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PREFACE.

........ ah, the preface! With Seidemann (Reforma-
tionszeit in Sachsen, p. I) one regrets that the preface was
ever invented. In 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 it 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 much personal portrayal, and much of what is
human also in great men 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
summaries, 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 Luther 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 at Wittenberg on
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October 31, 151%, or the Luther of Worms facing the
Emperor Charles V and the great lords from Rome in
a solemn and gorgeous assembly. Both events lend them-
selves easily to dramatization. Let us not reduce the
importance of either event. The former certainly did
start the movement which we call the Reformation; the
latter was the culminating confessional act, which fitly
closed the action begun in 151%7. 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 wanted to know, and
he also knew what he must do because he knew what he
knew. The internal or spiritual growth of Luther during
those three years and a half is due to the Leipzig Debate
and the preparation for it. It was on that occasion that
Tuther began to clearly understand the issue before him,
and took up the gauntlet which Rome had thrown down
to him. Therefore July 4, 1519, and the following days
must be reckoned not only as an important day in the
personal story of Luther, but also as a truly great day in
the history of the Church 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 me I have relig-
iously employed for my own work, as far as they were
available to me. In the case of translations I have in
most instances compared the originals.

God bless the book and its readers!
W.H.T. Dav.
St. Louis, Mo., November 19, 1918.
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1. A Proposal of Friendship.

In the early part of April, 1517, Luther received a letter
from Nuernberg. It came from his former colleague at
Wittenberg, Christophorus Scheurl, Doctor of Jurisprudence,
who had left his honorable position at the young university
on the Elbe to become City Counselor of Nuernberg, “the
jewel casket of the Holy Roman Empire of the German
Nation.” Scheurl had written this letter to Luther in ful-
filment of a promise which he had made to a guest whom he
was at that time entertaining at his house. However, by
writing this letter, Scheurl had also gratified a personal de-
sire: from what he had to propose to Luther he believed that
good would result to the Church, if Luther chose to act upon
his suggestion. This same suggestion he had made to his
guest months before. On January 14 he had written him:—

Among the Wittenberg theologians there arc eminent Martin
Luther, an Augustinian, who is expounding the Pauline Epistles
with wonderful geniality; Andreas Carlstadt, Nicolaus Amsdorf,
Johannes Feldkirchen, and several others. If you wish to enter
into familiar relations with these men, let me tell you that I can
bring that about, if anybody can.l)

Now that he had this person at his home, he increased
his efforts to bring about a friendly relationship between his
guest and the young Doctor of Theology whom he had left
at 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 in view,
had at once 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 offer of friendship. With the

1) Enders, Luthers Briefwechsel 1, 93.
DAU, LEIPZIG DEBATE. 1
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scholarly courtesy of the Humanist that he was, Scheurl
wrote: —

I have no doubt that you will answer him, and release me
from my promise. For you consider it a disgrace to let any one
exceed you in love or surpass you in kindness. I pray, however,
that you will write him in a friendly manner, because I deem
him worthy of your friendship.2)

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 former 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 November 13, 1486. At the
time of which we are writing he was thirty years old and
Luther’s junior by three years. Johann Maier of Eck had
indeed had a remarkable career. Born of a respectable
family, — his father, Michael Maier, was for many years the
magistrate of the town,— he had at the age of nine (March,
1495) been rcceived into the home of his uncle and name-
sake, Johann Maier, the pastor of a congregation at Rotten-
burg on the Neckar. For three years his uncle superintended
and supplemented the poor education which his nephew re-
celved 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, XX1Ia, 65. — This edition will
be quoted throughout this treatise by giving merely volume and column.

3) Enders, % c.

4) HEeck, later in life, gave an account of his education at Rotten-
burg. At school he learned his Latin from Paul Niave's Idioma Lati-
aum and Cato, and finished Virgil’s Bucolics, Theodul, and the sixth
treatise of Isidore. Besides, he read Aesop’s Fables, the Comedies of
Aretin, the Elegies of Alda, Seneca’s On the Virtues and the Epistle
to Lucilius, the Letters af Gasparin, Gerson’s Josephinus, an Intro-
duction to the Bible, Boethius’s On Discipline and On the Consolation
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 uncle read with him' the Books of Moses, the Four Gospels, Acts,
treatises on the Fowur Last Things, on Souls, a part of Augustine’s
Orations to the FEremdtes, the treatise of Augustine of Ancona on the
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where Johann Maier, in April, 1498, entered the university at
the tender age of twelve years. In accordance with a pre-
vailing custom the young student Latinized his name, calling
himself after his birthplace Eeccius, or Eck (rarvely after his
uncle, Johannes Majoris).5) This precocious freshman be-
came the Dr. Eck who figures prominently in the story of
the Lutheran Reformation.

For reasons that have not been explained to us, Eck soon
left Heidelberg, the oldest of the German universities, and
in the spring of 1499 entered the University of Tuebingen.
In six months he advanced to the degree of Bachelor of Arts
(October, 1499), while fifteen months later (January, 1501)
he became Master of Arts. He now took up the study of
theology. His leading teacher was Johann Jacob Lemp.
This is the learned doctor of whom Melanchthon, who studied
at this university a few years later, has related that he would
graphically demonstrate to his classes the doctrine of tran-
substantiation by crayon drawings on the blackboard.f) An-
other prominent teacher was Konrad Summenhardt, who
taught Eck the rudiments of Hebrew, and incidentally in-
stilled in him his peculiar views on social economy. The
theology which Eck learned of these men is strongly reflected
in his own writings at a later day. Paul Secriptoris, “the.
quiet reformer before the Reformation,” 7) seems to have had
only a passing influence on Eck.

In the fall of 1501 the pest began to rage in Suabla, and
yielding to the anxious concern of his uncle, Eck in October

Authority of the Church, an Iniroduction to Jurisprudence, and four
books of the Decretals with the Glosses. 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 On Friendship,
Basil's Introduction to Study, and Homer’s account of the Trojan War.
On his own initiative he read the entire History of Lombard, 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
(Luthers Leben, 1, 195) ghe remark that Eck’s uncle must have been
raising a prodigy (Wunderkind) in his quiet parsonage.

5) Hausrath (I c¢.) suggests that in assuming his new name, Eck
was imitating such noble personages as the Bavarian Chancellor, Leon-
hard von Eck, and the Fiscal of Treves, Johann von der Ecken.

6) Corp. Ref. IV, 718, 7) PRE2 YV, 138.
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transferred himself to Cologne. Here he heard the Thomist
Theodoric von Guenstern and Arnold von Tungern, who,
a decade later, was one of the inquisitorial judges that con-
demned 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 many a dialectic
tilt with his fellow-students. But the pest again caused him
to change his residence: in June, 1502, he went to Freiburg
in the Breisgau, where he continued his major 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, Ulrich Za-
sius, the humanistie jurist, and Gregor Reysch, the encyclo-
pedist.

Another of the unexplained happenings in Eck’s life oc-
curred during his residence in Freiburg: his uncle withdrew
from him the yearly allowance by means of which Eck had
supported himself at the universities, and Eck was forced to
earn his livelihood by teaching. He taught with considerable
success, especially after he had received (in 1505) the appoint-
ment of rector of the Artistenburse zum Pfau, that is, after
he had become principal of the hall for students of art.
Students from other “Bursen” were attracted to his8) Nor
did he negleet his exercises in oratory and debate, but rather
engaged with greater zest than ever in the regular and
extraordinary disputations which formed part of the cur-
riculum of students in those days. On various occasions, at
church festivals, at academic functions, Eck came forward
as a brilliant and accomplished speaker,¥) but he also became
known as an extremely abusive debater.

Eck’s theologieal curriculum was completed at Freiburg,
as follows: he became Bachclor of Theology in 1505, Sen-

8) “By the multitude of his accomplishments he sought even at
this time to impress men ; for he often delivered six lectures in a day.”
(Hausrath, 1. ¢.)

9) Wiedemann (p. 448 ff.) has facsimiles of the title pages of many
of these early productions of Fck,
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tentiarius, that 18, lecturer on the dogmatics of Peter Lom-
bard, in 1506, Licentiate of Theology in 15092, and obtained
the title of Doctor of Theology in 1510, at the age of twenty-
four. Two years prior to this (December 13, 1508) he had
been ordained priest at Strassburg, a special dispensation
having been obtained for him from the Pope because he was
below the canonical age.

At Freiburg Eck published his first literary product,
Ludicra Logices Ewxercitamenta, 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 very
unpleasant relations to spring up between Eck and his col-
leagues, and this circumstance induced him to apply for
a vacant chair of theology at the University of Ingolstadt.
Upon the urgent recommendation of Peutinger to the Dukes
of Bavaria he was called to this position in November, 1510.

Eck’s ability was soon recognized at Ingolstadt; for in
two years he rose, first, to the dignity of rector (1511), next,
to that of pro-chancellor of the university (1512). He re-
mained 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 was saved to the Catholic Church the
complete domination which Eck had secured over it.10)

A remarkable literary activity from now on to the end
of his theological career of thirty-two years marks the prog-
ress of Dr. Eck. He began to show his learning in the most
diverse departments of learning. “He engaged in geograph-
ical research and published a series of philosophical works,
some of which were to serve as text-books in the faculty of
arts at Ingolstadt. In these writings he attempts to com-
bine in a rational synthesis the advantages of the older

10) “Schroedl, in Wetzer und Welte, says that Eck gave it that
robust Catholic tendency by which it became a firm citadel of faith in
Germany and a wholesome antidote against the Protestant acade-
mies. (!)” (PRE2?V, 138.)
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philosophy with those of the new.” 1)) 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 progressive views of the
modernism of that age, the humanistic learning, at least
whenever he could do so without incurring the suspicion
that he had actually become a Humanist. He never went
over completely to the camp of the Humanists.

His principal theological work during this early period
Eck inscribed Chrysopassus. This title was borrowed from
Rev. 21, 20, where the tenth of the precious stones in the
foundation 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. Fck’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 Chrysopassus
became the battle-ground between Luther and Rome.12) Be-
sides this treatise Eck wrote commentaries on the Summulae
of Petrus Hispanus and the treatises of Aristotle On Heaven
and On the Soul, 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 it 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. Encycl. V, 272. This writer cites the fol-
lowing monographs on the non-theological activities of Eck: Guenther,
Joh. Eck als Geograph, in Forschungen 2. RKultur- w, Iditeraturgesch.
Bayerns (Munich, 1894), II, 140—162; Bauch, Die Anfaenge des
Humanismus in Ingolstedt (Munich, 1901); Greving, Joh. Eck als
junger Gelehrter, in Reformationsgeschichtl., Studien u. Tezte (Munich,
1906), I.

12) The Chrysopassus and other books of Eck were burned by the
students of Wittenberg at the Rlister Gate on December 10, 1520.
(Grisar, Luther, 11, 51.)
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Prof. Summenhardt at Tuebingen. By making extensive use
of the treatise of his former teacher, Tractatus Bipartitus
de Decimis (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 ecclesiastical. 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. Usury had formerly been an exaction of that for
which the borrower had received no rcal equivalent, from
which at any rate he had derived no profit; it was now
a sharing of profits between borrower and lender.” 13) This
was an entirely new conception, and for his attempt to de-
fend it Fck was promptly charged with “Fuggerism”; for
it 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 Oectober, 1514, and intended to discuss them
publicly at his university. But the Bishop of Eichstaett,
Gabriel von Eyb, who was the chancellor of the university,
refused his comsent, and Eck had to desist. However, in
1515 he went to Bologna, where he defended his theses, but
found few men agreeing with him. His attempt to repeat
his disputation at Vienna in 1317 was a complete failure.
In 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
exposition he had given them, and with an account of the

13) Vedder, The Reformation in Germany, p. XXXV.
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proceedings at Bologna and Vienna. It was this treatise
that he sent to Luther with his request for Luther's friend-
ship.l4) Pirckheimer, the wealthy and cultured protector of
the Humanists in Germany, after receiving this treatise of
Eek, wrote a satirical review of it which he entitled Eccius
Dedolatus (Eck Planed Down). He cites Eck’s own com-
ment on his “success” at Vienna:

1 arrived at Vienna, in ‘Pannonia, and there left a singular
proof of my genius and learning; for I overcame all by shouting,
and showed that all the Viennese lacked literary training and
erndition.1s)

For this Eck included Pirckheimer in the bull of excom-
munication which he published against Luther in 1520.16)
Bernard Adelmann of Augsburg always referred to Eck as
“the garrulous sophist.” 17)

His nerves still tingling with the glowing feeling of his
imaginary triumph, and greedy of greater honors, Eck im-
mediately after his return from Vienna, in a spirit of pure
combativeness, picked a quarrel with his former teacher at
Freiburg, Ulrich Zasius. Not satisfied with this, he even
bumped into the acknowledged literary king of the age, Xras-
mus, who had just issued his Greck New Testament. Fck
wrote Annotationes in Novum Testamentum (Notes on the
New Testament), in which he assumed the réle of champion
of orthodoxy over and against Erasmus, because the latter
had said that the Greek of the New Testament was not as
good as that of Demosthenes.!8)

This was the man whom Scheurl proposed to Luther for
a friend. Scheurl thought that he saw in Xck a “gleich-
strebenden Geist,” a person of kindred aspirations with Lu-
ther.9) He had not discovered the character of Yick; his

14) The title of the brochure which had been published at Augs-
burg February 1 was: Disputatio Joan. Eckii Theologi Vicunae Pan-
nonine habita. On fol. 15 ff. he had added his disputation at Bologna.
(Enders, 1. ¢.; Preserved Smith, Luther's Correspondence I, 57,) Wiede-
mann, I, c., p. 447, has a photograph of the title page of this brochure,

15) PRE2 V, 139, 16) Grisar, 11, 39

17) Wiedemann. p. 35. 18) Preserved Smith, 1., p. 58S,

19) PRE? L c.
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intention was sincere, but his judgment was at fault. How-
ever, it is also possible that Scheurl had not read the char-
acter of Luther correctly; for Scheurl’s friendship with Lu-
ther was terminated in 1528, 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 muse how much differently
the story of the Reformation would have to be written to-day
if Scheurl’s wish had been realized. In that case it is likely
that Albertine Saxony, with the University of Leipzig, would
have joined the Reformation movement much sooner than it
did, and Luther would have been spared the pain of having
to issue a number of unpleasant writings. It is likely that
Protestant influence in Southern Germany, guided from the
University of Ingolstadt, would have materially changed the
course of events at Worms in 1521. It is likely that at Augs-
burg in 1530, at Worms in 1540, at Ratisbon in 1541 the
Lutheran cause would have had an able champion more in-
stead of a sinister opponent. It is likely — well, let us dis-
miss dreams. Man proposes; God disposes. Even our friend-
ships are subject to His revision. So be it.21)

20) Preserved Smith, L c., 51.

21) Wiedemann, Eck’s Roman biographer (p. 83), curiously mis-
understands a remark of BEck in a letter.to the abbot Gallus, and claims
that Eck was in correspondence with Luther before Scheurl suggested
the establishment of a friendship between the two men. By misconnect-
ing the phrase *‘ex commendatione,” ete., with ‘“vidissel” instead of
“traxisse,” Wiedemann translates: Before I had seen Luther on the
recommendation of Scheurl, I had entered into friendly relations with
him. It should read: I had not seen Luther before I entered into
friendly relations with him on the recommendation of Scheurl. Eek
wrote the letter to which we have referred in the beginning of this
chapter from Scheurl’s home. His conduct would certainly be queeyr
if he had allowed Scheurl to secure for him a friendship that was
already established., By the way, on the preceding page Wiedemann
has quoted a remark of Eck which makes him say the very opposite of
what Wiedemann has imagined in this place,
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2. May Frost on a Budding Friendship.

The early correspondence of Luther that has come down
to us is fragmentary. Among the letters that still remain
unrecovered are the letter of Eck 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 May 6:

As regards your admonition to write our Eck in a friendly
manner, I have done this with the greatest care possible. Whether
the letter has reached its destination I do not know.2)

At that time, then, Luther had received no reply from
Eck. But observe Luther’s expedition: scarcely five weeks
had elapsed between Scheurl’s request and Luther’s com-
pliance. Considering the postal facilities of those times, we
should call that rapid correspondence. Luther was very
willing to make a friend of Fek, if he could. In fact, Luther
had by this time received Eck into his friendship merely on
the recommendation of Scheurl, for he calls him “our Eck,”
and that meant, in the parlance of the day, “our friend Eck.”

We have a letter of Luther to Scheurl, dated Septem-
ber 11, in which Tuther refers to theses which he is sending
to Scheurl, with this request: —

These theses you may submit to our friend Eck, the very
learned and accecomplished man, in order that I may hear and see
what he has to say about them.24)

From this language and the nature of the suggestion we
infer that a certain degree of intimacy must have sprung up
between Luther and Eck during the four months which had
passed since Eck made his overtures to Luther. In a letter
dated September 30, Scheurl acknowledges the receipt of the
theses, and promises to forward them to Eck.25) On Novem-
ber 3 he informs Luther that the theses have been read with
approval by the dean of Eichstaett, Erhard Truchsess, and
by the Prior of Rebdorf, Kilian Klein.2) In sending the

22) Fnders, I ¢, 1, 98. 23) XXIa, 68,
24) XXIa, 74. 25) XXIa, 76. 26) XXTa. 77.
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theses to these places in the immediate neighborhood of
Ingolstadt, and to Eck’s immediate associates, Scheurl’s in-
tention was to obtain the joint opinion of all these men. In
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
principles of a misguided past.

What do we mean by scholasticism and scholastic the-
ology? These terms are used to designate the form 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 schools, uni-
versities. The prominent teachers of theology were usually
attached to some school, and hence came to be called scho-
lasties, or schoolmen. The dogmas that had received the
sanction of the Church had erystallized in creedal statements,
and were aceepted and taught on the authority of the Church.
The labor of the schoolmen consisted in organizing the dog-
mas into.some system and in harmonizing them. “The scho-
lastic theologians were therefore not paires, generators of
dogmas, but only doctores, teachers and defenders; and they
were not doctores in general, but only doctores ccclesiae.
They taught not merely in the Church, but for the Church
and in defense of the Church. Their central task was to
conciliate, or at least to cast a bridge over the gulf which
lies between, faith and knowledge. The instrument which
they used chiefly was formal logic — syllogistic argumenta-
tion.” Scholastic theology, in search after the primary source

27) Enders, l.c., I, 110,
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of religious knowledge, thought it had found that source in
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 (+1109). To him is ascribed the first distinct
recognition and efficient application of the central principle
of scholastic theology: “the unquestioned acceptance of the
traditionally and officially sanctioned body of orthodox doc-
trine, and the earnest defense of the same by all the re-
sources of logic and reason.” Anselm chafed under the
charge that theology is a blind and irrational babbling of
certain beliefs after some renowned teacher or the decision
of some famous church council. He wanted to show that
reason has very much to do in theology, provided only it does
not become haughty and self-confident. He found it difficult,
however, to confine this unruly and presumptuous reason
within due bounds. Though striving against rationalism,
Anselm himself uttered rationalistic principles and seunti-
ments, sometimes going so far as to claim that “reason can
of itself demonstrate the absolute necessity of each and
every dogma of the whole faith of the Church.”

After Anselm two tendencies may be observed among the
schoolmen: one bold and aggressive, striving to get away as
much as possible from the authority of the Chureh and its
dogmas, though still deferring ostensibly to that authority;
the other, striving to hold on to the traditional faith. and at
the same time coquetting with reason. The representative of
the former tendency was Abelard (+1142); of the latter, Ber-
nard of Clairvaux (+1153). The latter tendency trviumphed,
chiefly through the labors of the school of the St. Victors
(Hugo St.Victor, $1140; his pupil, Robert St.Victor, +1173),
which injected a certain contemplative or mystic element into
the seaveh after the primary source of knowledze in theology.
“According to Robert St. Victor there are six kinds of con-
templation. ‘We know 1. by the imagination (the sensible
impressions made by creation); 2. by reason (perception of
law and order in eveation); 3. in reason according to imagi-
nation (symbolical knowledge of nature as a mirror of the
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spiritual) ; 4. in reason and according to reason (the internal
referred fo the internal without a sensible image); 5. above
and not against reason (rational knowledge carried to a higher
stage by revelation); 6. above and (apparently) against rea-
son (as, e.g., the mystery of the Trinity).””

Contemplation, however, seemed too much like labor to
the race of churchmen 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 their
authors, collections of the dogmatic deliverances of the lead-
ing teachers of the Church were made, which were called
summae sententiarum, Summaries of Definitions. A modest
author would occasionally call his collection summulae, Little
Summaries. On these summaries the theological lecturers
used to comment and were called senfentiarii. “All intel-
lectual acumen was concentrated upon the logical defense of
the formal orthodoxy of the official Church.” The leader
among the theologians of this age (Magister sententiarum)
became Peter Lombard (+1164). His treatise Sententiarum
Libri Quatiuor became the indispensable text-book in all
theological schools, and students took their second academiec
degree when they were admitted to the privilege of lecturing
on the Sententiae of the Lombard.

In 1204 occurred the fall of Constantinople. One of the
effects of this event was that the writings of Aristotle were
made accessible to the West. The trained intellects in the
Western Church fell with avidity upon' the philosophy of
this cultured pagan, in whom human reason has scored its
greatest triumphs. All the fundamental questions which the
schoolmen had 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 position in the-
ology. “The explanation of Aristotle’s great influence on
the medieval Church is not far to seek. It is accounted for
by the fact that 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,2) and no essential point
in this teaching has been impeached, and no really fruitful
addition to his work has been made. Now it 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 induection and deduction, by the magic power of the syl-
logism, all things were to be revealed.” %) The commentators
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 (}1274), Duns Scotus
(+1808), Occam (t1847). The line of scholastic theologians
is generally regarded as closed with the death of Gabriel Biel
in 1495,30) when Luther was getting ready to quit the parish
school at Mansfeld and go to Magdeburg.

Already by his theological studies at the cloister 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
Aristotle. He knew every variety of this theology, and could
with ease cite the views of the principal scholastics. In pro-
portion, however, as Luther became acquainted with the Serip-
tures, he became greatly disturbed in mind over the undis-
puted authority which Aristotle was seen to exercise upon the
teachers of the Church. His disquietude turned to indigna-
tion when he noticed that Aristotle was practically venerated
as a god and his teachings were accepted blindly, while the
teaching of God’s Word was practically regarded as worthless.
His Christian conscience felt this as an abomination, and it
would not suffer him to remain silent long. “If the Gospel

28) Aristotle, the pupil of Plato and teacher of Alexander the
Great, lived 384—322 B. C.

29) Vedder, L c., p. 16.

30) McClintock and Strong Cycl., passim,
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was to achieve a thorough success, 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 at the University of Erfurt. He
declared that he was “full of blasphemies and curses against
Aristotle and Porphyry and the sententiaries”; he calls Aris-
totle “that actor who, in his Greek miask, has dececived the
Church,” and goes so far as to say: “If Aristotle had not
been in 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
Sentences of the schoolmen? But what if these authorities
contradict Scripture? Then it became the plain duty of the
theologian to overthrow the authority of the accepted stand-
ards in theology. Accordingly, a resolution was passed at
Wittenberg on August 21, 1517, to arrange for a public dis-
cussion of the philosophy of Aristotle. ILuther 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 and maintain the theses in debate with the professors
of the university. The Erfurt theologians had grown gray
teaching scholastic theology; they were shocked at the bold-
ness of Luther’s theses. They declared Tauther forward, reck-
less, high-minded, and altogether too ready to condemn the
opinions of other men. They refused to debate with Luther.
But at Wittenberg the theses were received with great satis-
faction, and a public discussion 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 applicant for academic honors acquitted him-

31) De Wette, Luthers Briefe, I, 15; Vedder, 1. ¢, p. 13 f.
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self so well that he was awarded his diploma uno consensu
dominorum, with the unanimous approval of his teachers.

The theses afford an insight into that theology which was
to become dominant at Wittenberg. For this reason we have
reproduced them entire in an appendix at 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 fundamental 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 1s that makes 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
acknowledged authorities of the Church. Above all, Aris-
totle the pagan was the theological oracle of medieval scho-
lasticizsm.32)

On these theses Eck remained diserectly silent. We have
no evidence that he ever expressed the opinion which had been
so urgently solicited both by Luther and Scheurl. But his
subsequent conduct showed that he was fundamentally op-
posed to Luther’s theses. Out of these theses there had
descended upon the habitual beliefs of Eck, which had grown
and thriven on Italian soil in southern sunshine, a cold
northern blast. His Wittenberg friend was proposing to him
that as theologians they should henceforth live in another
than the accustomed atmosphere. The pure breath of truth
chilled Eck’s infant affection for Luther, and his budding
friendship was nipped. He was not iuclined to approve Lu-

32) Plitt (Life of Luther, p. 69) calls this disputation “a decisive
blow struck at medieval doctrine.”



3. STABBING A FRIEND IN THE BACK. 17

ther’s position, and it 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. ) Shelley.

Hausrath has seen in FEck at this period the cunning

dissembler. “The great Humanists Brant, Geiler, Peutinger,
Reuchlin, Wimpheling, Zasius, are his patrons at this fime,
and he overwhelms them with letters breathing his venera-
tion for them. However, he had at the same time maintained
relations with the obscurantists in the Church, which proved
very useful to him. This was revealed when in his twenty-
fourth year he was 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 Humanist like Scheurl at Nuemberg, nor from offering,
in 1517, his friendship to Luther, of whose opposition to
Aristotle and the scholastics he must even then have known.
Luther, however, had to blame himself because in his free-
dom from suspicion he had accepted as genuine the assur-
ances of friendship of this aspirant, who was casting his
lines now to the right, now to the left.” 33)

3. Stabbing a Friend in the Back.

We have traced Tck’s relation to Luther to a point within
one month of an event which was destined to shake all
Europe. On October 81 Luther published his theses against
the traffic of indulgences. ILuther attached only local im-
portance to the Theses: they were to serve as a basis for
a public discussion at Wittenberg, and he made no effort
to spread them. His friend Scheurl had to upbraid him for
not sending him the Theses.3) In the eyes of thoughtful
men, however, the Ninety-five Theses assumed a very great

33) Le, I, 195, 34) XXIa, 90.
DAU, LEIPZIG DERATF. 2
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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,3) every prominent person in Germany was dis-
cussing the Theses with his neighbors and associates, and
endeavoring not only to grasp their exact meaning, but, still
more, to determine their bearing on the practical life of the
Church and the autocratic rule that had been set up in the
Church. Very many people saw at once what Luther had
failed to foresee, viz., 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 the influential men in
Germany, in particular all who permitted their judgment to
be swayed by their temporal interests, soon voiced their dis-
sent from the views which Luther had published.

Eck was among the first to become interested in Luther’s
Theses. It is quite likely that his friend Scheurl sent them
to him. Moreover, Eck was observing the effect of the Theses
on the public mind. “Luther’s Ninety-five Theses against
indulgences gave Eck, who had already attained notoriety
as a vainglorious polemist, no rest. Immediately after re-
ceiving them, he had declared that ‘he would go ten miles
to debate them with the author.” The distance to Wittenberg
was indeed greater than ten miles.” 26) To remain on Lu-
ther’s side — if he ever was on Luther’s side — required
a stronger friendship for Luther and, above all, a more dis-
interested love of the truth than Tck possessed. 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 conversation with the
bishop he alluded to Luther’s Theses and voiced his dissent.
The bishop did not agree with the arguments advanced by

35) Enders, L c., I, 167,
36) Knaake, in Weimar Rdition of Luther’'s Works, I, 278.



2

3. STABBING A FRIEND IN THE BACK, 19

Eeck, and the conversation became a lengthy discussién. 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 Obelisks, 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 mo 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 case he should be attacked for his Obelisks.
Ttching with a desire to become known as a learned ecritic
of a document which was rapidly gathering national fame,
Eck let it be known that he had prepared a criticism of
Luther’s Theses, and manuscripts of his Obelisks began to
be circulated among his friends and the savants of Germany.
Kck had adroitly permitted them to pass out of his hands.
His cousin Michel claims that Eck had not written his
Obelisks for publication, and Eck himself, when the matter
became mooted, seemed greatly surprised that they should
have become public.38)

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

37) Peter Mosellanus, in his Oratio de variarum Unguarum cog-
nitione 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 cbelisk () or noted 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,
Bl. CXLVb—CLVIIIb.
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Wenceslaus Link at Nuernberg, who, in turn, forwarded them
to his friend Luther. TLuther was pained when he received
the Obelisks, and upon the urging of his friends prepared
a reply which he called Asterisks, 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 sent me and which our friend Eck has manufactured against
my Theses, and to add Asterisks to my Theses, which are indeed
somewhat obscure. If you will communicate them to him, he will
readily 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 bitter
gall the views, nay, the mere 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 Hars” (Rom. 3, 2). We are
men and will remain men.39)

This letter, which was written March 23, was 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
faitbless action of Eck. It also contains a reference to
Leipzig that is almost prophetic. Luther comforts Egranus,
who had been attacked by a Catholic theologian of Leipzig,
with his own example and says: —

I have seen the theses of Dr. Jerome Ochsenfart,0) which are
apparently directed against you, although your name has not been
mentioned. Be steadfast and brave, my dear Egranus; it has
to come to this. If these things were of the world, the world
would love its own. Whatever is in the world must necessarily
perish in the world, that the spirit be glorified. If you are wise,
congratulate me, as I do youw.

Recently a man of signal and clever learning and of a trained
mind, and, what smarts the more, a man who was bound to me
by a great and recently established friendship, has written Obe-
lisks against my Theses. 1 mean Johann ek, Doctor of Theology,
vice-chancellor of the umiversity of Ingolstadt, canon of Eich-
staett, and now, at length, preacher at Awgsburg, a man already
famous and widely known by his books. If I did not know the

59) XVIII, 536.

40) This is the Leipzig theologian; he Is named aftev his birth-
place Ochsenfurt on the Main; his real name was Jerome Dungersheim.
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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 Obelisks, in which he calls me a fanatic Hus-
site, heretical, 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
has written nothing but the foulest abuse, and he aims at my
Theses, so that there is in the Obelisks nothing but the malice
and envy of a most infuriated mind.

Still 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 like 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 Ochsenfart
that your assertions do not seem ecrrors to me, but truths, while
his theses for the most part seem erroneous to me; also that
I.am prepared and do not doubt in the least to see you defend
both your and my errvors. However, if they should come with
quotations from the schoolmen, I would have him know that he
will not accomplish anything with us by such tactics, and would
only waste his words.

I am almest ready to swear that there is mot a scholastic
theologian, especially not at Leipzig, who understands one chapter
of the Gospel or of the Bible, yea, not even a chapter of the
philosopher Aristotle, and I trust if ever I have an opportunity
that I shall prove this with honor, unless to know the Gospel
means to spell out ils letters and syllables the best you can.
Accordingly, be not afraid in the presence of ignovance. Let the
rattling of such titles as doctors, universities, magisters, pass
out of your mind; for they are specters and faces,—do not
tremble before men whose heart you see! — nor are they the faces
of men, but only of specters.dl)

Soon after writing his Asfterisks and sending them to
Link, Luther had to set out on a journey to Heidelberg,
where he attended a meeting of the Augustinian chapter.

41) XV, 2461 ff.
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The journey took from April 11 to May 15. On April 26
Luther debated a series of theses at the Augustinian convent,
which are reproduced in an appendix at the end of this book,
because - they afford further insight into the quality of Lu-
ther’s theology at this time. Having returned to Wittenberg,
Luther on May 19 wrote the following letter to Eck, address-
ing him as “one of his special friends”: —

Some Qbelisks 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 that you would come at me from behind
while you were flattering your brother? You, too, have fulfilled
the Scriptures which say: “Which speak peace to their neigh-
bors, but mischief is in their hearts.” (Ps. 28, 3.) I know that
you would not want me to do this to you, but you have done it
and have had the courage to do it; see nmow 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 must 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 at least to live and reign.
However, not to be at great lemgth with you, since you are so
utterly infuriated against me, I have sent you Asterisks against
your Obelisks, that you may sce and recognize 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 you
more carefully and pertinently, yet also with more firmness.
Now if your confidence in your worthless stuff is still unshaken,
go to work and write; I shall meet you with equal confidence.
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 it 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 it; 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 it will not be my fault if I am forced to defend
myself publicly. However, let us speak pleasantly.42)

Meanwhile affairs were assuming an ominous aspect for
Eck through the entering in of a new element of which we
shall speak in another chapter. This caused Eck to dispatch
a letter to Luther’s colleague Carlstadt on May 28, in which
he says: —

Most famous Carlstadt, I hear that you and your Witten-
bergers are greatly incensed at me because 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 should 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-
geript in such a hurry. For as you know, we all use greater free-
dom when writing private letters than when publishing some-
thing. Accordingly, I am much surprised that you are so angry
at your most devoted Eck. I am told that you accuse me of
fawning. Ask all who know me, and they will confess that Eck
is 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
whom indulgences for some accidental reason, I suppose, have
little weight. By the way, people say that you are getting ready
for a learned contest with me, which I can hardly believe. If
that is your intention, it seems strange to me that you do not
rather make for your neighbors at 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-

42) XXIa, 98 f.
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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 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
T have erred, T shall gladly confess my ecrror, 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. Xowever, 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 Lang at Erfurt 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 ahout purgatory, which they
don’t want taken from them, seeing that they make their living
from it. . ... T wonder what has come over Eck to begin a hattle
against Eleutherius. But, “cursed love of fame, what wilt thou
not force mortal breasts to do?’ (Aeneid II, 56 f.)44)

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 Luther 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 arguments of Roman theologians with which
Luther had to contend all his life. Moreover, practical
church-life in the Catholic Church of Luther’s day is faith-
fully 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. Swith, 1. c., I, 122,
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Luther would have published them with his reply. However,
when Eck showed a disposition to drop the matter, Luther
met him more than half way. He even tried to suppress his
Asterisks. Bernard Adelmann of Augsburg writes in a letter
dated January 10, 1519, and addressed to Pirckheimer of
Nuernberg : —

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

‘When Luther, a year before his death, consented to the
publication of the Obelislks and the Asterisks, he undoubtedly
wished to leave to posterity a faithful record to show for
what issues he had to contend at the very opening of his
reformatory career, and what malevolence had been mani-
fested against him from the start.

We have in an appendix, at the end of this book, given
an exhaustive summary of the Obelisks and Asterisks, and
shall content ourselves here with recording a few opinions
which others have expressed on them.

Grisar makes very much of Eck as an antagonist of
Luther. He says of the Obelisks: “This tract is chiefly con-
cerned In a calm discussion of the matter in dispute, though
it does not refrain from occasionally describing this or that
opinion of Luther’s as ‘rash, corrupt, impudent assertion,”
as an insipid, unblushing error, a ridiculous mistake, ete.
The severest remark, however, 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,’ 4. 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
Asterisks, Grisar says: In them Luther “speaks of the be-

45) Enders, L ¢, I, 210. — Grisar (IV, 377) states in opposition to
all bistorians and to the editor of the Weimar edition of Luther’s Works
that Luther did publish the Obelisks together with 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 mocks at his ‘grand, not to say high-flown,’
preface. He says: ‘Hardly was I able to refrain from
laughter’; Fck must have written his Obelisks during the
earnival; wearing the mask of genius, he had produced
a chaos. His writing adduced nothing concerning the Bible,
the Fathers, and the Canons, but was all arch-scholastic;
had he, Luther, wished to peripateticize, he could with one
puff have blown away all these musty cobwebs,” etc.6) As
a résumé of the two treatises, Grisar’s account is worthless,
as the reader can see by a perusal of the summary at the end
of this book. Grisar’s forte 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 Obelisks: “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 was 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. His 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 Eeck’s treatment seri-

46) Grisar, 1V, 377 1.
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ously. If Luther’s complaint rests on fact,— and every his-
torian can examine the records,— it is not easy to discern
the fairness in Vedder’s judgment. Of the Asterisks he says:
“In his Asterisks, as is not unusual in controversy, Luther
attributed to Eck offensive epithets that the latter had not
used, while he used others toward Eck 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: it called out Carlstadt,
Luther’s first active associate in his work against indul-
gences, and it produced a permanent estrangement between
Eck and his opponents. Both parties had just enough of
controversy to make them wish for more; each had a score
to settle. Eck, in particular, was 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; it exposes him to ridicule; it contains irony and
bitter scorn; it is a polemic such as Luther would write.
But a close examination of the document will 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, 13th,
and 19th Obelisk, “a Bohemian” and “a heretic” 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 Luther sneeringly “a new prophet.”

47) L. c., p. 56 1,
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However, in fairness to Luther two things should be borne
in mind. In the first place, Eck had been giving himself
the airs of a Humanist; he had created the impression that
he favored an improvement 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 read his Obelisks, they
naturally felt themselves deceived; for in that document Eck
swore by the old scholastic oracles, and fought them with
authorities which they believed he had renounced. He
showed himself an obscurantist as much as the men of Er-
furt, Leipzig, Cologne, and other places that had been char-
acterized in the Epistolae Virorum Obscurorum. He must
now be treated accordingly, and placed where he truly be-
longed. In the second place, there is a selfish and mercenary
vein running through the Obelisks. Eck manifests a great
concern for the old superstitions and chureh customs of the
time, in the preservation of which the parish priests and
bishops were deeply interested, for they made part of their
living by them, as Erasmus shrewdly observed. Eck, more-
over, goes out of his way to point out that the supremacy of
the Pope has been endangered by Luther’s Theses. By such
arguments motives were imputed to Luther which were alto-
gether foreign to him, and the odium which was thus en-
gendered against him must render all public discussion of
the issues which TLuther 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 laymen had been invited
to these matters. His Obelisks were an undisguised plea 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 time,” he says, “Eck was gen-
erally reckoned a member of the growing humanistic party,
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and was on terms of intimacy with many of its leaders.
Luther spoke of him with marked respect in some of his
earlier letters, and frequently sent him greetings through
common friends. But the appearance of the Ninety-five
Theses led to a permanent break and the alinement of Eck
upon the side of reaction. He criticized them severely in
a paper intended for private circulation called Obelisks. Out-
raged that a man he supposed his friend should attack him
without giving him any warning, Luther replied with con-
siderable asperity in a similar paper entitled Asterisks.
Thenceforth, although the forms of friendship were observed
for a while, there was growing enmity between the two
men.” 48)

Kolde sees in the exchange of polemics between Luther
and Eck the first impact caused by the collision of a theology
that is oriented by the Bible, and another which is reared
upon the tenets of scholasticism. Eck’s Obelisks, Kolde, too,
thinks, served to foment enmity against Luther.4)

Hausrath summarizes the Obelisks as follows: “The ob-
jections raised by Eck came with a bad grace from a Hu-
manist; for throughout they paid deference to the logic of
‘our Magisters.” In Eck’s opinion the words of Christ: ‘Re-
pent, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand,’ signify the in-
stitution of the sacrament of penance as it existed in the
Church of that day, for the simple reason that the kingdom
of heaven 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 memorial 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) Martin Luther, 1, 159. 151,
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veneration of saints would be useless. That means, thinks
Eck, nothing else than the scattering of Bohemian poison.
Yea, of Luther’s Theses in general (most of which he regards
as rude and foolish) Eck can only say that ‘they smack of
Bohemia.” Of the Asterisks, Hausrath says: “Luther sees
in the perfidy of Eck, who secretly dencunces him to his
bishop as a Hussite and at the same time privately writes
him friendly letters, a sad confirmation of the words of Scrip-
ture, ‘All men are liars” . .. Mockingly Luther remarks,
one can see that Eck wrote his book during the carnival
season, while he was wearing a mask over his face. In these
transactions two points emerge prominently, which were des-
tined to play a more important part later. While scholas-
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 grace.
Hence faith always precedes the Sacrament, aceording 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 Augustine. — Another 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 indulgences, while he had claimed that the
merits of Christ 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 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 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’” %)

It may not be amiss to call attention to the fact that both
in the Ninety-five Theses and in the Asferisks 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 Theses for no other purpose than to
bring on a discussion, and in the Asterisks Luther tells this
to Eck.

5. Alas! Another Friend!

Eck’s letter of May 28, written in explanation of his
Obelisks, was addressed 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 named 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, 1508—’04, 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. He 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 he returned in 1518. He was startled at finding Lu-
ther express views about theology that were at variance with
the accepted teaching. He vigorously opposed them as sub-
versive of the entire scholastic system, which indeed they
were and were intended to be. Luther, however, had main-

50) l.c, I, 196 £
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tained his ground with such force that Carlstadt began to
doubt his own position. He was forced into a more direct
and earnest study of the Scriptures than he had heretofore
engaged in. The result was that he was completely won over
to Luther’s side. Carlstadt’s was an impulsive nature: what-
ever he took hold of he pushed to the extreme. Melanchthon
has estimated him correctly when he says that Carlstads
lacked both sound learning and real genius. His piety, too,
was questioned. Superficial and shallow, he seems to have
been able to impress men mostly by the mighty fervor with
which he threw himself into any issue. A man of this sort
usually becomes a violent and unreasiming partisan in any
cause he espouses. Accordingly, Carlstadt no sooner felt
himgelf freed from the spell of scholasticisin than he began
to attack Aristotle and the scholastic theology with pas-
sionate zeal. While Luther was still quietly testing the
soundness of his convietions regarding this theology by in-
creased application to the Scriptures and by anxious cor-
respondence with his friends, Carlstadi, in September, 1516,
leaped into the arena of public discussion with 151 theses
against the scholastic theology. He was prepared to meet
any one who still wished to defend the old system. Pre-
served Smith thinks that Carlstadt was “by nature a revo-
lutionary, and longed to out-Luther Luther.”5l) His theses
against scholasticism ave the first evidence 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 scho-
lasticism must affect his entire theology. 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
most likely the impression which he wished to create. We are
therefore justly surprised to see him defend relic worship and
indulgences in 1517. On April 26 of that year the Elector

51) Life and Letiers of Martin Luther, p. 58.
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had his collection of relics exhibited at the Stiftskirche in
Wittenberg. On this occasion generous indulgences were pro-
claimed for all who would make confession at an appointed
place. Carlstadt published theses in which he defended and
lauded this custom. Luther opposed him, and declared that
the regulation concerning the place of confession stated
merely a privilege, but not a command; for the forgiveness
of sins cannot be restricted to any locality. Carlstadt re-
plied angrily: “Luther, if I believed that you seriously hold
this view, I should prefer charges of heresy against you with
the Pope.” 52)

This Carlstadt now becomes a defender of Luther’s Theses
against indulgences when he hears that these have been at-
tacked by Eck. 1t was chiefly upon Carlstadt’s urging that
Luther wrote his Asterisks and sent them in manuscript to
his friends who had received Eck’s Obelisks. That had ended
the matter with Luther. But the ambitious and headstrong
Carlstadt was not satisfied. Eck had dared to besmiveh 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 of
the faculty he was the proper person to humiliate Eck, re-
store the tarnished glory of the University of Wittenberg,
and lead men to a better estimate of ILuther and-— of Lu-
ther’s doughty champion Carlstadt. Behold the wonderful
gyrations of genius: the former 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 May 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 upon

52) Enders, L c., 1, 98,
DAU, LEIPZIG DEBATE. 3
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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 405.5) The theses were printed, and the
first sheets came off the press the day before Luther’s return,
May 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 the help of God
you shall see how little Eck will be able to say in rebuttal, 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 next post.54)

It was upon receiving the information that theses hostile
to him were to be debated at Wittenberg 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 May 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 Carlstadt, of which he certainly had learned in the
mean time. But Carlstadt would not permit himself 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 fauit
is prolixity which has made some of the theses redundant. Carlstadt’s
effort was simply overdone. Loescher (Vallst. Ref. Acte 1I, 62 f£),
who follows the old numeration of the theses, divides their contents as
follows : Nos. 1101, on Biblical theology; 102-—140, against the pre-
amble in the Obelisks; 141—192, against the notion that repentance
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-—380, on
the charge that the Wittenbergers are heretics ; 381—406, on free will,
The last twenty-three theses are directed against Tetzel. The theses
were published in four sections, beginning May 14 and concluding
June 7. The first respondent was Nicasius Clajus of Herzberg, who
made his Bachelor's degree by the discussion. In the St. Louis edition
the theses are found in XVIII, 590—633.

54) XV, 803.
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balked in his grand 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: —

Most 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, viz., 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 not anything that is 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 challenge, or rejoinder, to some of your conclusions. It has
been printed here at Wittenberg and is for sale at several places.
Because of your humanity T am truly sorry for having been com-
pelled to attack you. If things done could be undone, I would
vather that I had borne your injustice with patience than to
settle the matter with polemies and disputations. The reason
why I chose you particularly for an adversary instead of the
illiterate inquisitor or some one like him was not envy, anger,
or passion, but your elegant style, industry, acumen, and, above
all, your own salvation and that of the common pesple. I hope
indced that you will come over to our way of thinking, and out
of a Saul be made into a Paul. I did not want to engage in
a conflict with a stupid ass, but with a remowned lion and an
eloquent Mark, and 1 thought it would not harm me to train
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
Scripturcs. I am resolved to suffer war and tyrannical attacks
rather than keep a peace that is altogether wrong, hecause 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 T 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 proclaiming the



36 5. ALAS! ANOTHER FRIEND!

Law of the Lord in its power! Yea, long live Xck, our friend!
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 at the
same time send you my best wishes. . . . My dear Eck, forgive
me because 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 the least to falsehood, but rather
have it exterminated, banished, and crushed.55)

Two featuves in particular are striking in this letter:
the penitent mood that has seized Carlstadt. He speaks of
patience as the preferable method of dealing with offenses.
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, which renders
him contemptible and unfit to be a spokesman of the Church
in her troubles.

However, Carlstadt decided upon another matter. After
writing Eck such an amiable letter, the trouble might have
been considered at an end. Like in a French duel, each com-
batant, with a cruel effort, had perforated a ribbon on his
opponent, and had made a courteous bow, and offered elo-
quent apologies. However, despite the reassuring sentiments
which he had voiced in his letter to Kck, Carlstadt ordered
the disputations at the university to proceed. The first took
place on July 14. Eck was disposed to pay uo attention to
this disputation because it did not refer to him directly. But
when Luther’s pupil Bartholomew Bernhardi assumed the
affirmative in the second disputation, which was entirely
directed against Eck, the latter did not deem it proper to re-
main silent any longer. On August 14 he published a treatise
which he entitled “Defense of John Eck against the Bitter
Tuvectives of Dr. Andreas Bodenstcin of Carlstadt.” 1T this
Defensio Eck makes an interesting statement: —

The Reverend M. Luther, he says, in whose behalf Dr. Baden-
stein has undertaken this duel, frankly acknowledges, in the very
kind letter which I received last from him, that he doex not see

how I can decently remain silent and not defend my honor at
all, although he asks me with wise foresight to answer Dr. Boden-

53) XV, 805 f.
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stein in a very gentle manner. To this request I am not at all
reluctant to accede, chiefly because it is he [Luther] that has
urged me to do s0.56)

This letter of Luther is lost, but there is no reason to
question the truth of Eck’s statement; for Luther himself
refers to just such a letter as Ick has described in a letter
to Scheurl dated June 15. Scheurl, it appears, had inter-
ceded with Luther in behalf of Eck, and Luther in his reply
assures him as follows: —

My dearest Christopher, what you ask in behalf of our friend
Eck would have been altogether unnecessary for such a friend as
you to ask if the situation had not become complicated and he
had written before you. But my suspicion that Bck’s mind has
heen alienated from me has been greatly increased since after
calling me such dreadful names, even though it was done in a
private writing, he wrote me no letter and sent me no message.
However, now that the theses of our Carlstadt have been puh-
lished, though without my consent or even my knowledge, I am
not quite decided what each of us ought to do. I know that
we love the man'’s genius and admire his learning. Moreover,
as to what has happened, I at least am conscious and declare
that it was done in sorrow rather than in anger or envy. As for
myself, I have written to him the enclosed letter, which, you see,
is very friendly and full of good will towards him. Not only
for your sake, but also because of his own candid confession
I am quite reconciled with him, because he writes that it dis-
pleases him, if not me, that 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 should expect from your friendly offices that
Eck do not write our Carlstadt a harsh reply, and that he con-
sider that his was the first fault that such evil things happened
among friends. For since I gave out my Asterisks privately, I be-
lieve that there is no necessity of my replying to him, unless
he desires it. But if he prefers that a reply should be written,
I am ready for that also, although I should prefer peace. Let
us 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 compassionate Christ it has been overcome and
put to rest.57)

In all fairness it must be acknowledged that Eck’s De-
fensio was calm and considerate, though as regards the points

56) Enders, I.c., I, 210. 57) XXIa, 103 f.
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in controversy he yielded nothing. There had now been an
equal exchange of polemical literature between Carlstadt and
Eck, just as between Luther and Eck. The case might have
been closed at this point. Luther was so sure that he had
come to a fair understanding with Eck that he could assume
the réle of arbitrator between 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 Tuther had already taken the necessary action
by publishing the Asterisks. The plea that the honor of the
university demanded 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 hand, Luther fastened upon FEck the
blame of the original offense in this whole sad business. Eck
must not forget that he started the trouble. Thus Luther’s
conduct at this stage of the affair is marked by excellent
candor and impartiality.

6. The Challenge to a Debate.

Eck’s Defensio reached Carlstadt August 28 After read-
ing it, Carlstadt gave it a new mame: he called it 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 between him
and Carlstadt before the universities of Rome, Paris, or
Cologne. Tor, said he, )

Of what use is it for me here at Ingolstadt to keep shouting
against you while you are defending yourself at Wittenberg? This
will produce nothing but public offenses, waste of time, ~landers,
divisions, contempt of the Holy Scriptures, and we shall both
hecome ridiculous. For in such a difficult matter to assail so
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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 shouid not
strive nor engage in a wordy warfare. For such striving is not
to any useful purpose, but to the subversion of [the faith of]
the hearers. For the love of Christ and with a most gedly
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 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)

Carlstadt, however, heeded this appeal so 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 Monomachy of the Excellent
Dr. Johann FEck.” (To avoid confusion, we shall hereafter
refer to Eck’s treatise as the Monomachy, 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 against Pelagius, the books of
Augustine on the Rewards of Sin, on the Spirit and the 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.

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 Laurentius Schlamau, doctors of jurisprudence and pro-
fessors at Wittenberg, and says: —

58) Wiedemann, 1. ¢., p. 79.
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It shall be your office to act the part of the Psylli i® in this
controversy, to the end that the truth may send forth its light, and
to pray God that pride may be conquered and envy put far away
from ue.60)

This might mean that Carlstadt chooses Wittenberg as
the place, and his colleagues at the university as the judges
of his debate with Eck. At any rate, Wittenberg must have
been mentioned during the negotiations for the debate; for
Kolde records the fact that Eck declined this place.bl)

Carlstadt concludes his Defensio with a letter to Johann
Wortwein of the Order of the Knights of St. John at Wuerz-
burg, who will “refresh himself,” he hopes, “with these lit-
erary labors” of his, and with a brief note to Eck, in which
he states that he has reviewed only the first two series of
theses in Eck’s Monomachy, and says: —

Now turn your heart with care to the teachers of the Church.
If there is anything ungodly in this affair of ours (which God
prevent!), refute it! Verily, I shall yield to the man who over-
comes me in battle. I ask your forgiveness for my hurried
writing. In Christ farewell.

Then follows the name of the printer, Johann Grucuen-
berg, the year of publication, 1518, and this Hebrew citation
from Eccl. 1,2: Habel habalim, that is, Vanity of vanities.’2)
‘What a confession at the end of so much labor!

Carlstadt stipulated three conditions that must be met if
he was to face Eck in public debate: all his expenses must
be refunded him;%) he must be assured of safe conduct 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 snake-charmers
who healed snake-bites by sucking the poison from the wounds.

60) XVIII, 632 ff. 61) l.c, I, 192, 62) XVIII, 710 f.

63) Carlstadt complains of extreme poverty in a letter to Spalatin
dated June 14: “I do not wish to conceal from you that I am so
poor that I would not like to have my encmies know it. I have nmot
suffered such want as long as I am a doctor. However, do not let 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 only comfort.
I am troubled, however, because many have to stay out of my lectures
because they cannot get the necessary copies [of books which Carl-
stadt ought to publish for them, but had no money to have printed],
and I fear that some will go away in disgust, if our moxt gracious
Prince does not come to my aid. They are appealing to me every day.
and 1 have to feed them with empty hopes. (XV, 807.)
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The account of Eck’s Monomachy and of Carlstadt’s De-
fensio fills seventy-eight columns in the St. Louis edition
of Luther’s Works. Carlstadt follows Eck point for point
just as Luther had done in the Asterisks. The joint publi-
cation of Eck’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 foro
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 Fck’s teaching on the powers of free will repu-
diates the Scriptures, and that it confounds intention, which
is a gift of God, with the natural powers of man. Eck's
third division, on the spirit and the letter, in which me-
chanieal serviee is unduly extolled, Carlstadt has not included
in his rejoinder. Carlstadt’s review of the positions taken
by Eck is drawn out at great length.

Carlstadt completed the manuscript of his Defensio in
two weeks (August 14—28). Luther must have seen Carl-
stadt’s manuscript, for he writes to Spalatin August 31: —

Another battle is being prepared by Dr. Andrew Carlstadt
against Eck’s Monomachy. As much as I can gather, Eck has not
accomplished anything by his treatise, except that he has shown
where he is most vulnerable.64)

64) XXTa, 106,
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Four days later Capito, who was at Basel and had read
Eck’s Monomachy, wrote to Luther: — '

Johann Eck 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.65)

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 it because of Luther’s co-
operation.

While these polemical writings were being exchanged, the
German Diet was assembled at 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 conversation 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 at his dis-
posal, the Hussite heresy in Bohemia and the neighboring
districts. Luther was regarded at Rome as a Hussite, and
the Cardinal Legate had been given detailed instructions how
to deal also with Luther. If it should be necessary, he was
empowered to arrest Luther and send him to Rome. Towards
the end of August Luther received the official citation to
appear before the Legate for a trial of his charges against
Tetzel and the Church. A month later he started on his
journey to Augsburg. It must have been foreseen that he
would meet Eck at Augsburg, for Carlstadt had authorized
Luther to arrange definitely for his debate with Eck. Luther
entered Augsburg October 7, and found lodging with the
Carmelite monks. He postponed his visit to the Cardinal
because his friends had insisted that he must not present
himself before Cajetan without an imperial safe-conduct,
which he did not receive until October 12. During his very
first interview, which occurred on this day, the Cardinal cited
against Luther the Extravagant Unigenitus, which declares
that the indulgences flow from the boundless merits of

65) XXIa, 109.
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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 Eck. Luther seems
not to havé been struck with this peculiar coincidence that
the Cardinal at their very first meeting, and after they had
exchanged but a few words, put his finger at once on a point
which Luther had had to acknowledge to be a weak point in
his position. Had the Cardinal been informed? The his-
torians think that the circumstantial evidence points to Itck
as the informer. TLuther, however, makes no such complaint.
If a suspicion was raised in his mind by this circumstance,
he promptly suppressed it. It certainly would not have helped
his cause if he had charged the Cardinal that the latter was
fighting him with Eck’s weapons.

During Luther’s stay at the Carmelite convent, Eck came
to visit him and discussed his debate with Carlstadt with
Luther. It is not easy to fix the exact 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-
tant.07) It is possible that it contains an account of Luther’s
conference with Eck. On October 14 Luther wrote an ac-
count to Carlstadt of his third interview with Cajetan, but
in this letter he says nothing about having met Eck.%8) ILu-
ther left Augsburg during the night of October 20 to 21,
and the six days which intervened between his last interview
with the Cardinal and his departure were taken up with im-
portant literary work. For not only did he write lengthy
letters to his friends about his conferences with the Cardinal,
but he also wrote very careful statements of his doctrinal
position for the use of the Cardinal, and, besides, his famous
“Appeal from the Pope ill-informed to the Pope to-be-better-
informed.” These activities must have fully occupied Lu-
ther’s time. On this ground we are inclined to believe that
Tuther’s meeting with Eck had taken place before the first
interview with Cajetan. If Eck, as is very probable, had

66) XV, 554, 67) Enders, L. c., I, 245, 68) XV, 565.
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formed a connection with the Cardinal, and the two had
reached a secret understanding, it was to the interest of Eck
and the Cardinal that Eck should visit Luther 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 com-
pelled, by another queer move of Eck, to refer to this meet-
ing, and in the letter which he addresses to Carlstadt he says
the following about this meeting:-—

As your representative I discussed with him at Augsburg the
possibility of composing your differences with him by a personal,
friendly, and familiar meeting.6%)

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

Towards evening on October 81, 1518,70) a tired monk rode
into Wittenberg on the road from Kemberg. The Duke of
Anhalt, whom he met on the road, had laughed at seeing him
ride, for it was plain that the monk could not ride. Near
Leipzig he had lost his way, or he would have reached Wit-
tenberg sooner. The monk was ILuther, rcturning from
Augsburg on the first anniversary of the Ninety-five Theses.

69) XV, 811. — Wiedemann’s uncritical work is seen again at this
point. He claims that Luther was not sincere in his proposal of an
amicable settlement of the differences between Carlstadt and Eck by
a private meeting of the two. For in a letter to the Elector of Novem-
ber 29, 1518, Luther declares that he was ready for a public debate,
but Cardinal Cajetan bhad denied him permission to hold a debate.
This remark does not at all refer to the debate between Carlstadt and
Hck, but to a debate which Luther was personally willing to hold with
any one at Augsburg in order to maintain his Theses for which he was
being tried. Besides, Luther had wished to repeat the discussion of
the scholastic theology in which he had engaged at Ileidelberg: he
thought it might be held at the Carmelite cloister. Also for this dis-
cussion the consent of the cardinal would have been nccessary. If
Wiedemann's remark means anything, it must mean that since Luther
was personally so pugnacious at Augsburg, it is impossible that he
sunggested a peaceful settlement to Eck of his trouble with Carlstadt.

70) XV, 2428,
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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 it had been! His humble act had been proclaimed
throughout Europe. The great men in Church and State
had begun to make inguiries about him, and the majority
of his friends had begun to move away from him as from
a marked man. He went to his humble cell in the Augus-
tinian cloister and wrote to his friend Spalatin: —

Hail, my dear Spalatin! By the grace of God I returned to
Wittenberg to-day, but I do not know how long I shall remain
here; for my affairs are in such straits that I am tfossed ahout
between fear and hope.7i)

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

Magister Andreas accepts our agreement made at Augsburg
that you meet cither at Leipzig or Erfurt in a fair disputation
for the discovery of the truth, in order that there may be an
end of quarreling and writing books. He 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 that
he ought to give you the choice, because the fatigue of the journey
will be greater for you, and you may be rushed with work more
than he. See to it, then, that 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
futile.72)

Carlstadt, then, had the choice of the place for the debate,
and courteously surrendered his privilege. Luther seems to
have advised him to that effect. This generosity of the
Wittenbergers 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 and the little upstart university on the
Elbe. Luther never was a diplomat. Poor Luther!

71) XV, 2408, 72) XV, 810.
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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
at Leipzig. Both addressed letters to the theological faculty,
Luther still acting as agent for his colleague. Eck, however,
wisely sent another letter at 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. In 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. Carlstadt had
accepted the challenge, but to Eck’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 any learned men,
I beg your Grace for permission to debate at Leipzig.73)

By the facts presented in previous chapters regarding the
origin and development of the controversy, we are prepared
to make the necessary corrections in the acecount which Eck
gave to Duke George. He does not mention that Tuther had
replied to his Obelisks, nor that the public discussion had
been arranged with the impartial aid of Luther. With his
letter Eck sent the Duke a copy of his Monomachy.

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 addressed to
Duke George: —

73) Pres. Smith, Luther’s Corresp., I, 135.
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We send your Grace certain letters of Dr. Kck. We surmise
that he is trying 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 Wittenberg, 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 Flectoral 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 fitting 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, as he informs us, gave his
opinion on the same question to the bishop 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 we were long ago requested
by Dr. Luther in behalf of Dr. Carlstadt, as well as by Dr. Eck,
to interfere in this affair, we have thought it best for sundry
reasons to refuse both parties. 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. Where-
fore we recommend Eck to commit the chief points of Dr. Luther’s
propositions to some bishops for decision, or to a select board
drawn from certain universities, for thus, by a written or oral
disputation between select commissioners, the thing might he
ended.74)

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

74) The entire correspondence on this phase of the Leipzig Debate
is quite extensive. It is found in Seidemann, Die Leipziger Disputation
im Jahre 1519, p. 22 ff. 111 ff. We have selected only essential parts.
The present translation is from Preserved Smith, L. ¢, I, 139 f.
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the Pope, the peace of the Church, and public safety de-
manded that the debate be not held. These theologians were
far better statesmen and diplomats than theologians; their
answer would in our day be 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 i1l will, which they had
manifested first through their Dr. Dungersheim, who wrote
against Luther, and then on a later ocecasion, of which we
have an interesting account 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.
During his visit the following incident occurred which Lu-
ther six months later explained to Spalatin at the latter’s
request: —

You must not be surprised, my dear Spalatin, that some
people claim I was conquered at a banquet in Dresden, for they
have long been saying even other things, in fact, anything they
have pleased. True, together with our John Lang and the Dresden
Prior [Melchor Miritsch] I was compelled rather than invited hy
Jerome Emser (a lecturer in theology at Leipzig and confidential
agent of Duke George) to attend an evening drinking party.
Thinking that I was among friends, I soon found that I had
fallen among spies. There was present a little Leipzig professor
[Weissestaedt], a poor Thomist, who thought that he knew cvery-
thing extraordinarily well. Though full of hatred against me, he
treated me kindly at first, but finally, when a dispute arose, he
aftacked me violently and with a loud voice. All the while there
stood outside a Dominican monk of the preaching fraternity, who
was listening to all I said. Later I heard that he had hragged
that he had become extremely incensed against me, and could
hardly restrain himself from coming in to spit in my face and
call me all manner of foul names. So much this man was scan-
dalized because I refuted Thomas Aquinas for the benefit of the
little professor. This is the person who hoasis even to-day that
T was so completely confounded that I could not answer a word
either in Latin or German. For since we argned as usual in
mixed Latin and German, he claimed quite confidently that I did
not understand a word of Latin. By the way, our dispute related
to the worthless stuff in Aristotle and Thomas Aquinas. T <howed
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that neither Thomas nor all the Thomists together had under-
stood a single chapter in Aristotle. At last, when he became
boastful, I asked him to gather together all the forces of his
Thomistic learning and explain to me what it means to fulfil
the commandments of God. “T know,” I said, “that there is not
a Thomist who knows this.” At this point the rude man, con-
scious of his ignorance, cried 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 laugh at this silly reply, we parted. Afterwards the
Prior of Dresden wrote me how they had bragged and made me
contemptible at the Duke’s court, calling me an unlearned, proud
man, and I know not what other names; also, how they had
twisted my sermon at the castle in every possible way. 1 had
referred to an entirely theological subject, viz., the story of three
virgins, and afterwards they prated that I had referred to three
womnien at the court of the Duke. In short, I have had to suffer
from a generation of vipers (Luke 3, 7), who, thinking that they
lose some of their dignity if they leave anything about me un-
blamed, want to do everything and can do nothing. T have
treated these clowns with contempt, and wrote him to keep quiet
and leave me my Cain and Judas. But Emser has eagerly ex-
cused himself, and 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
have presses and paper, let them publish something and display
the glory of their splendid learning. My sermon was on St. James
the Greater, whose festival occurred at that time. I preached on
the Gospel (Matt. 20, 20-—23): “Ye know not what ye ask,” and
I scored the foolish wishes which men utter to God in prayer,
and taught what a Christian ought to ask for.75)

Kalkoff relates that the spy to whom Luther refers in this
letter “collected what Luther said, together with other things
he had uttered in his sermons, and some things from his
writings, and sent themn promptly to Rome, where they pro-
duced a great effect. Indeed, this probably had great weight
in induecing Pope Leo to change Luther’s summons to Rome
to a citation to Augsburg (before Cajetan), where it was
thought he could be more expeditiously dealt with.” )
These Leipzig worthies, then, would certainly do all in their
power to thwart any public discussion that was to be held
in the interest of Luther’s teaching.

75) XV, 2386 f. 76) Pres. Smith, L c., I, 150.
DAU, LEIPZIG DEBATE, 4
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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 with Dr. Andrew Carlstadt of Wittenberg 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 of 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 reeognition to the debate, but at need could
recommend the decision to the papal commissaries 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 if 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 at his university.
His primary reason was the petty jealousy with which he had
from the beginning persecuted the young university founded
by his relative in Ernestine Saxony, when that part of the
Saxon domains, after the division in 1483, was left without
a university. The theological faculties were the most promi-
nent part of a medieval university; accordingly, when the
theologians of a university became dishonored, the entire
university suffered serious injury. Duke George knew that
ever since the publication of Luther’s Theses the sentiments
among the higher and lower clergy were extremely hostile
to the new university. If representatives of this university,
now, should happen to be defeated in a famous disputation,
great honor would redound to the Duke’s university, and the
university of the Elector would be publicly discredited and,
perhaps, be forced out of existence.™) Another reason was

77) Pres. Smith, % c., T, 143 f.

78) Luther, too, knew of the scorn with which the University of
Wittenberg was treated by ecclesiastics and princes, and at one time
he expressed a fear that the affair between Carlstadt and Eck might
turn out to the harm of his school, especially if Rome should sueceed
in suppressing him first. After his return from Augsburg, where he
had appealed to the Pope, it looked as if he would have to be handcd
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the Duke’s low opinion of his theologians. He regarded them
as a lazy set of men, who did not earn the bread he was pro-
viding for them, and 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 noted 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.
FEek read this reply and wrote his opinion about it to Luther.
In a letter to Link at Nuernberg, dated December 11, Lu-
ther says: —

Dr. Eck writes me that he is neither altogether pleased nor
altogether displeased with my reply to Silvester Prierias, and adds
a very wise and frue remark, viz., that his opinion does not weigh
much with me; for, indeed, I regard his adviee as worthless.70)

In the letter to which Luther refers Eck must also have
mentioned the effort which he had made to obtain from the
Leipzig authorities the favor to hold his debate at that place.
For on January 7, 1519, when Luther was at Leipzig, he wrote
to Eck: —

My dear Eck, we have tried in many ways to obtain from
the gentlemen at Leipzig the permission concerning which you
write, but they simply refuse, alleging that it is not in their
power to serve us in this affair, because the decision rests with
their ordinaries. For so the dean of the theological faculty
answered my letter. Hence I fear this debate will be frustrated,
unless you have another plan,

over to the tender mercies of the inquisitorial tribunal at Rome. On
November 18 he wrote to Spalatin, pleading that the Elector should
insist that Luther be tried on German 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 an extraordinary zeal
for the Holy Scriptures, and who ought to come under the merciful
provision of the rule stated in ¥x.23,19: ‘Thou shalt not seethe the
kid in bhis mother’s milk’; for they are still suckling kids in theology.
But after I am suppressed, 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.” (XV, 2420.)
79) XV, 2431,
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At the same time Luther replied to Eck’s criticism of his
answer to Prierias: —

As regards my “Explanations” [to the Ninety-five Theses],
I expect, and that quite eagerly, that you will do what you have
promised, viz., prove that even the principles on which I base my
Theses are worthless. When I quote Tauler, yon say: “I do not
know who that is,” and you are surprised that I prefer Tauler
alone to Thomas Aquinas, Bonaventura, Alexander Hales, ete.
1t seems ridiculous to you that I demand that you should with
me accept this one writer who is unknown to the Church, while
I have myself rejected so many authorities. But I beg you to
read him before you pronounce him a dreamer, unless by your
long-continued habit of being engaged on vanities you, too, have
become one of those very smart people who call the Pope, the
bishops, the professors at the universities the Church, and think
that whatever is unknown to these people is unknown to the
Church. I wonder, however, who may have told you that Tauler
is unknown to the Church. But you are the Church; all things
are known to you! Do vou not see that you arrogate to your-
self the right to judge things which you have not pondered?
Wherefore, if you wish to admonish me, pray, employ judieial
acumen, and consider each point carefully. Reflect that I know
very well that he was unknown to your Church; for I said that
he was not found in the public schools and had been written in
the Latin language. Moreover, remember in what way I have
given him the preference to the scholastics, namcly, because
I have learned more from him than from all the rest. THow
prudently you have dodged this statement of mine! And yet
I do not understand how you can finally threaten to hurl thunder-
bolts at me Ly attacking my ignorance, as if T had not read and
did not know what you wrote, while you know well what I wrote,
when you say of my authority: “I do not know who that is.”
Well, that you may know who he is, read him, lest you be found
to be a foolish judge who condemns what he does not know.
Not to demand of you what is beyond your strength, I do not
ask you by drawing upon each and all of your secholasties to
produce one sermon equal to his. T do not ask this because I am
certain that it is impossible. But I only ask you urgently to
use all your powers of intellect, with atl the fulness of your
scholastic learning, all your qualities and acquirements, and see
whether you can fully understand one or two of his sermons.
After that we shall believe you that he is a dreamer while you
are wide awake, or are at least one who is sleeping with his
eyes open. I write you this, my dear Fck, to keep you from
spending useless labor by admonishing me, and to induce you,
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instead, to undertake something which I 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)

In Luther’s opinion, then, there was to be no debate un-
less Eck should find a new way to arrange one. But when
Luther wrote this letter to Eck from Leipzig, he did not know
that Duke George, seven days before, had given Eck the de-
sired permission to hold the debate at LeipzigS8l) and when
Eck received Luther’s letter, he must have smiled. Yes,
Duke George had simply overridden his theological professors.
In 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 was brutal; but brutal was
the character of Duke George. Besides, the Duke knew that
only the theologians opposed the debate, while all the other
members of the university favored it 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-
Jished twelve theses which he proposed to debate with Carl-
stadt “in studio ILipsensi,” that is, at the University of
Leipzig. This premature publication of Xck has been pro-
nounced rash, on the ground that Tck could not know, when
he issued the publication, whether he would be permitted to
debate at Leipzig. This may be true, and in that case Eck,
who at Vienna had had an 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 reply, — he afterwards claimed a much
longer time, — and in order not to lose more time, he had

80) XXIa, 136 f.

81) Pres. Smith, 2. ¢. I, 144. Duke 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 sake of elucidating the truth,
We have therefore given order [!] to our university to grant your
request.”
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interpreted the silence of the faculty as consent, and pro-
ceeded with the further arrangements for the debate.8?)
However, it is also possible that Eck, at the time when he
published 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. In 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 the 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 no debate. He did not
learn all that had transpired between Duke George and FEck,
and Duke George and the Leipzig theologians. But what he
had learned and written to Eck was essentially correct; for
three days later, January 10, Caesar Pflug, the Duke’s trusted
counselor, wrote to his master: —

The theologians at Leipzig are extremely sorry to allow the
disputation between Martin Luther and the professor of Ingol-
stadt, and beg that your Grace will be present at it in person.83)

But did not Pflug’s pen slip when he wrote Martin Lu-
ther instead of Carlstadt? We shall see.

The Bishop of Merseburg came to the aid of the distressed
theologlans with a letter to Duke George dated January 11: —

We doubt not that your Grace well knows that many scan-
dalous writings and sayings about indulgences have recently gone
about, causing much offense among the common people and much
danger to souls. Also, we have recently 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 bhad not received until February 8,
because he had been compelled at that time to make frequent journeys
between Ingolstadt and Augsburg.

83) Pres. Smith, 7. e, I, 147.
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ness at 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 at 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 straitly 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. . . .84)

The bishop’s argument is unimpeachable. The Pope had,
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 Church.

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 —mnot 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 lakbor 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 faculty 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 Merseburg, 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

84) Pres. Smith, 7. c.,, I, 147 f. 83) L e I, 152,
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might require oral representation by a confidential agent, he
had the following memorandum drawn up for his counselor
Dietrich von Werthern: —

Dr. Eck has desired of us that he might debate after the
scholastic manner before the theological faculty of Leipzig with
Dr. Carlstadt, and has prayed that we should arrange with the
said faculty for a time and place, and that we should be present
in person to hear the debate. We 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 before 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 it was their duty to bring to light what is true
and what is false. But the dean of Meissen has informed me
that it is not considered well that the disputation should take
place, which I think he did at the instigation of the faculty.
For they are so small-minded that they fear they will get into
trouble through this debate, or perchance, as they themselves
confess, they are not able to converse with such learned men. . . .
But we think that they should earn their bread by discharging
the duty of theologians, namely, bringing the truth to light. For
otherwise I should 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 men.8i)

‘We see here the same brutal frankness as on a previous
occasion. The pig-headed Duke refuses to do what his re-
ligious principles should have compelled him to do, viz., obey
the Pope. He would have his way, at least in this instance.
On January 19 he wrote to the university that he believed
the debate would increase their renown abroad, that he had
written a letter to the bishop, which, he hoped, would prove
satisfactory, and that he was glad to learn that the members
of the university had come to an agreement, and would grant
Fek and Carlstadt permission to hold their debate.87)

The bishop, however, was not at all satisfied with the
letter of Duke George, and on January 24 wrote to remind
him that it was really his duty as a loyal member of the

86) Le., I, 152 f. 87) l.c., I, 155,
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Church to prevent the debate because the head of the Church
would not have it. He now asked the Duke to send a con-
fidential commissioner with whom he might discuss the mat-
ter, because he felt that it was not convenient to say all he
wished to say in a letter. To the university members who
had written their bishop an explanation why they had con-
sented that the debate should be held, the bishop wrote
January 31 and declared it a matter of course that they
could not disobey the Duke’s order, which 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 compelling reasons.

On February 1 the university 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
a commissioner to the bishop, the Duke suggested to the
bishop that he might send a commissioner to him. When
the bishop, however, on February 5, repeated his request for
a conference with a personal representative of the Duke,
Caesar Pflug was sent to Merseburg. But he accomplished
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 theologians and the ecclesiastical powers. It had
been anathematized in advance.
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8. Striking at Andrew and A1m1ng at Martm.

We noted in the preceding chapter a letter which Luther
wrote to KEck from Leipzig. What had brought him to
Leipzig at this time? He was on his way home from a con-
ference at Altenburg, where he had met the papal commissary
Miltitz. This gentleman had accomplished what Cajetan had
failed to accomplish at Augsburg: he had induced Luther
to promise that he would desist from further polemics on the
subject of indulgences, provided his opponents would 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 hostilitics to which Luther had just obligated him-
self. To his Elector Luther had written the day before: -—

I promised to stop my discussion of the pending controversies
and allow the matter to bleed to death, provided my adversaries,
too, remain silent. For I believe that if they had allowed my
writings to go unattacked, everything would now be quiet; the
song would be finished, and everybody would 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 will begin in earnest and
the offense will become a serious matter; for my arsenal is still
fully stocked. For this reason I have thought it best to stop this
business.8)

It seemed mow as if Carlstadt’s trouble with Eck, too,
would be relegated to forgetfulness. If peace could be re-
‘stored 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
Secripture.

Towards the end of January he received a copy of the
theses: which ¥ck 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

88) XV, 697.
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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
the righteous, while his righteousness remains in him, can com-
mit a mortal sin, or that in a baptized infant that sin remains
which 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, ete., and that this makes a person’s sin still greater, should
not be listened to, becausec he teaches, as it were, contrary to the
Gospel and the holy fathers.

4. We consider it contradictory to Holy Secripture and the
custom of the Church to say that God, by canceling guilt, also
remits the ptinishment 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 that every priest, no prelate excepted, can
and 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. We consider it an error to say that the souls in purgatory
do not render satisfaction for the punishment due their sins, from
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. —t

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 are 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. R

9. We deny that the merits of the sufferings of Christ are not
the treasure of the Church from which indulgences are dispensed,
because this contradicts the truth and the Apostolic Decrees;
just as we consider it very great ignovance to believe that the
Keys are the treasure of the Church. Moreover, we reverently
believe that we are helped by the merits of the saints,
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10. It is an error to say that indulgences are useless; like-
wise it is a very vicious error to say that indulgences are a sort
of poor makeshift substituted for works, and that they are there-
fore of inferior value. Accordingly, we 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. It is an error that the Pope, by issuing indulgences, can-
not remit the punishment due for sin; yea, it is an error that
he cannot absolve the souls in purgatory from punishment; but
above all we do not admit that the dying, the sick, those pre-
vented from going to confession, and those who are not guilty
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 the Vicegerent of
Christ.8)

These theses showed plainly that in the coming debate
Eck meant to fight Luther while ostensibly struggling with
Carlstadt. His very first thesis is the antithesis to the first
of Luther’s Ninety-five Theses. He contradicts Luther again
when he claims that the souls in purgatory are performing
a postponed atonement for their church penances with which
they were in arrears at the moment of death, that death does
not liberate them from the jurisdiction of the Church, and
that purgatory is not merely a stage in the inner develop-
ment of the soul. It is again Luther at whom he aims when
he says that buying indulgences for souls in purgatory does
not at all decrease the merit of those souls, nor diminish
their assurance of salvation. Against Luther, too, he affirms
that the merits of Christ are applied through the device of
indulgences. Last, not least, it is Luther whom he attacks
in his last thesis; for that was a point which only TLuther
had touched in his “Resolutions,” 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 discussion of the powers of free
will in fallen man. Carlstadt had not referred at all to the

'89) XVIII, 712 .
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primacy of the Pope, and could not afford to do this, he
thought, because he held his position at the Stiftskirche by
a simple grant from the Pope and could be deprived of it
by a sitmple order from the same power. Carlstadt had in-
tended only to combat scholasticism, and became quite un-
casy when Luther showed a disposition to make Eck’s twelfth
thesis the chief battle-ground.?) “It must rouse the indigna-
tion of every fair-minded person,” says Hausrath, “to see how
this gophist from Ingolstadt shams a duel with Carlstadt 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
agreement after this new act of faithlessness on the part of
Tck. He first expressed his mind in an open letter to Carl-
stadt late in January or early in February: —

Our Eck has issued a schedule in which he noisily proclaims
with grand and proud words, as is his way, that he will meet you
in debate at Leipzig.' 1 had conferred with him in your name at
Augshurg to see whether your controversy possibly could be com-
posed by a friendly and confidential meeting, and, as became your
dignity, you did not decline this. See now how beautifully this
man is mindful of his claim that he never changes, how, after
shamefully abusing you, he promises you a duel, but now turns
his frogs or gnais — 1T know not which -— against me.

I had hoped that such highly important subjects 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 foolish
questions regarding indulgence. Your subjects he treats as side-
issues, and does not touch them with the tip of his finger, as we
say. Perhaps the Holy Ghost foresaw this prank and trick, and
inspired the heart of the excellent doctors 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 (super alias) ; Fck makes him deny that
the Roman Church is superior to the other churches (superior aliis).
Moreover, Luther had insisted on the supreme authority of the Scrip-
tures in this comnection; this Eck interprets to be a denial of the
authority of the Pope. (Enders, I c., I, 406.)

91) .lc, I, 288.
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Leipzig to refuse you permission to settle this matter at their
school.

" But, my dear Andrew, neither will 1 have you go into this
mean sham debate, not only hecause this pretty red-checked and
white-armed mask is attacking me and my propositions, but also
because your gifts and your disputation are of too high an order
to be degraded by a discussion of the foolish claims of this sophist
and of my assertions regarding indulgences, which should rather
be called negligibles. All teachers, even the scholastics, those
miserable authorities of Hck, admit, first, that indulgences are not
necessary for a Christian; next, that it would be better there
were none, and that this subject is as suitable for being treated
in writing or in a debate as a donkey for playing the harp. Nor
had I ever considered it worthy of a debate, if it had not been
necessary for the sake of Christ’s people on account of deceivers,
vain talkers, selfish and greedy people, who must be reproved.
(Titus 1, 10. 7.) Nevertheless, these great and noble theologians
are worried so fearfully with these trifling and useless things and
strive to magnify their importance with such a display of anxiety
that one can see they helieve the honor of their name and office
to be at stake. In the mean time they entirely neglect and put
aside the true object of theology and of the essential things-—
not, of course, hecause they seek after lucre and glory, oh, no! —
except in an incidental way, and provided these advantages are
not put too far from them.

However, God wills that I shall not be engaged in a worthiex
occupation than to spend my life wrangling with tricky and
senseless sophists, with the noxious fawners of the Pope, and
with Romanizing tyrants. I shall therefore put my serious occu-
pation hack gladly and cheerfully, and attend to the pleasantries
of these people.

Accordingly, my dear Eck, I do not charge you with a vanity
that is very plain, because you published your schedule for the
debate before you were assured of the consent of ILeipzig, yea,
after you had learned from me that they absolutely refused their
consent. For you have indeed hoped to gather fame from the
air, that is, from a debate which is never to take place. 1 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 that he would not acknowledge them as relating to him,
you would again score an empty triumph over such a great man.

T 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 to such



8. STRIKING AT ANDREW AND AIMING AT MARTIN, 63

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 subtler cunning in your insidious machinations.
Your boorish and sleepy smartness you may employ against your
fellow-sophists.

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

But, my dear Andrew, I come back to you and heg that you
will join me in writing to the gracious prince, Duke George, and
the wise counselor at Leipzig, whether they would let us have
some public hall in which we might hold the debate. For I do
not wish at all to see the excellent doctors of the university bur-
dened with the dangerous office of judges of this debate, which
they have very prudently deelined.

Yes, this is what we shall do: we shall eall in two notaries to
whom 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 lahor
which can be observed in Eck’s disputation at Vienna; also, that
the shouting and violent gesticulation with which disputants
in our day are in the habit of raving and slaying the truth may
be subdued, and, on the other hand, that every point may be set
down in writing with the greatest modesty, and then be sub-
mitted to the Apostolic See, the bishops, and the entire Christian
world for their judgment.92)

When Beatus Rhenanus read this open letter, he wrote
to Zwingli that no painter could have portrayed Eck more
strikingly than Luther had done in this letter.

92) XV, 811 ff.
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For many weeks Luther in his letters to friends expresses
his indignation and grief at this latest treachery of Eck. On
February 2 he writes to Egranus at Zwickau: —

Our Eck, whom I approached at Augshurg for the purpose of
inducing him to meet Carlstadt in public debate with Carlstadt
at Leipzig, in order that the controversy might be settled, has
at last consented. Listen now how this man acts: he seizes upon
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 shall be forced to enter into a con-
flict with this man about my Theses on indulgences. He is
a quite vainglorious, miserable little beast. Ile promises to hold
the debate after Easter. Some claim that he has been instigated
by the Dominicans. The Lord’s will be done! I would have sent
you a copy [of Eck’s theses], but I have only one, which was
sent me from Nuernberg.3)

On February 7 Luther published twelve counter-theses in
reply to Eck: —

1. Every day a person sins, and every day he rvepents, as Christ
teaches us, saying, “Repent.” (Matt. 4, 17.) Wc must except as
not in need of repentance a certain righteous person who has
recently appeared, although the heavenly Vine-dresser purges even
the branch which bears fruit.

2. To deny that a person sins even when engaged in a good
work, and that a sin is venial, not because of its nature, but
only by the mercy of God, or that there is sin remaining in an
infant even after baptism, is to tread both Paul and Christ
under foot.

3. We number with the Pelagian heretics any one who claims
that before loving righteousness a person may hegin a good work
or repentance without sinning therein, and we shall prove even
with his master St. Aristotle that the c¢laim is senseless.

4. God changes eternal punishment to a temporal hy making
us hear the cross, which neither canons mnor priests have any
power to impose or to remove, though, being led astray by vile
flatterers, they have dared to do so.

5. Every priest must absolve a penitent person from punish-
ment and guilt, or he commits a sin; likewise a prelate sins when
he reserves secret processes without sound reasons, although the
practise of the Church, that is, of the flatterers, is opposed to this.

6. Perhaps the souls in purgatory do atone for their guilt, but
only in vilest rashness 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.

93) XV, 2442,
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7. It is indeed contrary to truth and reason that those who
are loath to die are deficient in love, and for that reason suffer
‘a horror of purgatory, provided truth 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 increased in them, but we wonder at these highly
learned people because they can produce for their faith no ground
that even seems plausible to the average man.

9. It is certain that the merits of Christ are the treasure of
the Church, and that we derive aid from the merits of the saints;
but that 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. 1t is madness to say that indulgences are a blessing to
Christians, for they are in reality a makeshift for a good work.
A Christian must repudiate indulgences because of their abuse,
because Christ says (Is.43,25): “For Mine own sake” — not for
money ! — “I blot out thy transgressions.”

11. It is certainly a dream of the very learned sophists and
harmful flatterers that the Pope can remit all punishments due
for sins in this and the future life, aud that indulgences benefit
those who have not committed gross sins; but not the least proof
can be offered for this dream.

12. That the Roman Church is superior to all others 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 hundred years, the text of the divine
Scriptures, and the decree of the Council of Nice, which is the
holiest of all, contradict this claim.94}

These theses Luther forwarded to Spalatin on the day of
publication, with the following remark: —

Our Xck, the little vainglorious animal, has published a sched-
ule for his debate with Carlstadt after Easter at Leipzig. In his
unreasonable and crooked way of acting the man wants to in-
dulge the hatred which he had conceived against me long ago,9)
and now rushes against me and my writings. e names one
person as his opponent in the debate, but attacks another, and

A)
94) 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 Luther, and took occasion of the publication of Luther’s'
Theses against indulgences to comment on them sneeringly.” (Loescher,
I.c., II, 62 f.) This is a really keen observation and points out cor-
rectly the real cause of Hck's animosity,

DAU, LEIPZIG DEBATE. 5
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forces him to take up this matter. I am displeased with the
cowardly hypoerisy of the man, and have published a reply to
his theses, as you can see by the enclosed print. Perhaps Eck
will furnish the occasion for treating in a serious manmner a sub-
ject that has so far been treated only in a playful way. This will
be unfortunate for the Roman tyrants.96)

To Eck, however, Luther wrote February 18: —

I salute you and wish that you would at last stop seducing
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, the 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 and 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 subject. Kither 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 T 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 Carlstadt, and
at the same time you rave against me on the subject 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, T desire that you fix the day for the debate; or
if you prefer, I shall fix it. All the rest we shall settle at the
time of the debate.97)

This letter of Luther passed in transmission a letter which
Eck wrote to Luther Februavy 19. This letter connects with
Luther’s letter to ek 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.

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) XXYa, 145. A brief reference to the same matter occurs in
a letter to Spalatin of February 12. (XV, 2391.)
97) XXIa, 146.
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men at the University of Leipzig 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 my
petition to his university, so that they finally gave their consent,
as is shown by letters which I received to-day from the most
illustrious Duke, from the uiniversity, and from the [theologicall
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 change 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-
main for four 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. TFarewell, my dear Martin, and let us each pray for illu-
mination.9)

History has handed down her judgment on Fck: he is
“a bold, bad man.” With the nonchalance of impudence and
the air of innoecence, as if what he does is eminently proper
and needs no justification, he faces Luther. This must ac-
count for Luther’s vindictive speech to the man. Luther at
first seemis non-plussed at the brazen audacity of his self-
appointed antagonist; then he sees through the vile trick
that is being played on him, and after that he does not spare
the trickster. Let it not be said that Eck thought he was
doing right, that he was defending what was dear to his heart
and his Church. That would merely make him out to be an
honest fanatic in an unrighteous cause, who does not seruple
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 sense,

Ne’er blushed, unless, in spreading vice’s snares,
She blundered on some virtue unawares.99)

98) Enders, L c., 1. 428 99) Churchill, Rosciad, I, 135.
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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 summoning
him to a task far greater than he had imagined when he
published his Theses. It 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 it would 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 well 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. All this was good, and,
as things turned out, only good. But in this quiet there was
danger. If it had continued, the interest in the Lutheran
controversy must have waned, and after a while ecclesiastical
matters would have settled down in their old channel, and
what became ‘the Lutheran 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 it has gone on to its logical conclusion —
the exception oceurs when it is thrust aside by some rival
interest. In this particular case the rival interest was fur-
nished by the death of the Emperor 1) and the questions
-connected with the choice of a successor. The affairs of the
Empire might have supplanted the affairs of the Church, and

100) The tifty years’ reign of Maximilian I came to a close Janu-
ary 12, 1519, five days after Luther's conference with Miltitz at
Altenburg.
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when Europe had once become involved in the great 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 it seemed
to be in danger of being left alone. For the present, at least,
Luther was safe. He was under the strong protection of the
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.” 1°1)
For now comes blundering Eeck, the little “Ruhmtierlein,”
as Luther called him. But behind Eck, in the darkness with
which He veils His awful, but always beneficent designs,
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 8 he wrote his friend Lang
at Erfurt: —

Our Eck is planning a new war against me, aud, if Christ
gives me the grace, you will see me do what I have long medi-
tated, viz,, 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 the Lord takes care that I shall not be
idle. But, Christ willing, this dchate 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 forth 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) Vedder, 1. c., 88 f. 102) XV, 2468. 103) XV, 2444.
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has been mere play; now I shall at last act in earnest against
the Roman Pope and the Roman arrogance.i04)

To another prominent person at Nuernberg, Pirckheimer,
Luther wrote on the same day: —

I bhave quite thankfully received the artifices [the schedule
for the debate] of my very suave Eck. I am sending you what
I have composed against him. My aim, as you see, iy directed
against the holy canons, that is, against the unholy perversions
of the Holy Scriptures. I have long wished for such an oppor-
tunity, but upon my own initiative I did not like to come out
with this matter. The Lord is drawing me, and I follow mnot
unwillingly. If the Roman court is in mourning over 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 in
the mercy of God, who is wroth at 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 remarks show that Luther’s mind was being con-
centrated on Lick’s twelfth thesis, the primacy of the Pope.
In a peculiar manner Luther’s attention had been called to
this subject to which he had not given much thought pre-
viously. In Awugust he had been waiting at Wittenberg for
the decision of the Curia, and had resigned himself to the
thought that he would be delivered up to Rome and martyred
for his Theses. In those days a manuscript had been handed
him in the form of a letter which opened up a new world to
him. The document had been prepared for the Diet at Augs-
burg; in trenchant terms it warned the Germans against sub-
mitting to the tax for the war against the Turks. On Sep-
tember 2 Luther wrote to Spalatin, who was at Augsbhurg at
the time: —

There has arrived here a very intelligently written letter from
the city of Rome,106) 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 heavens.

104) XXTIa, 149 f. 105) XXTa, 151.

106) This letter is the treatise Fzhortetio viri cujusdam doctis-
gimi ad principes, ne in decimae praestationem consentiant (An Ex-
hortation by a very learned gentleman to the princes not to consent
to the levying of the tax). The author was canon Frederick Fischer of
Wuerzburg, who bad 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, if this report is true.107)

German literature had been enriched in those days with
many a treatise on the same subject; on many a diet the
German nation had voiced its grievances against the extor-
tions of the Roman Curia, 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 Roman tricks.
The sooner I can do this, the better it will please me. Too long
and too grievously these Romanists with their endless 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
impudently make fools of wus.108)

But Luther was not ready yet to believe all that he had
read in Fischer’s letter. His eyes were opened at Augsburg
at the conference with Cajetan and his Italians. Omne day
Urban of Serralonga, of the Cardinal’s suite, had come into
his lodging and pleaded with him to recant his Theses. He
had advised Luther not to enter into an argument with the
authorities of Rome. He might think and believe what he
pleased, but he must not attack the Pope’s power. Luther
relates the episode in a letter to Spalatin of Oectober 10 and
says: —

Then he proceeded to make the most stupid suggestions. He
declared frankly that it was permissible to preach lieg, if that
will bring money and fill your coffers. He said the Pope’s power
must not be disputed, but you muat 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 heen well
trained in the Pelasgian art,109) and he went.110)

107) XV, 2399. 108) XV, 2395 f.

109) Sinon is a wily Greek, who appears in Virgil’s Aeneid, 11, 79.
106. 152,

110) XV, 2414 f.

















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































