zig Debate. Not only the news which Luther's friends cir
.culated regarding the ovent, but still more the incessant 
calumnies which his enemies were spreading about Luther 
after the debate, caused the people to make inquiries and to 
form opinions. These people the honest burgher of Nuern
berg wished to serve by his "Schutzred'." 

And now, what does he say? He, too, exclaims: Hail, 
Doctor Martinus! But his reasons are different. He holds 
that "Dr. Martin Luther's teaching should not be rejected 
.as unchristian, but should rather be regarded as Ohristian." 
"1 'leave it," he says, "to the judgnwnt of every reasonable 
and pious person to say whether Luther's teaching is not in 
accordance with Ohristian order and reason." What Speng
ler llleans by "reason" appears from the next clause: "I know 

. for a certainty - though I do not consider myself a highly 
enlightened, scholarly, and accomplished person - that as 
long as I live there has been no teaching and preaching that 
has entered into my reason with such force as Luther's; nor 
have I learned more from anybody what meets my conception 
of Ohristian order than from Luther and those who follow 
him." He prays God for grace to order his life in accordance 
with this excellent instruction, for then he hopes to appear 
as a true Ohristian in God's sight, though he might be de
cried as a heretic by those who persecute Luther and his 
teaching. 

Ulrich von Hutten is said to have exclaimed when he 
heard of Luther's attack on the papacy: "These are great 
times to live in!" Spengler says the same thing: "I have 



heard from many excellent, scholarly persons in prominent 
positions, both in the clergy and in secular estates, that they 
have thanked God because they lived to hear Luther and his 
teaching." He declares: "In Doctor Luther God has raised 
up a Daniel from among the people to open our blind eyes, 
to chase away by means of the Holy Scriptures the scruples 
and errors of troubled consciences, and to show us the right, 
straight way to Christ, tlle only Rock of ouy salvation." This 
small brochure of a simple layman reveals in every sentence 
the glow and candor of a heart that has come to rest in its 
Bible and its Christ by Luther's teaching. The brochure had 
to be reprinted five times within one year.211) 

With Lazarus Spengler we join in tlie acclaim: Hail. 
Doctor Martinus! The period in Luther's life which we 
have reviewed shows us no perfect Luther. Luther never 
was perfect, but at this period he is more imperfect than a t  
other times. There is timid groping and wavering observable 
in him. He has not found his true bearings. But he is 
walking in the right direction, and has his eye fixed on the 
eternal cynosure of truth and grace. the Redeemer and His 
Gospel. Hail, Doctor Martinus ! 

Y 1)  Iiolde, I .  c., I, 232 f. 
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APPENDIX. 

I. Theses against the Scholastic Theology. 
Debated a t  Wittenberg, September 4, 1517. 

1. To say that Augixstine has gone too far in what he has said 
against heretics amounts to  saying that Augustine is a liar nearly 
all the time. -Against comllion assertjons. 

2. It also amounts to  giving the Pelagians and all heretics 
cause for triumph, yea, to conceding them the victory. 

3. Moreover, it is tantamount to surrendering-the authority of 
all teachers of the Church to ridicule. 

4. Accordingly, i t  is the truth that man, having become a cor- 
rupt tree, can only will and do what is evil. 

5. It is false that  free desire is efficient in both directions 
(oiz., towards the good as  well as the evil) ; yea, it is not free 
a t  all, but captive. -Against the common opinion. 

6. It is false that the wilI can by nature regulate itself in 
accordance with the right dictate of reason. -Against Scotus 
and Gabriel. 

7. On the contrary, without the grace of God the will ncces- 
sarily produces an action that  is out of harmony (with the right 
dictate of reason), and evil. 

8. It does not follow, however, that the will is by nature evil, 
that is, that by nature it is of evil, a s  the Manicheans teach. 

9. But the will is by nature and unavoidably of an evil and 
perverted quality. 

10. It is admitted that the will is not free to turn toward any 
good that is proposed. -- Against Scotus and Gabriel. 

11. Nor is i t  in its power to will, or not to will, anything that  
is proposed. 

12. To say this is not to contradict Augustine's dictum: 
"Nothing is so in the power of the will as will itself." 

13. It is quite absurd to conclude: Erring man can love 
a creature above everything; therefore he can so love God. - 
Against Scotus and Gabriel. 

14. It is not to be wondered a t  that he can govern himself 
according to  the erring, but not according to the right, dictate 
of reason. 

15. Yea, it is  peculiar to him to be governed only in accordance 
with the erring, and not the right, dictate of reason. 
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9. But the will is hy nature and unavoidably of an evil and 
perverted quality. 

10. It is admitted that the will is not free to turn toward any 
good that is proposed. -- Against Scotus and Gabriel. 

11. Nor is it in its power to will, or not to will, anything that 
is proposed. 

12. To say this is not to contradict Augustine's dictum: 
"Nothing is so in the power of the will as will itself." 

13. It is quite absurd to conclude: Erring man can love
a creature above everything; therefore he can so love God.
Against Scotus and Gabriel. 

14. It is not to be wondered at that he can govern himself 
according to the erring, but not according to the right, dictate 
of reason. 

15. Yea, it is peculiar to him to be governed only in accordance' 
with the erring, and not the right, dictate of reason. 
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16. We ought rather to  draw this conclusion: Erring man 
can love the creature; therefore it is imposbible for him to  
love God. 

17. Man cannot by nature will t ha t  God be God; he would 
rather will t ha t  he be God, and that  God be not God. 

18. The phrase: Loving God above all  things, i s  a fiction, just 
like the chimera.212) Against the  almost universal opinion. 

19. Nor is  the argument valid which Scotus advances, by 
referring to  a brave citizen who loves his co~ultry more than 
himseIf. 

20. An act  friendly to God cannot be ascribed to nature, hut 
must be ascribed to prevenient grace. -Against Gabriel. 

21. I n  [man's1 nature there are only acts of desire hostile 
t o  God. 

22. Every act  of desire against God is evil, and spiritual 
fornication. 

23. Nor is i t  t rue  tha t  the act  of desire can be corrected by 
the virtue of hope. -Against Gabriel. 

24. For hope is not contrary to love, which alone seeks and 
wills what belongs to God. 

26. Hope does not spring from merit, but from suffering, n,hich 
annuls merit. -Against the customary view of many. 

26.  An act friendly to God is not the most perfect nlanr~er of 
doing what man can do, nor is i t  the most, perfect way for quali- 
fying for [the reception of] the grace of God; or the way to turn  
to God and to approach Him. 

27. But it is an  act of a person whose conversion is already 
accomplished; in point of time and in i ts  nature i t  i s  later than 
[the reception of] grace. 

28. To say that  in such passages a s  Zecli. 1, 3 :  "Turn ye unto 
Me, and I will turn  unto you"; Jita. 4,s:  "Draw nigh unto God, 
and He  will draw nigh unto you"; Matt. 7, 7 :  "Seek, and ye 
shall find"; Jer .  29, 13:  "Ye shall seek Me, and find Me"; and 
in similar texts, one thing must be ascribed to nature and the 
other to grace, is nothing else than to  set up the claim of the 
Pelagians. 

29. The best and infallible preparation, and the only qualifica- 
tion for grace, i s  the eternal election and predestination of God. 

30. On the par t  of man, however, nothing precrdes grace escept 
man's incapacity, yea, his rebellion against grace. 

31. It is the emptiest fiction to say tha t  the  statemelit: An 
elect person cannot be damned, is true, i f  you separate (sin semrr 

213) The chimera was a fabulous monster, the fore part of which 
was a lion, while the torso was a goat, breathing tire, and the rear 
part, a dragon. 
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div iso ) ,  but not, if you combine ( in  sfnsir composite), the con- 
cepts.213) - Against the scholastics. 

32. J u s t  a s  littIe t ru th  is yielded by the statement: Election 
is  necessary by a necessity of consequence, but not by a necessity 
of the consequent.214) 

33. It is  likewise false to  say that, when man does what he 
* 

i s  able to  do, he  removes the obstacles to  gracp. -Against some. 
34. To sum up, [human] nature has neither a right dictate of 

reason nor a good will. 
35. It is not true tha t  insurmountable ignorance entirely 

excuses a person [who has committed sin]. --Against all the 
scholastics. 

36. For ignorance which knows nothing of God, nor of man, 
nor what are good works, is by i t s  nature in al l  cases insur- 
mount,able. 

37. Nature e~~t11 boasts a d  necessarily becomes uplifted [with 
pride] within over every good which in appearance and outwardly 
is goocl. 

35. There is no moral virtue tha t  is free from pride or mrlan- 
choly, t ha t  is, from sin. 

30. We are, from beginning to end, not masters of our actions, 
Ihut slaves. - Against the philosophers. 

40. We are not justified by accomplishing righteous acts, but 
we accomplish righteous acts after we have been justified. - 
Agailist the philosopllers. 

41. Nearly the entirc Etlzics of Aristotle is the \vorst enemy of 
grace. - Against the scholastics. 

42. It is an error tha t  Aristotle's opinion of happiness cloes not 
rontradict Christian doctrine. - Against the Kthics. 

43. It is an  error to contend tha t  no onc becomes a theologian 
without Aristotle. - Against the common talk. 

44. Yea, no one becomes a theologian unless he becornpa one 
\vithout Aristotle. 

4,s. To say that  a theologian who is not a logician is a mon- 
strous heretic is s monstrous and heretical statement. -Against 
the conl~non talk. 

213) This .scholastic quibble is thus illustrated by Dr. Hoppe, in 
the St. Louis Edition of Luther's Works : "The statement : The sleep- 
ing person can wake, is correct in smts~c diviso, that is, he can both 
sleep and wake, however, a t  different times. But it is wrong in sensu 
c.omposito; for a person sleeping cannot be awake a t  the same time. 
(XVIII ,  92 . )  

214) A necessity of consequence (~~ecessitas conseqzbentiae) is ex- 
pressed by the statement: Whatever God wills, must be accomplished. 
Hence, a person elected by God must necessarily be saved. A necessity 
of the consequent (necessitas conseque?&tis) would be contained in the 
statement : This very person had to be elected. The statement would 
be false ; for no such necessity exists. (Hoppe, 1. c . )  
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46. It is in vain to  invent a logic of faith; this is a suppo- 
sition which is brought about by avoiding correct terms aud 
definitions. - Against the modern logicians. 

47. In  statements regarding divine matters no syllogism can 
stand. Against the Cardinal of Cambray (Pierre dJAilly). 

45. However, it does not for that reason follow that'the t ruth  
of the article of the Trinity contradicts syllogistic statements. -- 
Against the same and the Cardinal of Cambray. 

49. If a syllogism regarding divine matters could stand, the 
article of the Trinity could be known, and would not have to be 
believed. 

50. To sum up, all of Aristotle is related to theology as dark- 
ness to light. -Against the scholastics. 

51. There is strong reason for doubt whether the Latin fathers 
have the true understanding of Aristotle. 

52. It would have been better for the Church i f  Porphyry with 
his Ufiivwsalia had never been born for theologians. 

53. The current commentaries on Aristotle seem to assume as  
proved what is first to be proved. 

54. In  order that an act may be meritorious, i t  is necessary 
that grace be present, or its presence is vain. -Against Gabriel. 

55. The grace of God is never present as an idle thing, but it 
is a living, active, and operative Spirit; and not even by the 
unlimited omnipotence of God can there be produced an act 
friendly to God, without the presence of the gracc of God. - 
Against Gabriel. 

56. God cannot accept any person without the justifying grace 
of God. - Against Occam. 

57. This statement is dangerous: The Law commands that the 
fulfilment of the commandment take place in the grace of God. - 
Against the Cardinal and Gabriel. 

56. From this statement it would follow that  "to possess the 
grace of God" is a new demand beyond the Law. 

59. It would follow from the same statement that the fulfil- 
ment of the Law can be accomplished without the grace of God. 

60. It would likewise follow that  the grace of God would 
become even more hateful than the Law. 

61. We cannot draw this conclusion: Tlie Law must be kept 
and fulfilled in the grace of God. -Against Gabriel. 

62. Consequently, the person who is without the grace of God 
sins continually by not killing, not committing adultery, not 
stealing. 

63. On the oth& hand, this follows: he sins by not fulfilling 
the Law spiritually. 

64. A person does not kill, commit adultery, steal, spiritually, 
when he is free from anger or evil lust. 
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63.  R7ithout the grace of God i t  is impossible not to  hare  
anger or evil lust, so much so, t ha t  even under grace this is not 
sufficient for a perfcct fulfilment of the Lam. 

66. Not to  kill, not to  commit adultery, etc., in very act  and 
outwardly, i s  a righteousness of hypocrites. 

67. It is by the gracc of God tha t  a person has no evil luqt 
]lor anger. 

68. Accordingly, i t  is impossible, without the grace of God, to 
f ~ ~ l f i l  the Law in  any manner. 

fig. Yea, by nature, ~vi thout  the grace of God, the Law is only 
the more grievously broken. 

70. Although the JAaw is good, i t  l~eccssarily bccolnes evil to 
the natural will [of man]. 

71. The Law and tlle will [of man], ~vithout' the grace of God, 
: I ~ P  two irreconcilable opposites. 

72. What  thc Law wills the will [of man] in every instance 
(1oc.s not will, unless the  person, from fear or love, pretends tha t  
I?c ~+ills .  

73. The Law ii6 a driver to the will, which is conquered only by 
"the Child tha t  is born unto us," Is. 9, 6. 

74. The Law makes sin exccedillgly sinful, Rom. 7, 13; for i t  
incites and withdraws the  will from itsclf. 

75. However, the  grace of God makes the righteousiiess by 
.Tasus Christ exceedingly righteous: for it causes a person not to 
lind any pleasure in tlle Law. 

76. Every work of the Law, without the grace of God, appears 
gooil ontwardly, but  inmnrclly it is sin. -Against the scholastics. 

77. Without the graec of God the will i~ always turned away 
from, while the  hand is turned toward, the Law of God. 

78. The will which, without the grace of God, is turned toward 
the Law is so turned only in view of i t s  own profit. 

79. Cursed arc  all who work the works of the Law. 
80. Elessed are all who work the works of grace. 
81. The chapter "Falsas" de poenit., diss. 5.,  if not misunder- 

stood. affirms that  works without the grace of God are  not good. 
$2. Not only the ceren~onial law is tha t  Law which is not 

good, or those commandments according to  which we do not 
lirr : - Against many teachers. 

83. But also the very Ten Commandments, and everything 
tha t  may be taught or prescribed within or without. 

84. The good Law, and tha t  in  which we live, is the love of 
God, which by the Holy Spirit i s  shed allroad in  our hcarts. 

85. The will of evwy man would rather, i f  i t  were possible, 
t ha t  there he no Law, and that  he might be entirely free. 

SO. The will of every man hates to  have a law laid upon him, 
or merely from self-love that  a law be imposed on him. 
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87. Since the Law is good, the will [of man], which is hostile 
to i t ,  c a ~ i ~ i o t  be good. 

88. Hence i t  i s  plain and manifest tha t  every natural  will is 
unrighteous and evil. 

0 

89. Grace is necessary as a mediator to reconcile the Law to 
-the will. 

90. The grace of God is bestowed for the purpose of directing 
t h e  will, lest it crr even in  the love of God. -Against Gabriel. 

91. It is not bestowed for the purpose of bringing about a r t s  
[of love] more frequently aiid more easily, but hecause, without i t ,  
no  acts of love whatever arc achieved. - Against Gabriel. 

92. The argument cannot be refuted, zris., that  Iove is super- 
fluous, if man, by nature, i s  able to  perform a n  act friendly to  
Cod. - Against Gabriel. 

93. It is a subtile evil to say tha t  enjoying aiid using some- 
thing is the same act. - Against Occam. 

94. Likewise, t o  say tha t  the love of God can coexist eren with 
violent love of a creature. 

95. To love God is to  hate oneself, and to know not anything 
besides God. 

96. We are bound to  conform our willing elltirely to  the  will 
of God. -Against the Cardinal. 

97. We must will, not only what God would have us will. but, 
in general, everything that  God wills. (XVIII,  19-27.) 

11. Theses for Luther's Debate at Heidelberg, 
April 26, 1518. 

Wholly distrusting myself, in accordance with the  counsel of 
the  Holy Ghost in Prov. 3 ,5 :  "Lean not unto thine own under- 
standing," I submit to all who wish to be present the following 
unusual propositions, in order tha t  i t  may he made clrar whether 
they have been properly or improperly drawn from the holy 
apostle Paul, t ha t  elect vessel and i n s t r u m e ~ ~ t  of Christ, and from 
his faithful expositor, Augustine: - 

1. The Law of God, the  most salutary rule of life, cannot 
advance man to righteousness, but is rather a hindrance to him. 

2. Much less can man be advanced t o  righteousness by such 
works as he does habitually and aided by tlie rule of his natural  
reason. 

3. Although the works of men always shine and appear good, 
yet it is probable tha t  they are mortal sins. 

4. Although the works of God are  always unseemly and appear 
poor, they are in reality of immortal merit. 
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5. When we call such works of men as  seem good nlortal sins, 
we do not mean tha t  they are  crimes. 

(i. Works of God tha t  are performed by nlen do not represent 
merits i n  the  sense tha t  they a re  without sin. 

7.  The works of the righteous would he mortal sins, if the 
r igl~trous themselves, in the true few of God, clid not so 
regard them. 

S. Much more are  those works ~ n o r t a l  sins which men do 
I\-ithont the  fear of God, in their wicked hccurity. 

$1. To sav tha t  works done without Christ are dead works. but 
not mortal sins, seems a dangerous digression from the fear of God. 

10. Tea, i t  is difficult to see how any work call be a drad work 
nithout being a noxious and mortal sin. 

11. A perqon cannot avoid presumption nor cherish t rue  hol~e  
11111esr in every work that  he does he dread the judgment of 
cw~iden~na t ion. 

12. Sins are truly venial in the sight of God when they are  
dreadeil by men as  mortal sins. 

13. Free will after tlie fall is nierely nominal, and when 
n I N T ~ I I  does 11g his free will what is in his power, he commits 
mortal k i n .  

I4. I11 regard to good works free 117ill in tnan after the fall has 
;i w r t  of passive ability, but in regard to evil works it operates 
RIYITR~~ by an active ability. 

15. Even in the state of illnocellre mail could not continue by 
; I I ~  active, but only hp a passive ability, not to say anything about 
11is Iwing able to make progress i11 good works. 

16 -4 person imagining tha t  lle call at tain to  grace by doing 
hi+ part increases his sin and bccornem rloubly guilty. 

17.  To say this does not mean to consign men to  despair, but 
to urge them on in their efforts to  humble themselves and to 
hech tlie grace of Christ. 
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24. Still the aforenlentioned wisdom is not evil, nor niust 
a person flee from the Law; but without the theology of the 
cross these things are fearfully misused. 

25. Not he is righteous who works vigorously, but he who, 
without works, abounds in faith in Christ. 

26. The Law says: Do this; but it is never done. Grace says: 
Believe in Him, and all is done. 

27. To speak eorrcctly we should call that  which Christ does 
something efficient, and what we do sonletliing effected, also that  
our works are pleasing to God because they are effected by gl'ace 
which works efficiently in us. 

28. The love of God does not find, but worlts, in us what is 
worthy of being loved; the love of nlan springs froin sornetlling 
which a person regards as worth loving. 

29. He who woulcl without danger pursu13 philosophy by study- 
ing Aristotle necessarily lnlldt first become a fool altogether 
in Cbrist. 

30. As only a married persoxi rightly employs the evil of carnal 
concupiscence, so no one but [one who has thus become] a fool, 
that is, a Christian, rightly studies philosophy. 

31. It was easy for Aristotle to imagine that the worlii is 
eternal, because in his opinion the soul of nian is moltnl. 

32. After assuming that there are as niany substantial folrnv a-; 
there are composite objects, the further assumption should neced- 
sarily have been made that  there are as nlally matters. 

33. Nothing is produced by necevsity from any object in the 
world, but all that is produced in a natural way is  necessarily 
produced from matter. 

34. If Aristotle had known the unlimited power of God, he 
would have asserted that i t  is impoebible that matter could 
exist by itself. 

35. Aristotle holds that actually no ohject is infinite: but 
potentially and subst:~ntially all composite objects are so. 

36. It is unbecoming in Aristotle to ~rit~icize and ridicule the 
philosophy of Plato's ideas, for it is better than his own. - 

37. I n  an ingenious manner Pythagoras contenrls for a numer- 
ical principle in matter, but there is greater geniality in Plato's 
 communion of ideas. 

38. Aristotle's contention against Parnlenicl~s's yrinciplz of 
"one"- if you will pardon a Christian for saying this - is 
-1, beating of the air. 

30. Apparently positing something that, is infinite in form, 
-4nauagoras is the best of philosophers, Aristotle notwithstanding. 

40. In Aristotle's view privation, matter, form, movable things. 
unmovable things, activity, ability, etc., seem to be identical. 
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111. Summary of Eck's Obelisks and Luther's 
Asterisks. 

~ N T R O D U C T I O ~ .  -With a superior air Eck declares that  he 
will not enter into a learned discussion of Luther's Theses accord- 
ing to the rules of scholastic argument, and will not have recourse 
to  any books, but will simply jot down his exceptions a s  they 
occur to him on the spur of the moment. (One asks invoIuntarily 
upon reading this s t a tem~nt :  Why such a solemn preface to 
a merely casual performance of a literary man? Was the per- 
formance really casual and without design? Is not Eck addressing 
himself to an  invisible :$udience with these words?) Luther was 
not deceived by this preamble; he regards it as the conceited 
uttcrance of a braggart. Glancing over the Obelisks, Luther 
notes a t  once that Ecli has not been true to his lofty declaration 
a t  the s tar t ;  for all his exceptions are based, not on Scripture, 
the orthociox fathers, or the creedal statements of the Church, but 
on thc arbitrary definitions and dreams of the Schoolmen. 

Eck has found fault with Luther's first thesis: that daily 
repentance is a characteristic of the members of the kingdom of 
heaven. He argues that a person can be a member of that king- 
dom without going Lo con fcssioa and doing penance every day. 
This exception flowed either from ignorance or sophistry, and 
Luther reminds Eck that he is speaking of that repentance in 
which a sinner feels sorry for his sins and turns to Christ for 
forgiveness, not of the Roinan Sacrament of Penitence, in which 
a person recounts his faults to a priest, r~nd is then absolved and 
told what works of satisfaction he is to perform. Luther had, in 
his second thesis, declined the very error into which Eck had 
fallen. He challenges Eel; to produce a single member of Christ's 
kingdom who does not practise daily repentance. 

1. OREI~ISK.--I~ his third thesis Luther had declared the 
repentance of the heart worthless unless it is shown by manifest 
acts in the mortification of the 'flesh. Eck digs his first dagger 
into this statement, and argues tha t  the heart is the seat of-the 
will, which governs all  actions as  a king rules his kingdom; hence, 
Christ regards the will or intention rather than the deed; e. g., He 
praised the mite of the widow in preference to  the munificence of 
the wcalthy. Luther thinks this objection of his critic is a des- 
perate effort to say something when one has nothing to  say. 
He asserts that  he had not denied that the inward repentance 
is a great thing. I t  is great, very great. What Luther had 
denied is that such repf~ntance can be in the heart without any- 
body's finding i t  out. It is idle, he szxys, to speak of the will 
by itself, aside from its practical manifestations. Moreover, we 
must not forget that man's will is depraved; i t  rules in the heart 
like a harlot in her brothel 
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occur to him on the spur of the moment. (One asks involuntarily 
upon reading this statement: 'Vhy such a solemn preface to 
a merely casual performance of a literary man? 'Vas the per
formance really casual and without design? Is not Eck addressing 
himself to an invisible audience with these words?) Luther was 
not deceived by this preamble; he regards it as the conceited 
utterance of a braggart. Glancing over the Obelisks, Luther 
notes at once that Eck has not been true to his lofty declaration 
at the start; for all his exceptions are based, not on Scripture, 
the orthoclox fathers, or the creedal statements of the Church, but 
on the arbitrary definitions and dreams of the Schoolmen. 

Eck has found fault with Luther's first thesis: that daily 
repentance is a characteristic of the members of the kingdom of 
heaven. He argues that a person can be It member of that king
dom without going to eonfession anu. doing penance every day. 
This exception flowed either from ignorance or sophistry, and 
Luther reminds Eck tllat he is speaking of that repentance in 
which a sinner feels sorry for his sins and turns to Christ for 
forgiveness, not of tIle Roman Sacrament of Penitence, in which 
a person recounts his faults to a priest, and is then absolved and 
told what works of sath;faction he is to perform. Luther had, in 
his second thesis, declined the very error into which Eck had 
fallen. He challenges Eck to produce a single member of Christ's 
kingdom who docs not practise daily repentance. 

1. OBELISK. - In his third thesis I"uther had declared the 
repentance of the heart worthless unless it is shown by manifest 
acts in the mortification of the 'flesh. Eck digs his first dagger 
into this statement, and argues that the heart is the seat of the 
will, which governs all actions as a king rnles his kingdom; llence, 
Christ regards the will or intention rather than the deed; e. g., He 
praised the mite of the widow in preference to the munificence of 
the wealthy. Luther thinks this objection of his critic is a des
perate t'ffort to say something when one has nothing to say. 
He asserts that he had not denied that the inward' repentance 
is a, great thing. It is great, very great. What Luther had 
denied is that such repentance can be in the heart without any
body's finding it out. It is idle, he s3:Ys, to speak of the will 
by itself, aside from its practical manifestations. Moreover, we 
must not forget that man's will is depraved; it rules in the heart 
like a harlot in her brotheL 
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2. OBELISK. - This stabs Luther's fiftli thesis: t ha t  the Pone 
cannot and will not remit ally penalties or fines except such as 
he or the canons, t ha t  is, the rules of the  Church, hare arbitrarily 
fixed for certain trespasses. This assertion Eck declared "plainly 
erroneous"; for the  penalties and fines laid down in  the peni- 
tential canons are  either in addition to tlle penalties which God 
inflicts, - in tha t  case they mould prove a snare to  thc soul, - or 
they are merely interpretations of the divine penalties. Thc 
lat ter  view Eck declares correct and charges Luther with not 
having seen this. But this view being cdorrect, he argues tha t  
the Pope, by remitting the canonical fines, does indeed remit some 
penalties for sins. %Coreover, i f  Luther's view were correct, the 
Roman Sacrament of Penitence moulcl be stripped of al l  dignity. 
Now, this sacrament rests on the Po\vt.r of the Keys, tha t  ib, on 
the authority of the Church to remit or retain sins. Since this 
power iq applied whenever people go to confession, there n ~ u s t  bc 
a necessary effect; for they are taking part in R sacrament of 
the New Testament, which always effects what i t  signifies, nnd 
thereby differs from the sacraments of the Olcl Testament. - 
J~u the r  professes his astonishment a t  thiq discovery of a -mart 
scholastic. He denies, however, t ha t  he has made, or thought of, 
ally such distinction as Eck imagines, ei:., between primary 
pu~lishments, imposed by God, ancl sec.onclary, or aclclitional 
punishments, imposed by the Cliurch and the I'ope. He spurns 
the i~otion that  God imposes uay fines in- penalties on a penitent 
sinner, and appeals to Scripture, which shon,s tha t  Cod i- hatis- 
fiecl when the sinner has been brought to a point where hc liate.; 
sin and condemns Ilimqelf for haling sinned. The~rfore  the 
canons cannot interpret the penalties which God has fixed, for 
such penalties do not exist. Luther acknowledges that  the C:hurcI~ 
impobes fines on the penitent, and thinks these should be borne out, 
of reverence for the Office of the Keys ancl as a salutary discipline 
to  the unruly flesh. They are no ailare to i h t  conscience., tlscept 
when a person imagines that  by submitting to these penances he is 
atoning to  God for his sins. But supposing even these callonicaI 
fines are  felt a s  a hurdcn or snare, is ]lot the cntire Law of God 
declared to  be a n  unbearable yoke? However, Luther thinks it 
would perhaps be better if these penances were abolished because 
they are  misiilterpreted. Formerly --and here Luther reminds 
Eck tha t  he referred to  this custom in his twelfth thesis -no  
penances were in~posed and executed after, but  only before, ahso- 
lution. But Luther does not wish to speak conclusively on this 
point; he has merely invited discussion of this matter. Eck's 
reference to the  efficacy of a sacrament Luther regards a s  a 
depreciation of the true power of a sacrament. I s  this really 
something of moment to release lreople from a temporal c-hnrch 
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2. OBELISK. - This stabs Luther's fifth thesis: that the Pope 
cannot and will not rpmit any penalties or fines except such as 
he or the canons, that is, the rules of the Church, have arbitrarily 
fixed for certain trespasses. This assertion Eck declared "plainly 
erroneous"; for the penalties and fines laid down in the peni
tential canons are either in addition to the penalties which God 
inflicts, - in that case they would prove a snare to the soul, - or 
they are merely interpretations of the divine penalties. The 
latter view Eck declares correct and cllarges Luther with not 
having seen this. But this view being eorrect, he argues that 
the Pope, by remitting the canonical fines, does indeed remit some 
penalties for sins. Moreover, if Luthpr's view were correct, the 
Roman Sacrament of Penitence woul(t be stripped of all dignity. 
Now, this sacrament rests on the Power of the Keys, that is, on 
the authority of the Church to remit or retain sins. Since this 
power is applied whenever people go to confession, there must be 
a necessary effect; for they are taking part in R sacrament of 
the New Testament, which always cffectk what it signifies, and 
therpby differs from the sacraments of the Old Testament.-
I~uther professeR his a.stonishment at t.his discovery of a ,.,mart 
schola8tic. He denies, however, that he has made, or thought of, 
any such distinction as Eek imagines, 'tJi,z;., between primary 
punishments, imposed hy God, and seeondary, or additional 
punishments, imposed by the Church and the Pope. He spurns 
the notion that God imposes any fines or penalties on a penitent 
sinner, and appeals to Scripture, whieh shows that God iii satis
fied when the sinner has been brought to a point where he hates 
sin and condemns himgelf for having ~inl1ed. Therefore the 
canons cannot interpret the penalties which God has fixed, fur 
such penalties do not. exist. Luther acknowkdges that the Church 
imposes fines on the penitent, and thinks these should be horne out 
of reverence for the Office of thc Keys and as a salutary discipline 
to the unruly flesh. They are no ,marl' to the conscience, except 
when a person imagines that by suhmitting to these penances he is 
atoning to God for his sins. But supposing even these canonical 
fines are felt as a burden or snare. is uot thc entire Law of God 
declared to be an unbearable yoke? However, Luther thinks it 
would perhaps be better if these penanees were abolished because 
they are misiuterprcted. Formerly --- and here Luther reminds 
Eck that he referred to this custom in his twelfth thesis·- no 
penances were imposed and executed after, but only before, ahso
lution. But Luther does not wish to speak conclusively on this 
point; he has merely invited discussion of this matter. Eck's 
reference to the efficacy of a sacrament Luther regards as a 
depreciation of the true power of a sacrament. Is this really 
something of moment to release people from a temporal ehurch 
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fine? Did God ordain His sacraments for such a paltry purpose? 
But to entertain such a notion is not Eck's worst fault; he evi- 
dently thinks that sacraments are efficacious by the mere per- 
formance of certain prescribed acts. Luther tells Eck that a t  
this point he has merely repeated the opinions of Peter Lombard 
and Hugo St. Victor, and has entirely forgotten his lofty promise 
in the preface. But he is wrong, together with his scholastic 
oracles: not the sacrament peq- sse, but faith in the sacrament is 
what justifies. This faith nlust be present by divine grace when 
a person uses the sacrament, or his whole act becomes a farce and 
a delusion. What Eck teaches in this Obeliuk is not Bohemian, 
but hellish poison. -As to the distinction between the sacra- 
ments of the Old and those of the New Testament, these differ 
not in point of efficacy, but as regards the object for which they 
were ordained. All the rites of the Old Testament must here be 
considered, such as the ordinances of days and feasts, of foods, 
clothing, fasts, etc.; they were all designed as tests of obedience, 
and could not justify, \vhile those of the New Testament convey 
the gift  of that  righteousness which Christ has procured. That 
is the reason, too, why they are  fewer in number and easier of 
execution. 

Referring to Luther's sixth thesis: that the Pope cannot 
absolve from guilt except by declaring thc person absolved by God, 
Eck had drawn this inference: Since the Pope c a l ~ ~ i o t  absolve 
from guilt, he must certainly release from punishment; for he 
surely releases from something. I n  reply Luther says that he 
had not inserted this thesis to express a belief of his own, but 
to  draw out others, and that he intends to explain his view on 
this point more fully in his forthcoming Exposition of the 
Ninety-five Theses. Meallwhile he asks Eck to reflect in what 
a dilemma be has placed himself: he has argued that, to  be 
efficacious, the sacraments tnust release from punishment. But 
it is plain that in the sacrament God releases the sinner from 
guilt, and this is what t 7 ~ e  pr~rs t  r ) ~ u s t  drclare. Eck, therefore, 
is the worst of all heretics if he sets aside this efficacy of the 
sacraments, and talks only of a remission of church fines. 

3. OBELISK. - In his 10th and 11th thesis Luther had declared 
that  the priests act wirkedly when, in ministering to the dying, 
they commute the canonical penances for the pains of purgatory. 
Such teaching must be tares which the devil has sown among the 
wheat while men slept. Eck is horrified a t  this malicious slander 
of the priests and bishops. If, as Luther holds, the Pope absolves 
from guilt by declari~~g a person absolved by God, in other words, 
if the Pope only confirms what a higher power has decided,- 
though Eck considers t h i ~  a silly proceeding! - why cannot the 
priests reserve for purgatory the penalties which the dying should 
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this point more fuUy in his forthcoming Exposition of the 
Ninety-five Theses. Meanwhile he asks Eck to reflect in what 
a dilemma he has placed himself: he has argued that, to be 
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have endured here? Coini~lg a new word, Eck says, these purga- 
torial sufferings are not satisfactions, but satispassions for guilt. 
By this thoughtful teaching the priests have shorn- themselves 
very much awake ( to  their pecuniary interests?), much more so 
than Luther. Moreover, does not Luther know that, according t o  
ecclesiastical Iaw, persons who have died excommunicate may be 
absolved? Luther answers this criticism by reminding Eck that  
he is playing fast and loose with him: what he now calls silly 
he had before declared a pious act;  fo r  he had said that  by pub- 
lishing the penitential canons the Pope had intevpveted, or 
declared, the punishments which God imposes. I s  the Pope not 
just a s  much above God by interpreting Him-as Eck hail 
saih - :ts he would be by repeating Him--- as Luther had said? 
And really, in his own heart and among theologians of his ilk Eck 
does put  the Pope above God and deems himself quite orthodox 
for doing so; but when he debates with Luther, that which he 
otherwise l~olds as  truth forthwith becomcs a falsehoocl, because 
it suits Eck's purpose to declare so. However, this is not to the 
point. The coi.rect view is that  the higher power has obligated 
itself to enforce the acts of the lower, for Christ has assured His 
disciples that  what they bind or loose on earth shall be l~ound 
or loored in heaven. Moreover, it is a c-oinmon saying in the 
Chnrclz that, when ministering to the dying, every priest is to that 
person the Pope. Now, to the Pope h a s  brrn reserved the. right 
of plenary al)solution. I f  the priest is equal to the  Pope in  the 
hour of death, why does he not remit :111 punibhmcnt? TVhy does 
hc reserve some for purgatory? The argument that divine ecluity 
does not permit this is invalid; f u r  i n  that case the Pope would 
be doing what is contrary to divine equi1g.-Eck's new phrasc 
"satispassion" maker: Luther smile. He suggewts a still better 
substitute: every peasant knows that a punishment can only 
be borne by m~illingness to submit to it. 1-Ienc.c willingness to  
suffer may be substituted for actual suifering, or satisvolition 
can be declared equivalent, to satisfac~tion. Why not? As to the 
law regarding persons who hare died r.\romrnunicate ancl yct 
may be absolved, Eck has; in the first place, totally mis11nderc;tood 
the scope of this provision: it aims oi~ly a t  the wiping out of 
a tcmporal and civiI blemish, the removal of ecclesiastical dis- 
honor. In the seconcl place, it is puerilc to argue that  because 
a person who has died in disgrace with the authorities of the 
Church can be restored to churchly honors, therefore the priests 
have the right to commute temporal for purgatorial punishments. 
Eck makes himself ridiculous by treating the remiwion of sins 
as identical with ecclesiastical rctitorstiou. 

4. OEEI,ISK, - Eck questions the statement in Luther's 
13th thesis, that  no law can reach a dead person. Luther 
replies that he is willing to wait until Erk proves the contrary. 
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have endured here? Coining a new word, Eck says, these purga
torial sufferings are not satisfactions, but satispassions for guilt. 
By this thoughtful teaching the priests haveshoWll'themselves 
very much awake (to their pecuniary interests?), much more so 
than Luther. Moreover, does not Luther know that, according to 
ecclesiastical law, persons who haVf~ died excommunicate may be 
absolved? Luther answers this criticism by rpminding Eck that 
he is playing fast and loose with him: what he now ca.lls silly 
he had before declared a pious act; for he had said that by pub
lishing the penitential canons the Pope had intm'p1'eted, or 
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does put the Pope above God and deems himself quite orthodox 
for doing so; but when he debates with Luther, that which he 
otherwiRe holds as truth forthwith becomes a falsehood, because 
it suits Eck's purpose to declare so. However, this is not to the 
point. The correct view is that the higher power has obligated 
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5. C)u~r,~sr;. --Lutlzcr hat1 said in his 14th tlleiis t hz t  the 
cc~rirciousnc~s.; of their iinpelfection ~iiakcs me11 afraid to die. 
Eck declare., this statemcl~t silly, bec.aust3 a ba l~ t i~ rc l  cllilcl, blessetl 
with the imputtd righteolls~~ess of C'llriht, is  less pnfcc t  in ~irorku 
of love than an  i1[\111t, and yet dc~aih hah n n  t e r l n l ~  for s~icli 
a cl~ild. Therefore the cluestioii of a pcrbon's perfection or impcr- 
fectioli h:ts nothing t o  do with plagatoly. \vhich is relztted only 
to thc sills for which no .atisfaction had been renderecl. -- Luther 
does not dispute the imputed righteournt.ss of a child. but  lie 
aqhs Eck to explain w!ly David, all adult in t l ~ c  qtate nf grace, 
prnyr: ,.Enter not into judgment with Thy servant; for ill Thy 
sight no ma11 living shall be jublifiecl," PB. 143, 2. Tlle dyi l~g cl~ild 
sutl'crb leu\ than a n  adult bec.auhc i t  h , ~ s  not tllc ad~llt 'b under- 
standing of what is happeniilg in death. Tlre clying agonies of 
an  adult aribe from his greatw lal~crwlectgc and cxpeiience. 
Erk's argnment, i f  rightly \vorkecl out, leallg ought to  yield 
a diflelent conclusior1, to  wit :  If a ehilcl wl~ose works of love a le  
small ill ~lumbvr does not taete t h t ~  b i t t t ~ r ~ ~ e s s  of dea t l~ ,  a11 adult 
in tllc state of grace, \vl~o llas 111 actihcd the la\% of l o ~ r  al l  his 
life, ought not to feel tbc tellorb of clcath a t  al l . .  As to  the 
claiiil thnt  a child is spiritually infetinr to  ax  adult, ib t ha t  
rc~allx so? Christ bids us becoine like tllrie little ones if we wish 
t o  entcr .the kingdom of heaven, Matt. 18, 3. Eck ih mudrlling 
the point at issue. Lastly, there ib no ~let~esaity for tlmmancling 
.;atisfactions t o  be rendered after death, I~ccause, a s  already stntccl, 
any priest ministering to  a dying perzoll has the power to  pro- 
nounce plenary absolution, just as  if 11e were the Pope. Yea, if 
a priest cannot be securrcl, thc ineve wish of the dying to  have 
a priest attend l i i~n  sllffices to yecure al~qolution for him. IVhat 
sntisfact~on, then, remains to  b~ r e ~ ~ t l e ~ c d  in pargntory ? 

ti. @GEIJSK. - Luther harl said in ]lib 16th thesis t h a t  bell, 
pnrgatory. and llcaveii seemed t o  diflel. in the sanlcl wag as  
clespir, near dt.spair, and happiness. Eck cleclitrrs thiq "an 
impudent thesis." For after their separation from tlle body the 
friend3 uf God, itartilig 011 their 1i7ay to ~nugatorp ,  know that  
they will Le saled, however, a s  by fir?, ~ ~ h i c h   h ill purify them. 
Aforeover, i t  is  likely tha t  they associatfl with the angels. How, 
then, can they be visited with near despair, 1~hic11 i h  the lot only 
of the micl;ecl? --How clo they know tlrat thc~y will be bavucl? :~skr 
Liltl~er. "Becauw Ecl; says so." But thcbre are  theologianr- mllo 
maiiltain tha t  the souls in purgatory arc  detained till  Judgment 
Day. Others coilfess t ha t  they clo not I<nonr whetller they mill 
bc saved or not. Their associatioil with the angels i.; a rnt.re 
assi~mption. It smells strongly after Aristotle. Eck has 110 

knowledge of w h i ~ t  debpair is, mhic.11 afflicts evcu godly per-ons 
in a state of grace. Still lie tall<< like 811 oracle of the hnn-gocl 

DAU, LEIPZIG DEBATE. 15 

5. Om;LIsK. -- Luther had said in hi" 14th thesi" th2t the 
cOllscioUSIlI'S"; of their imperfection makes men afraill to die. 
Eck declares this statement silly, be<.'auRt: a baptii:cd ('hild, blessed 
with the imputt'd righteonsness of Christ, is le~s perfect in works 
of love than an adult, a.nd yet n(>"th ha:,; no terror~ for sHch 
a child. Therefore the question of a person's perfection or imper
fection h~ts nothing to do with purga.tory, whieh is related only 
to the sillS for which no ,.atisfaction had been rendered. --- Luther 
does not dispute the imputed righteousm,ss of a child, but he 
asks Eck to explain why David, an adult in the state of grace, 
prays: "Enter not into judgment with Thy servant; for in Thy 
sight nu man living shall be justified," Ps. 143, 2. The (lying cllild 
sufi'ers le8s than an adult bel'au~e it has not the adlllt's under
standing of what is happenillg in death. The dying agonies of 
an adult ari~e from his greater knowledge and experience. 
E('k's argument, if rightly worke(l out, really ought to yield 
a different eonelusion, to wit: If a child whose works of love are 
small in uumb"r does not tade tIlt' bittel'lless of death, an adult 
in the state of graee, who has practifietl the law of love all his 
life, ought not to feel the tc?lTors of death at all.. As to the 
claim that a ehild is spiritually inferior to a 11 adult, is that 
l'('Hlly so? Christ bids us become like these little Olles if we wish 
to enter the kingdom of heaven, Matt. 18,3. Eek j" l11uddling 
the point at issue. J.Jastly, there is no necessity for denmndillg 
flatisfactions to be rendered after de~tth, hecause, as alrrady stated, 
any priest ministering to a dying person has the power to pro
nounce plenary absolution, just as if he were the Pope. Yc?a, if 
a priest eannot he secured, the mere wish of the dying to have 
a priest attend him suffiees to seeure absolution for him. 'Vhat 
sat.isfaetion, theil, remains tu b(e ]'c;uflel'l·d in lJUl'gatoJ'y'? 

6. OBEr.ISK. - Luther IlHd said in his 16th thesis that hell, 
purgatory, and heaven seemed to difl'el' in the same way as 
despair, near dp~pair, and happiness. Eek declares this "an 
impudent thesiA." For after their sepal'ation from the body the 
friends of God, ,~tartillg on their way to purgatory, know that 
they will he sayed, howpver, as by tirc, whieh will Imrify them. 
Moreover, it is likely that they associat," with the Hug-els. How, 
then, can they be visited with near despair, 'which is the lot only 
of the wicked? -- How do they know that they will be ~a ved? asks 
Luther. "Because Eek says so." But there are theolugians who 
maintain that the souls in purgatory arc detained till .Tudgment 
Day. Others eonfess that they do not know whether they will 
be saved or not. Their association with the fwgels is a Illrre 
assumption. It smells strongly after Aristotle. Eck has no 
knowledge of wlmt de:-pair is, which afflicts evell godly persons 
in a state of grace:'. Still he talks like an oracle of the Hun-gocl 
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from a tiipcrd. The theologians of the Itoinai~ Church tear11 
tha t  the pains of pulgzatory are  nearly a k ~ n  to  tho-ic' of hell. 
Kom, the state in hell is s state of despair. Therefore the state 
i n  purgatory ]nust be a state of near despair. What Luther 
~ i i shed  to hale  establiah~~cl by a cliscussio~l of his l G t l i  thesis is, 
rvhetlier thiq is so. 

7.  OEEI.ISK. - Eck d~clares  Luther's 17th thesis not unlike 
the preceding one. Luther had said tha t  i t  seemed to  hi111 that  
love inust increase ill the souls in purgatory, in order t h a t  their 
horror mag he Iesqenetl. Eck decrees: What the fall was to the 
angel*, tha t  death is to men. "111 the place where the tree falleth, 
there shall i t  be,'' Eccl. 11.  3, ~ ~ g a r d l e s s  of merit or demerit. - 
Luther asks Eck ~vl~etl lel  he wants to be laughed a t  for the 
constn~lt self-contradictions in which he inrolvcs himself. The 
text  whic.11 he cluotes 11as I)een used by the Boheminn Pirards to  
prove that  there is 110 purgatory. To escape being classecl with 
them, Ecli ~ e f e r s  it to death, which happens alike t ~ )  all. TT7hat 
11e really wants to prow by i t  is t ha t  ill purgatory - which lie 
streinlously maintain-, - thclc i a  no irnprovemerli of the spiriiual 
co~idition of sonls. Noxv Gregory heq maintained t,hat vrnial 
sills are purged in purgntory. Eck himself lras dec1:zrecl tha t  
satisfadions are in purgatory. How c.an Ile llolcl this 
view and yet decline t!1? otller, t ha t  there i.1 an impl-ovcmeut 
going on i n  purgatory'? If lie is l ight  in his first claim, tha t  the 
sonls in purgatory fill up the measure of thcir uiifulfillecl tasks 
on ealth, he  nus st accept Llle evident concluuian thnt t11e.e souls 
a le  constantly becorning better and their merits are increased. 
What  Rcli llqs w i d  about the drath of Inen b ~ i n g  a counterpart 
of thc fall of thc mlgc.1~ he Ilad from JoIl t~ of Dama.icus. But he 
has alisappliccl the saying. There are  ins t a~~ces  of soul. t ha t  have 
~c~tnrnci l  to their bodies, as in th r  case of h Z r i r i ~ h .  TTjhelc had 
tiley been ill the interim? Was their cleath lilic the fall of the 
angels? In  ~ v c h  m y - t c r i o ~ i ~  mattrrs  melt should b r ~  careful not 
to assume qi~ch cocks~~renes~ .  

8. OBEL~SK. - This is directed against Luther's 18th thesis: 
t ha t  i t  cannot be proved either by soui~d rewsonia,y or Scripture 
t h a t  the souls in ~~~~~~~~;y are not working 0111; merits and 
increasing in love. (Luthcr, of courep, does not state his own 
belief in this thesis, but  merely f o l l o ~ ~ s  out to  a just conclusio~l 
the teaching of the Schoolmen.) Eck finds in this thesis t,he 
same auda.city as in  tl;r prececling. It i s  a perversion of the 
end of all teaching, of ropent,ance, of everyt,!~ilig. Tlie souls 
a.1-e placed in l)urgat,orp. not. %o accurnalate ~ne r i t ,  bnt to  expiate 
wrongs. Love, lvl~ich is the fulfilnlent of the Law, is earned while 
a person is living, sccordin:r to 2 Cor. 5, 10, wllich declares tha t  
every one shall be rewarded accordirig lo the t,lliugs done in the 
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from a tripod. The theologians of the Roman Church teaeh 
that the pains of purgatory are nearly akin to tho;!!' of hell. 
Now, the state ill hell is a state of despair. Therefore the state 
in purgatory must be a state of near despair. ,\Vlutt I-,uther 
wished to have established by a discussion of his 16th thesis is, 
whether this is so. 

7. OBELISK. - Eek declares Luther's 17th thesis not unlike 
the preceding one. Luther had said that it seemed to him that 
love must increase in the souls in purgatory, in order that their 
horror may be lessened. Eek decrees: \Vhat the fall was to the 
angels, that death is to men. "In the place where the tree falleth, 
there shall it be," Eeel. 11, 3, J'egardless of merit or demerit.
Luther asks Eck whether he wants to be laughed at for the 
eonsta,nt self· contradictions in whieh he involves himself. The 
text whieh he quotes bas been used by the Bohemian Picards to 
prove that there is no purgatory. To cseape being classed with 
them, Eck refers it to death, whieh happens alike to all. 'Yhat 
he really wants to prove by it it! that ill purgatory _. which he 
strenuously maintains - there i~ no improvement of the spiritual 
condition of Ronls. Now Gregory has maintained that venial 
sins are purged in purgatory. Eck himself Ila, dec1:1l'ed that 
satisfactions are rendered in purgatory. How· can he hold this 
view and yet deeline the> other, that there i8 an improvement 
going on in purgatorY'1 If he is right in his first claim, that the 
souls in purgatory fill up the measure of thpir unfulfilled tasks 
on earth, he must accept the evident conclu8ioll that these souls 
al'e constantly becoming better and their merit3 are increased. 
'Vhat Eek hf\s said about the death of men lJPing a counterpart 
of the fall of tIlt' allgcols he has from .r oIm of Dama3Clls. But 11e 
has misappliQd the saying. There are instances of souls that have 
returnerl to their bodies, as in the ease of Lazarus. 'Vhere had 
they been in the interim? Was their death like the fall of the 
angels? In e,lleh my"teri0113 matters men should be careful not 
to assume gueh cocksnrEmess. 

8. OBELISK. - This is directed against Luthet's 18th thesis: 
that it cannot he proved either by sound reasoning' or Srripture 
that the souls in pllrgatory are not working out medts and 
increasing in love. (Luther, of courEe, does not state his own 
belief in this thesis, but merely follows out to a just conclusion 
the teaching of the Schoolmen.) Eck finds in this thesis the 
same aUdacity as in the preceding. It is a perversion of the 
end of all teaching, of repentance, of everythillg. 'The souls 
are plaeod in purgatory, IJot to accumulate merit, but to expiate 
wrongs. Love, which is the fulfilment of t1w L:1,w, if, earned while 
a person is liYing, according to 2 Cor. il, 10. which declares that 
every OlJe shall be rewarded according to the things done in the 
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whether this is so. 

7. OBELISK. - Eek declares Luther's 17th thesis not unlike 
the preceding one. Luther had said that it seemed to him that 
love must increase in the souls in purgatory, in order that their 
horror may be lessened. Eek decrees: \Vhat the fall was to the 
angels, that death is to men. "In the place where the tree falleth, 
there shall it be," Eeel. 11, 3, J'egardless of merit or demerit.
Luther asks Eck whether he wants to be laughed at for the 
eonsta,nt self· contradictions in whieh he involves himself. The 
text whieh he quotes bas been used by the Bohemian Picards to 
prove that there is no purgatory. To cseape being classed with 
them, Eck refers it to death, whieh happens alike to all. 'Yhat 
he really wants to prove by it it! that ill purgatory _. which he 
strenuously maintains - there i~ no improvement of the spiritual 
condition of Ronls. Now Gregory has maintained that venial 
sins are purged in purgatory. Eck himself Ila, dec1:1l'ed that 
satisfactions are rendered in purgatory. How· can he hold this 
view and yet deeline the> other, that there i8 an improvement 
going on in purgatorY'1 If he is right in his first claim, that the 
souls in purgatory fill up the measure of thpir unfulfilled tasks 
on earth, he must accept the evident conclu8ioll that these souls 
al'e constantly becoming better and their merit3 are increased. 
'Vhat Eek hf\s said about the death of men lJPing a counterpart 
of the fall of tIlt' allgcols he has from .r oIm of Dama3Clls. But 11e 
has misappliQd the saying. There are instances of souls that have 
returnerl to their bodies, as in the ease of Lazarus. 'Vhere had 
they been in the interim? Was their death like the fall of the 
angels? In e,lleh my"teri0113 matters men should be careful not 
to assume gueh cocksnrEmess. 

8. OBELISK. - This is directed against Luthet's 18th thesis: 
that it cannot he proved either by sound reasoning' or Srripture 
that the souls in pllrgatory are not working out medts and 
increasing in love. (Luther, of courEe, does not state his own 
belief in this thesis, but merely follows out to a just conclusion 
the teaching of the Schoolmen.) Eck finds in this thesis the 
same aUdacity as in the preceding. It is a perversion of the 
end of all teaching, of repentance, of everythillg. 'The souls 
are plaeod in purgatory, IJot to accumulate merit, but to expiate 
wrongs. Love, which is the fulfilment of t1w L:1,w, if, earned while 
a person is liYing, according to 2 Cor. il, 10. which declares that 
every OlJe shall be rewarded according to the things done in the 
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from a tripod. The theologians of the Roman Church teaeh 
that the pains of purgatory are nearly akin to tho;!!' of hell. 
Now, the state ill hell is a state of despair. Therefore the state 
in purgatory must be a state of near despair. ,\Vlutt I-,uther 
wished to have established by a discussion of his 16th thesis is, 
whether this is so. 

7. OBELISK. - Eck declares Luther's 17th thesis not unlike 
the preceding one. Luther had said that it seemed to him that 
love must increase in the souls in purgatory, in order that their 
horror may be lessened. Eek decrees: \Vhat the fall was to the 
angels, that death is to men. "In the place where the tree falleth, 
there shall it be," Ecel. 11, 3, J'egardless of merit or demerit.
Luther asks Eck whether he wants to be laughed at for the 
eonsta,nt self· contradictions in whieh he involves himself. The 
text whieh he quotes bas been used by the Bohemian Pieards to 
prove that there is no purgatory. To escape being classed with 
them, Eck refers it to death, whieh happens alike to all. 'Yhat 
he really wants to prove by it it! that ill purgatory _. which he 
strenuously maintains - there i~ no improvement of the spiritual 
condition of Ronls. Now Gregory has maintained that venial 
sins are purged in purgatory. Eck himself Ila, dec1:1l'ed that 
satisfactions are rendered in purgatory. How· can he hold this 
view and yet deeline the> other, that there i8 an improvement 
going on in purgatorY'1 If he is right in his first claim, that tIl(' 
souls in purgatory fill up the measure of thpir unfulfilled tasks 
on earth, he must accept the evident conclu8ioll that these souls 
al'e constantly becoming better and their merit3 are increased. 
'Vhat Eek hf\s said about the death of men lJPing a counterpart 
of the fall of tIlt' allgcols he has from .r aIm of Dama3Clls. But 11e 
has misappliQd the saying. There are instances of souls that have 
l'eturnerl to their bodies, as in the case of Lazarus. 'VherE' had 
they been in the interim? Was their death like the fall of the 
angels? In e,lleh my"teri0113 matters men should be careful not 
to agSUl1le gueh cocksnrEmess. 

8. OBELISK. - This is directed against Luthet's 18th thesis: 
that it cannot he proved either by sound reasoning' or Srripture 
that the souls in pllrgatory are not working out medts and 
increasing in love. (Luther, of courEe, does not state his own 
belief in this thesis, but merely follows out to a just conclusion 
the teaching of the Schoolmen.) Eck finds in this thesis the 
same aUdacity as in the preceding. It is a perversion of the 
end of all teaching, of repentance, of everything. 'The souls 
are plac-od in purgatory, IJot to accumulate merit, but to expiate 
wrongs. Love, which is the fulfilment of tlw L:tw, if, earned while 
a person is liYing, according to 2 Cor. il, 10. which declares that 
every Olle shall be rewarded according to the things done in the 
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body; otherwise the apostle should have added: or in ptuga- 
tory. - Lut l~e r  is  disgusted ad ncrtrscam will1 tlie endless rcllasli of 
scholastic opinions which Eck is  serving him. Et~k  is  so blind that 
hc does not see tha t  he i s  arguing on l~u the r ' s  side. Luther ha3 
not stated as  his own belief tha t  there is it71 oopportunitg 111 
purgatory for gaining rewards, but lie argues tha t  the scholastii. 
theologia~ls a re  bound t o  set 11p tha t  claim, in order to  justify 
the existence of pulgatoly. Jf this is  perverting the end of then 
theology, Luther hopes tha t  God will give him the grace to pprvel t 
not only the e~ ld ,  but also the beginning and middle of t ha t  
theology. Eck', refeience to  2 Cor. 5, 10 1,uthcr declares a plai!~ 
perversioll of the test ,  ~vhicll relates to what i s  to hal~pen :it thc 
final judgment, ilot in p u ~ g a t o r y  or a t  a perhon's death. 

9. O B E ~ ~ I S I ~ .  -- Against a prevalent view Lnthcr llad nsqertecl. 
in his 19th thesis that  there is  no proof tha t  tllc souls it1 p u r e -  
tory are certain of their fnturc bliss, a t  least not al l  of them, 
even tho11g1i all men shoulcl claiir~ this to be a. fact. Ec!; claims 
that, he has already proved ill prcvious relnarks tha t  this thesis i s  
false. IIe aclcls t ha t  the souls in purgatory kno7r. more than we 
who are still  ill the flesh: they ltnow t,hat they are  cleacl, thxt  they 
are not in decpair, tha t  they are not in comnlunion \\iitll God, 
hence, t ha t  thc.~r are ill purgatory. IZno\ving al l  this, they hi~o\x- 
t ha t  they belong in the numljer of those xqho will l ~ c  saved. - 
"May the lrind Jesus have nlcrcy 011 you, Eck!" I,uther cxclnims; 
for he secs in this argument notllilrg hut tlle storlc-in-ti:xde 
assertionh of the Schoolmen, ~vhile Luther has asked for cestai l~ 
proof. Luther i s  willing t o  admit the possibility of a certhinty 
of salvation in purgatory, bclt hoIds that,  i t  must be o l~c  of whicli 
the sc)nls a rc  not conscious. Their cair, then, xr~oulcl ~ c ~ ~ t ~ m b l e  
tha t  of an atllicted person who griclves ovpr his unl~elief, l~rcause 
lle can~iot  see and feel his faith, while a n  outsicler rcnclily ~~e rc t ives  
tha t  the pcrsoc is a l~cliever, fur unbelitlxegs (10 not 1,ewail 
t11t i~ unbt'lief. 

10. ~ E E I ~ I ~ I ~ . - - ~ ~ ~  his 30111 thcsis, in ~vhich he rlrtb.iru the 
concl~~sion from the three p~ t,rcding, liiither hacl e~plainecl nha t  he 
ur~derstailcls by the plenary alxolutioiz of the Pope: he can 
absolve only from such penal ti'^ nb he 1~;mqelf 11.1 4 i~.~po.;c.~l 
Eck denies this. aad  again refers t,o the P o w ~ r  of the Rcys which 
the prieit einploy~ in ~~bsolutio-n. Tf J ~ ~ a t h e r  were right, this 
"aoble sacralncnt of the NCw Idaw" \i~o~llcl be a rCatllrr windy 
ordinallcc. - IJuther sees i n  this iteration of a formel :~i*,u,~unc~lt 
of Ecli the fidelity of a dog to  his mas1 er: what the dchool- 
illen 11ave praisrcl or col~d-mveci Eck 1r1u.it praise of co,~clcrnn, even 
though hc shonlcl have to  repcat hirnsclf over mld ovcr again. 
Aucl what a sorry honor does he vindicate for the Facr:xnirnt of 
Penitenrc~! I t s  glory, a.ccordilig to Eclr, coilsi.its in t,!lis, t!iat 
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body; otherwise the apostle should IJave added: or in purga· 
tory. - Luther is disgusted ad natlsca,m with the endless rehash of 
scholastic opinions which Eck is serving him. Eek is so blind that 
he does not see that he is arguing on Luther's side. Luther has 
not stated as his own belief tl1at there is an 'opportunity in 
purgatory for gaining rewards, but he argues that the scholastic 
theologians are bound to set up t.hat claim, in on1(,r to justify 
the existence of purgatory. If this is pt'l"verting the end of their 
theology. Luther hopes that God will give him the grace to pervert 
not only the end, but also the beginning and middle of that 
theology. Eck's reference to 2 Cor. 5, 10 Luther deelares a plain 
perversion of the text, which relates to what is to happen at the 
final judgment. not in pUl'gatory or at a person';,; death. 

9. OBELISK. -- Against a prevalPnt view Luther had as~erted 
in his 10th thesis that there is no proof that the souls in purg'a
tory are certain of their future bliss, ~t least not all of them, 
even thongh all men should claim this to he a fact. Eek daims 
that. he has already proved in previous remarks thRt this thesis is 
false. He adds that the souls in purgatory know more than we 
who are still ill the flesh: they .know that they a:'c de,iCl, that they 
are not in despair, that they arc not in communion with God, 
hence, that tlll'Y are in purgat.ory. Knowing all this, they know 
that they belong in the number of those who will be saved.
"May the kind ,Jesus have mercy Oll you, Eck!" Luther exelaims; 
for he sees in this argument nothing but the stock-in-trade 
assertion,; of the Schoolmen, whi Ie Luth('1" has asked for certain 
proof. Luther is willing to admit the possibility or a l'eriainty 
of salvation in purgatory, hut holds that it must be one of which 
the souls arc not conscious. Their ease, tllE'n, would l·(,,,,~ml)le 

that of an afflicted person who grieves 01'81" his unbelief, hecause 
1112 cannot see and feel his faith, while an outsider readily perceives 
that the p('rson is H. believer, fur unbelipvcfs do not bewail 
their unbelief. 

10. OUELISE-. -- In hiB 20th thesis. in which he drH.w~ the 
conclmdon from the three pn>ccdin;:l', Luther had explained what hE' 
understands by the plenary ahsolution of the Pope: he ea n 
ab:solve only from such penalti(~s as he himself hOI·" imposed. 
Eck denje,; this, and again refers to the Power of the Kcy;; which 
the priest employs in absolution_ If Luther were right., this 
"noble SaCrallH'llt of the New I~aw" wonld he a rat.her windy 
ordinance. ~ Luther sees in this itcnttion of a former lt1'l';umcnt 
of Eck the fidclity of a. dog to his mas1er: what the School
men have prail:w(l or C011clcIllEect Eck must praise or cOildcmn, even 
though he should have to repeat himself over and ovrr a)!;ain_ 
And what a sorry honor does he viu<iir:ate for the ~ael':l,ml'lit of 
Peniteucp! Its glory, accordillg to Eck, consists ill thi.s, that 
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body; otherwise the apostle should IJave added: or in purga· 
tory. - Luther is disgusted ad natlsca,m with the endless rehash of 
scholastic opinions which Eck is serving him. Eek is so blind that 
he does not see that he is arguing on Luther's side. Luther has 
not stated as his own belief tl1at there is an 'opportunity in 
purgatory for gaining rewards, but he argues that the scholastic 
theologians are bound to set up t.hat claim, in on1(,r to justify 
the existence of purgatory. If this is pt'l"verting the end of their 
theology. Luther hopes that God will give him the grace to pervert 
not only the end, but also the beginning and middle of that 
theology. Eck's reference to 2 Cor. 5, 10 Luther deelares a plain 
perversion of the text, which relates to what is to happen at the 
final judgment. not in pUl'gatory or at a person';,; death. 

9. OBELISK. -- Against a prevalPnt view Luther had as~erted 
in his 10th thesis that there is no proof that the souls in purg'a
tory are certain of their future bliss, ~t least not all of them, 
even thongh all men should claim this to he a fact. Eek daims 
that. he has already proved in previous remarks thRt this thesis is 
false. He adds that the souls in purgatory know more than we 
who are still ill the flesh: they .know that they a:'c de,iCl, that they 
are not in despair, that they arc not in communion with God, 
hence, that tlll'Y are in purgat.ory. Knowing all this, they know 
that they belong in the number of those who will be saved.
"May the kind ,Jesus have mercy Oll you, Eck!" Luther exelaims; 
for he sees in this argument nothing but the stock-in-trade 
assertion,; of the Schoolmen, whi Ie Luth('1" has asked for certain 
proof. Luther is willing to admit the possibility or a l'eriainty 
of salvation in purgatory, hut holds that it must be one of which 
the souls arc not conscious. Their ease, tllE'n, would l·(,,,,~ml)le 

that of an afflicted person who grieves 01'81" his unbelief, hecause 
1112 cannot see and feel his faith, while an outsider readily perceives 
that the p('rson is H. believer, fur unbelipvcfs do not bewail 
their unbelief. 

10. OUELISE-. -- In hiB 20th thesis. in which he drH.w~ the 
conclmdon from the three pn>ccdin;:l', Luther had explained what hE' 
understands by the plenary ahsolution of the Pope: he ea n 
ab:solve only from such penalti(~s as he himself hOI·" imposed. 
Eck denje,; this, and again refers to the Power of the Kcy;; which 
the priest employs in absolution_ If Luther were right., this 
"noble SaCrallH'llt of the New I~aw" wonld he a rat.her windy 
ordinance. ~ Luther sees in this itcnttion of a former lt1'l';umcnt 
of Eck the fidclity of a. dog to his mas1er: what the School
men have prail:w(l or C011clcIllEect Eck must praise or cOildcmn, even 
though he should have to repeat himself over and ovrr a)!;ain_ 
And what a sorry honor does he viu<iir:ate for the ~ael':l,ml'lit of 
Peniteucp! Its glory, accordillg to Eck, consists ill thi.s, that 
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body; otherwise the apostle should IJave added: or in purga· 
tory. - Luther is disgusted ad natlsca,m with the endless rehash of 
scholastic opinions which Eck is serving him. Eek is so blind that 
he does not see that he is arguing on Luther's side. Luther has 
not stated as his own belief tl1at there is an 'opportunity in 
purgatory for gaining rewards, but he argues that the scholastic 
theologians are bound to set up t.hat claim, in on1(,r to justify 
the existence of purgatory. If this is pt'l"verting the end of their 
theology. Luther hopes that God will give him the grace to pervert 
not only the end, but also the beginning and middle of that 
theology. Eck's reference to 2 Cor. 5, 10 Luther deelares a plain 
perversion of the text, which relates to what is to happen at the 
final judgment. not in pUl'gatory or at a person';,; death. 

9. OBELISK. -- Against a prevalPnt view Luther had as~erted 
in his 10th thesis that there is no proof that the souls in purg'a
tory are certain of their future bliss, ~t least not all of them, 
even thongh all men should claim this to he a fact. Eek daims 
that. he has already proved in previous remarks thRt this thesis is 
false. He adds that the souls in purgatory know more than we 
who are still ill the flesh: they .know that they a:'c de,iCl, that they 
are not in despair, that they arc not in communion with God, 
hence, that tlll'Y are in purgat.ory. Knowing all this, they know 
that they belong in the number of those who will be saved.
"May the kind ,Jesus have mercy Oll you, Eck!" Luther exelaims; 
for he sees in this argument nothing but the stock-in-trade 
assertion,; of the Schoolmen, while Luth('1" has asked for certain 
proof. Luther is willing to admit the possibility or a l'eriainty 
of salvation in purgatory, hut holds that it must be one of which 
the souls arc not conscious. Their ease, tllE'n, would l·(,,,,~ml)le 

that of an afflicted person who grieves 01'81" his unbelief, hecause 
1112 cannot see and feel his faith, while an outsider readily perceives 
that the p('rson is H. believer, fur unbelipvcfs do not bewail 
their unbelief. 

10. OUELISE-. -- In hiB 20th thesis. in which he drH.w~ the 
conclmdon from the three pn>ccdin;:l', Luther had explained what hE' 
understands by the plenary ahsolution of the Pope: he ea n 
ab:solve only from such penalti(~s as he himself hOI·" imposed. 
Eck denje,; this, and again refers to the Power of the Kcy;; which 
the priest employs in absolution_ If Luther were right., this 
"noble SaCrallH'llt of the New I~aw" wonld he a rat.her windy 
ordinance. ~ Luther sees in this itcnttion of a former lt1'l';umcnt 
of Eck the fidclity of a. dog to his mas1er: what the School
men have prail:w(l or C011clcIllEect Eck must praise or cOildcmn, even 
though he should have to repeat himself over and ovrr a)!;ain_ 
And what a sorry honor does he viu<iir:ate for the ~ael':l,ml'lit of 
Peniteucp! Its glory, accordillg to Eck, consists ill thi.s, that 



i t  r@If.asc~s from a miseralrlr rllurch-fine, not from the sense of 
guilt and the anger of Ciod. Xor are tliesc church-fines altogether 
rem~t ted ,  else \vhy slioulci there be a purgatory? Alas! t h r  
ancient Ilrathcli used to c l ~ e ~ r  their (1) irig in the hour of rleparturt., 
but Cllristians arc  by t l ~ r i r  theologi:~l~s filled 1~7it11 the nlost gloomy 
tlio~lplits a t  tllc approach of death. 

1 I. O B E L I ~ J ~ .  - Algaillit Luther',. 25th thesis, iu ~rhic~li  tlie 
autltoritg of the Pope i ~ ,  said to he the same in kind as tha t  which 
any bibllo]~ rvercises ill his clioce4e or aily cnrate in his parisll, 
Eck I)ursts forth wit11 tlie cry:  "A frivolons proposition! 
It upsets the entire governnient of the Cllurcll and coulcl be dis- 
lwoved nit11 nlarly arguments."- Luther perceives tha t  Eck has 
only hecn startlccl Iry Luther's seeming deiiial of the snplcmacy 
of the, Pope, while al l  t ha t  l ~ u t h e r  ?auld possiblv want to say il l  

this c~o~lnrction is, t ha t  the l'ope it1 his way can (10 110 more for 
R O U ~ ~  in purgatory than a bishop or a parish priest in theirs: 
each (,all pray for them. Eck has pounced. upon this tlrcqi.; for 
the pur l~os(~  of st irr ing up hatred agai~is t  Zntlier, and has thus 
i crcalcd Iris malicious heart. 

12. O I ~ L I S ~ ; .  -111 his 26th thesis Luther had l)laist.d the 
pl,tctise of the Pope in conimcllcling the souls of the departrtl to 
the prayers of Christians, in,tead of exercising tlie Power of thc 
Keys in their Iwhalf. Eck charges Luther with ignora~lct. of 
the meaning of the  suffrage^," tha t  is, of the intercessory prayers 
which Cbriitians offer for one another, 1)ecansc~ Luther has not 
rwcl thi. comrne~itaries, nhich t a c h  tha t  the suf i rag~s  (10 not l c s s~n ,  
but  incrca\e. -Luther admitz tllnt this l1111d of suffrages has heen 
a mpstc>rj to him; tha t  is  \vhy he has sought enliglltcnment l ~ y  
pnh l i< ln~~g  his theses and inviting a general discussion. S c i t l ~ e r  
does he understand Rck's words: ''They do not leisen, hut 
iilc~c~aie." Les~en  what? Increase what?  As t o  commcr~taries, 
he has lead only Biel; but lle has explained nothing to  Luther;  
neitlrcr llas Ecli. But even i f  thcty did, ~voultl thcp not offeud 
agniilrt a priariple n~hicli Eck had uttered befolc, vie,.. tha t  
a lesser authority cannot act az interpreter for a higher, 111 this 
case, for the Pope? 

13. OREL~SK.  -This is  directed against the 28th tlicsiq of 
Luther, -cvhicli Eck calls "bolil, and apt  t o  cause tumult, sedition, 
and schib~n in the Cllurch of God, ~ v i t l ~ o u t  inereailing love" 

Luther wonders l~o\v this charge of Eck -ci7ill increase love; 
for  i t  caxi~lot but produce enmity against Luther, because Luther 
has toucllc~d the greed of priests. hlally before him have a l i t t o l  
allout this alld other evils in the Church, suc~li a s  the sale of 
bishoprics, the scanilalous living of the Popes without cau.;ing 
relalntions and hchisni5: n711y must llis paltry frw the.bc.; hare 
this eifect'! Is not Ecli pcrhaps hired to  sap sucll malicious 
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it l'c-]pa.f'l'S from a. miReralJI(' church-fine, not from the scnge of 
guilt a.nd the anger of \i-od. N"or are these church-fines altogether 
remitted, else why should there ue a purgatory'/ Alas! the 
aneient heathen u~ed to cheer their dying in the hour of departure, 
but Chri"tians arc by tlleir theologians filled with the most gloomy 
thoughts at the approa,ch of dea,th. 

11. Om;LlsI":. - A_gainst Luther'" 25th theRis, ill whi('h the 
authority of the Pope j:s said to bc the same in kind as that which 
any bishop exercises ill his dioce;1e or any curate in his parish, 
Eck bur~ts forth with the cry: "A frivolous proposition! 
It upsets the entire government of the Church and could bc dis
l)!'oved with many arguments." - Luther perccives tllat Eck has 
onlJ' becn startled by Lut.her'::, seeming denial of the Ruprelllacy 
of the Pope, while all that Luther could possibly want to say in 
this eOllllE'ctiol1 is, that the Pope ill hi8 way can do no more for 
80uls in purgatory than a bishop or a parish priest in theirs: 
each can pray for them. Eck has pounced upon thiR thesi" for 
the pUl'po~e of stirring up hatred against I~uther, and ha~ thus 
reYC'alcd his malicious heart. 

12. OBELISK. - In his 26th thesis Luther had praisE'cl thE' 
pract.ise of the Pope in commending the souls of the depart,'cl t.o 
thc prayers of Christians, instead of exercising the Power of the 
Keys in their hehalf. Eck charges Luther with ignorance of 
the meaning of the "suffrages," that is, of the illtereessory prayers 
which Christians offer for one another, hecause Luther has llOt 
n'ad the commentaries, wllich teach that the sufl'rages do not lessen, 
but increase. - Luther admits that this kind of suffrages has been 
a mystery to him; that is why he has sought enlightenment by 
pnhlishillg l1is theses and inviting a general discussion. Neither 
does he understand ]<;ek-'s words: "They do not lessen, hut 
increase." Lessen what? Inerease what? As to commentaries, 
he hat:! read only Bif'l; but he has explained nothing to Luther; 
neither has Eck. But even if they did, would they not offend 
Ilgfl.inst a principle which Eck had uttered before. vi;:., that. 
a lesser authority cannot act. as interpreter for a higher, in this 
ca~e, for the Pope? 

13. OUELISK.- This is directed against the 28th thesis of 
I~uther, which Eck calls "bold, and apt to cause tumult, sedition, 
and schism in the Church of God, without increasing love." 

Luther wonders how this charge of Eek will inerea::;e Jove; 
for it cannot but produce enmity agaillst Luther, ]Jeca,use Luther 
has t.ourlwd the greed of priests. J\,hwy before him have written 
about thiB and other evils in the Church, such as the sale of 
bishoprics, the scandalous living of t.hc Pope8 without eausing 
revolutions find :ichisl1lH; why mw,t his paltry fl'w theH's haye 
this effect'l Is not Eck pl'rhap~ hired to sa~' such malicious 
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things? Or has he, according to  the Pythagorean transmigration 
of souls, left his former body of a a  enlightened humaniat and 
eatt.red tha t  of a11 obscurantist:' 

I n  this Ohelisli Eck had nlio lminteil out t ha t  if (Ad cloeh 
not hear thr  prayers for t l ~ c  clead, ancl the  people b(~conic3 ccj11- 
viuced of this: tliere mill be all end of masses for the dead and 
of ot,ller usages. Luther's thesis, he held, m u s t  lead to such 
vicious ccriiclusions. 

Jluther replies t ha t  he cannot regitrd him a s  a theologiau who 
denies t l l ~ ~ t  the hearing of prayers is a sovereign plivilege of 
God, for the exercise of which he is not ur~der anyl~ocly's eorltrol 
and ansmeral~lc to no one. If Eclc teaches the people oth(>rwiac., 
he is the worst destroyer of the Chnrcll t ha t  has so fa1 arisen. 
But  Luther decline3 the vicious character of his theses; if there is 
a n ~ t l l i n g  vicious or poinonous in tlirm, Eck has p11t t ha t  into 
the theses. Llitl~er had merely cast up  the query: Since players 
for the clead are not an  csercise of t h a t  po~vcr by n.hic.11 qins are 
~ r in i t t ed  or I etained, can they avail anything :' F ~ I  a prayer 
cloes not effect what the person offering i t  clcsires, but what Ile to  
wllon~ ~t is  sldclressecl is willing to  glant .  Insiead of helping t o  
light up this clifficulty, Eck has imputed a meail illotivr t u  Luthel. 

14. OI~ELISR. -Against T~uther's 29th tlicsis l?clc had cited 
,Job 19,21: "Elare pity upon me, l ~ a v e  pity upon me, 0 ge my 
friends; for the hand of Gad ]lath tonchc~d me." He c1,zimecl 
t ha t  iu this pass:tge we hear the c ~ y  of iouls in purgatolp who 
are jearning tor reunion with God, but  cannot at tain it a i  long 
a s  thrir  fines rcinain unl~aid.  

L u t h c ~  replies ironically tha t  hr had often read the text in 
Job, I~ut not until this holy Doctor RcB llail exl~lained it, 11ad 
1 1 ~  had any idea tha t  i t  contained the wail of bouls in purgatory. 
He dbks Eck to  tell how lie k n o w  that  the souls a le  ~ C ~ R I I I I I I ~  

for reuuion with God. If they are Christian souls, t1ir.y know 
that  they must submit to  God's pleas-t~re, and abide tlrr tiriles 
and s c a s o : ~ ~  of His help. If they are in purgatoly by God'> wlll, 
they will not nlulmur and wail. 

Ki:c*Ii had irlatecl the legend of Scvc~iuuw, who appealed to  his 
uncle ancl hael a51ced him to  have the priest pray for him in order 
t ha t  he might be purified and enabler1 to  leave purgatory. lAuther 
hael clen~olisl~ed belief i n  thiq goodly l ~ g e n d  hy his thesis. 

Luther su.;pcnds 11is judgment on the credibility of the leg-end, 
but sayq i t  has little value with him, a s  long as  Scripture does 
not support the claim which this story i s  t o  bolster up. 

Eck had also cited the words of Augustinc: "0 Lold, burn 
here, cut here, in order t ha t  Thou mayest spare me in eternity." 

Luther replies: As if I had denied anybody the right to  pray 
for a ceswtion of punishment! But what if some one ~110uld 
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thing.~ '! Or has he, according to tllf) Pythagorean transmigration 
of soul"" left his former body of an enlightened humanbt and 
entl'red that of un obscurantist·? 

In this Obelisk Eek had a1;;0 pointed out tlmt if God doe" 
not heltl' the prayers fOi' the dead, and the people become eOl1-

vineed of this, there will be all ell(l of maSS(,8 for the cl('ad and 
of other usages. Luther's thesis, he held, mllst lead to suell 
vicious conclusions. 

Luther replies that hI') cannot regard him as a theologian who 
denics that the hcaring of prnyel'il iR a sovereign privilege of 
God, for the cxercise of which he is not under anyhody's eontrol 
and answt'rable to no one. If Eck teaches the people othenvisc, 
he is the worst destroyer of the Church that has so fal arisen. 
But Luther declines the vicious character of his theses; if there is 
anything vicious or poisonous in them, .H:ck has pnt that into 
the theses. Luther had merely cast up the query: Since prayers 
for the dead are not an exercise of that powrl' by which sins are 
n"mitted or rctainecl, can t.hey avail anything? For a prayer 
does not eff'ect what the person offering it desires, but what He to 
whom it is addressed is willing to grant. Instead of helping to 
light up this difficulty, Eck has imputed a mean Illotive to Luther. 

14. OBELISK. -- Against Luther's 2Hth thesis Eek had cited 
,Job 19,21: "Have pity upon me, have pity upon me, 0 yc my 
friends; for the hand of God hath touched me." He claimed 
that in this passage we hear the cry of souls in purgatory who 
are yearning for reunion with God, but C:UlllOt attain it as long 
as their fin(~s l't'main unpaid. 

Luther replies ironically that he had often read the text in 
Job, but not until this holy Doctor l<-:ck had explained it, had 
he had any ide« that it contained the wail of souls in purgatory. 
He asks Eck to tell how he knows that the souls are yearning 
for reuuion with God. If they are Christian souls, they know 
that they must suhmit to Goel's pleasure, and abide the tillle~ 

and seasons of His help. If they arc in purgatory by God's will, 
they will not murmur and wai1. 

Eek had related the legend of Scveriulls, who appeared to his 
uncle and had asked him to have the priest pray for him in order 
that he might be purified and enabled to leave purgatory. Luther 
had demolished belief in this goodly legend by his thesis. 

Luther suspends his judgment on the credibility 01 the legend, 
but says it has little value with him, as long as Scripture does 
not support the claim which this story is to bolster up. 

Eck had also cited the words of Augustinc; "0 Lord, burn 
here, cut here, in order that Thou mayest spare me in eternity." 

Luther replies; As if I had denied anybody the right to pray 
for a ces8ation of punishment! But what if some one should 
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desire the very punishnlents \vhich ailother wishes to turn  away 
from hiin by his prayer P 

15. @ ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ . - ~ g a i l l s t  Luther's 30th and 31st thesis Eck 
hacl dcclarcd that  a person may perforill a penance which the 
priest has imlsosed on him, and may secure a merit Ily the per- 
formance, while living in a mortal sin. 

Luther replies tha t  a person living in a mortal sin cannot pray 
the Lord's Prayer without calli~ig the wrath of God down upoil 
himself. Instead of achieving something meritorious by reciting 
so many Paternosters, such a person only increases his guilt. 
Such a penitent may satisfy the Church by obeying the  order of 
his coilfessor, but he does not satisfy God. Besides, pellances 
should not be imposed tvhen the coilfessor is sure in advance that  
the person cannot execute them; and on the dead no pellances a t  
al l  can he imposed; for they are not reached any more by the 
arm of a priest. 

16. OBELISK.--I~ his 34th thesis Luther hacl declared that  
indulgences a t  best remove church-fines imposed by men. Eck 
objecied that  if this  were so, the absolving priest could not say: 
"If there i s  anything deficient ill the fine I have imposed, may the 
bitter suffering of Christ supply the defect," but would ha%e t o  
say: "Nay the Pope supply the defect"; moreover, the confessor 
mould not be Chrijt's, but the Pope's representative. 

Luther points out tha t  he has answered this charge Beforc., 
and regrets tha t  the precious suffering of Christ should he used 
in  the Sacrament of Penance to patch up clefective penance? of 
parishioners, when i t  was .offered to God as  an  a to~i ing sacrifice 
for all sinn. He also points out tha t  a s  Eck represents the act  
of absolution, there is really 110 forgiveness of sins a t  all, but 
a swapping of merits for demerits, a commercial transaction. 

17. OHELISI~. - I11 his 36th thesis Luther had said tha t  
a person who tr111y repents has forgiveness of sins and needs 
no indulgence. Eck had argued: Suppose a dying person: Ize iq 
truly penitent and receives the sacrament and the forgiveness of 
sins. If he were not penitent, the priest could not minister to  him. 
Still this person does not receive a remission of his punialuncnt; 
for if he did, he would not have to  go to purgatory. 

lluthcr replies tha t  Eck has no conception what true repentance 
is, and is arguing all the time as i f  the point which he ought to  
prove is  already established. 

18. @BELISI<. - I n  his 37th thesis Luther had rejected indul- 
gences a s  unnecessary for nlenibers of the holy Christian Church, 
the comm~union of saints; for in this conlmunion every menll~er 
possesses all spiritual blessings tha t  he needs. Eck admitted 
that  this was a good thesis, but charged that  Luther failcd to 
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dcesire the very punishments which another wishes to turn awt\y 
from him by his prayer'/ 

15. OBELISK. - Against Luther's 30th and 31st thesis Eck 
had declared that a person may perform t\ penance which the 
priest has imposed on him, and may secure a merit by the per
formance, while living ill a mortal sin. 

Luther replies that a person living in a mortal sin cannot pray 
the Lord's Prayer without calling the wrath of God down upon 
himself. Instead of achieving something meritorious by reciting 
so many Paternosters, such a person only increases his guilt. 
Such a penitent may satisfy the Church by obeying the order of 
his confessor, but he does not satisfy God. Besides, penances 
should not be imposed when the confessor is sure in advance that 
thc person cannot execute them; and on the dead no pellances at 
all can be imposed; for they are not reached any more by the 
arm of a priest. 

16. OBELISK. - In his 34th thesis Luther had declared that 
indulgences at best remove church-fines imposed by men. Eck 
objected that if this were so, the absolving priest could not say: 
"If there is a.nything deficient in the fine I have imposed, may the 
bitter suffering of Christ supply tIle defect," but would have to 
say: ""May thc Pope supply the defect"; moreover, the confessor 
would not be Christ's, lmt the Pope's representative. 

Luther points out that he has answercd this charge before, 
and regrets that the precious suffering of Christ should he used 
in the Sacra.ment of Penance to patch up defcctive penances of 
parishioncrs, when it was offcred to God as an atoning sacrifice 
for a.ll sinR. Hc also points out that as Eck represents the act 
of absolution, there is really no forgiveness of sins at all, but 
a swapping of merits for demerits, a commercial transaction. 
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no indulgence. Eck lIad argued; Suppose a dying person; he is 
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Still this person does not receive a remission of his punishment; 
for if he did, he would not have to go to purgatory. 

Luther replies that Eck has no conception what true repentance 
is, and is arguing all the time as if the point which he ought to 
prove is a.lready established. 

18. OBELISK. - In his 37th thesis Luther had rejected indul
gences as unnecessary fo), members of the holy Christian Church, 
the communion of saints; for in this communion every member 
possesses all spiritual blessings that he needs. Eck· admitted 
that this was a. good thesis, but charged that Lut.her failed to 
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dihtlnguidh I?et\rcen various kinils ol' communion. There were, he 
said, a130 fraternities within the Church, and these J,uther 
seemed to reject, as the Hllssites ]lad done. Accordingly, hc 
clainlecl t ha t  hia the& wits sc;~ttering Bol~en~ian poison. 

1,utlier repels the malicious i~lsi~luation in Eck'a criticism, 
a i ~ d  complai~~s  bitterly of the evident ptnposc of Eck to cry him 
down :~'i a heretic, and then reiterates his claim that  fello~vsliip 
with the invisible Church secures everv spiritual privilege to 
a believer, and this fellowship is to be desired above fellomshilj 
in any sodality or fraternity within the v i~ ib le  Church, \vhicli 
in most cases serve quite unnecessary pnrposes. 

19. OUELISIZ. - Eck denied what 1,uther had asserted in hi.: 
39th thesis: tha t  it is diWcult even for the greatest theologia~l 
to  preach indulgence ancl reperitance a t  the same tirne. Eck 
claimed tha t  this is not difticult a t  all, brcause by I-epentancr 
guilt is removed, but by indulgences tlie punishnle~lt of guilt 
is canceled. 

]&her replied tha t  this would bc true if scholastic teaching 
regarding inciulgenccs were true, ancl renzi~~ds  E ~ l i  again that  hc 
is taking for granted what he is to prove. 

20. OBELISI~. -In his 42cl thesis Luther had clcclared that  
i t  could not be the Pope's inteution to pronounce the purchase 
of an indulgence better than practising charity. Eck had 
reniarkcd that  this would be t lue  if Luther were speaking of 
earning n merit, hut  n o t  i f  he nlennt to  reject satisfactions to  
be reud~red for sin. 

Luther denies again that  there are two kinds of punishment 
for sin, one which God, and the other which the Church imposes. 
l i e  charges EcB with begging the question a t  this point, as, in 
fact, he has been doing througho~rt his Obelisks. Nest, he 
makes Eck's argument defeat itself. Eck had claimed tha t  the 
purchase of an  indulgence constituted no merit; it was mere l~  
the rendering of a satisfaction. Luther argues that  "all things 
must work together for good to them tha t  love God," hence alsc 
the indulgencts, if i t  is worth allything a t  all. The scholastics, 
he reminds Eck, hacl aclinowlcdged that  indulgences secure to thc 

.purchaser a mcxrit. Kon, then, if rendering satisfaction for sin 
removes a punishment, ancl a t  the same time secures a merit, 
i t  is better than an  ilidulgence. Again, if indulgences keep inelk 

1 from rendering satisfaction, they deprive man of a benefit he 

I would secure if he were not temptcd :lit11 an indulgence. Hence 
indulgences art: harmful. 
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thesis, n~ercly repeats the former objection, and is answcred by 
Luther as before. 
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SO,. C)L~FLIS~<.  -- Luthrr hitcl dcclaied it a wicked procedure for 
a perboll to purcliasc an  ilidulgcnce rather than help a suffcrirlg 
nrighl~or. Eck atllnitted that  the ~leigllbor must be 1irllxx1, how- 
ever, when he is ill extreme i~red.  E ' o ~  thih i~~terpretntioll  of the 
royal law of love Luther holds Ecl; up as a, merccnaly ancI 
tmlorillg clial.acter. 

Ecl; had, moreover, rpmarked that  he might offer. further 
c~it jvism on these thewe, vvl~icli seemed to hiin to  smell after 
Eohcmin, but lie mould only point out tha t  Luther hacl ofiel~deci 
against the r e s p ~ c t  iluc~ the Pol>e hy criticizing a practibe \vhich 
the Pope 11ad en do^ sed. 

Luther questinus n-hetl~rr Erk is really rrprrscntillg the 
iutention of the Popc corrccstly; if he ii, i t  i +  a sl~alnr tha t  
God's 1:uv of rhauity should be virtnally ahrogatecl to  give place 
to the  ordillailces of mm. But Ilr ar-sumes t h i ~ t  Eck i q  merely 
currying favor with the Curia a l ~ d  flattering the Pope a s  so 
1tlarl-y do. 

23. -31. ORCLI~IC. - 111 these anl~otations I~utller's 58th, FOth, 
GZd, 67th. G9t11, i ' i th,  81st. S2d. and 92il thcses arc. critiriaecl. But 
the c~ceptionr are mere repetitjonb and I~aseless cavil, of wk~icli 
1,uther says a t  the coacl~~cioii of his rejoindere: "I am a\haincd 
of such sill7 ant1 stupid prattle." 215) 

23~ Ill. SVMMARY OF OBELISKS AKD AS'l'l'mSKS. 

~2. OBELISK. -- Luth,~r had deelared it a wil:ked procedure for 
a person to purchase an indulgence rather than help a suffering 
nf'ighlJor. Eck admitt€~d that the neighbor must be helped, how
ever, when he is in extreme lleed. For this interpretation of the 
royal law of love Luther holds Eck up as a mercenary and 
unloving character. 

Eck had, moreover, remarked that he might offer further 
(~dtieiRlll on theRe thes(,fl which seemed to him to smell after 
Bohemia, hut he would onJy point out that Luther had ofl'elldecl 
against the l'espect dU(~ the Pope by critici?:ing a practise which 
the Pope had endorsed. 

Luther questiolls whetller Eck is l't~alIy rf'presenting the 
intention of the Pope correctly; if he is, it i8 a shame that 
God's hnv of cha1'ity should l)e virtually ahrogate(l to give place 
to the ordinance" of m,~n. But he assumes tlutt Eek is merf'ly 
currying favor with the Curia and flattering the Pope as so 
lIlany do. 

23.--31. OBELISK. - In these annotations Luther's 58th, 60th, 
62d, 67th, 69th, 77th, 8Ist, H2d, and D2d theses are critirized. But 
the exceptions are mere repetitions and haseless cavil, of 'which 
Luthel' says at the COl1CIURioll of his rejoinders: "I am a shamed 
of suC'h silly and stupid wattle." :?15) 
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