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Programmheft des eunten Internationalen Kongresses für Lutherforschung mit el-
L1CI1N Holzschnitt 56 119 der zwischen Luthers und Melanchthons Wappen
die Geburt Jesu zelgt. Er bildet die Basis 1ner Titeleinfassung, die 526 der Werkstatt
VO:  w Lucas Cranach (1 SA 3) entstand und der VO  w} 521 bis RA ın Wittenberg
tätıge Drucker Nickel Schirlentz siehe Monogramm fast zehn re lang VOCI-

wendete; CRANACH DETAIL: Buchschmuck Lucas Cranachs des Ä1t€l' en und seliner
Werkstatt; Ausstellung der Lutherhalle Wittenberg VOI bis 994 anläßlich
der Lucas-Cranach-Ehrung 1994/ Katalog: Jutta Strehle. Wittenberg 1994, 81 (42 a)



Me1anchthon and Luther / Luther Melanchthoh
Von Timothy engert

Introduction
studies of the Reformation and 1ts development, few questl1ons have proved

I9910)8> vexıng scholars than the ON intimated by the title fOor this The
problem of the relation between Luther and Melanchthon has exercised histor1-
ans and theologians S1NCEe the Le1pz1g debates of 19 It has constituted ONC of
the mMoOost important recurrıng themes for theological discussion within the 113
theran church least SINCE the Smalcald War of 547 Did Melanchthon help
Luther 1SCOver the gospel?! Was Melanchthon tOO much »pussy-Looter«, LOO

wealk maılıntaın the gospel after Luther’s death?? Was Melanchthon alien
ally? Did Luther’s irascibility finally repel his sensit1ıve colleague and undermine
their »friendship«?* Was Luther’s original insight into the inner, transforming
righteousness received by faith alone distorted by Melanchthon’s legal metaphor
of forensic justification?>

There aV een several pitfalls the define the relation between
these LW glants. Some analysts ave ocused especially the psychological
ditferences between the L[WO INCN, SOTI1C believing without question the

Lowell (SREEN: How Melanchthon helped Luther 1SCOVer the gospel: the doctrine of
justification 1n the Reformation. Fallbrook, alıf 1980
S68 for example, eng HÄCGGLUND: Melanchthon ecrISsSus Luther: the Con  Ya ug-
gle C© 1980]), 123-133
Franz ILDEBRANDT: Melanchthon: alien ally? Cambridge 1946
For LLLOIC the motif of friendship, SCC below pagsc Among the scholars whı have used
this metaphor explain the relationship, Ö a Bernd MOELLER: Philipp Melanchthon.
Luther kontrovers/ ed Dy Hans Jürgen Schultz. 1983, 198-21I1I; Wilhelm MAURER:!
Melanchthons Anteil Streit zwischen Luther und Erasmus. (19 58), ö9-I Erwın
MUÜTLHAUPT: Luther und Melanchthon: die Geschichte einer Freundschaftt. Lu 1962), E-x:

1n Erwın Mülhaupt: Luther Jahrhundert: Autsätze. GO 1982, 121-134
Karl HO11.:;: Dıie Rechtfertigungslehre Luthers Vorlesung über den Römerbriet mi1t besonderer
Rücksicht auf die rage der Heilsgewißheit. In arl Holl Gesammelte Auftfsätze ZUT

Kirchengeschichte. Vol Luther. TL 1923, PLISISE: CSP 124-129
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VC. psychological sketches produced by the principals themselves for public COIN-

sumption.“® Others ave reduced the relation Commparıson of theologies. As 11N-
portant 4S the real and perceived ditterences IMaYy ave been, such COmPparıson
risks either repristimatıng later tens10ns within Lutheranism and reading them
into the earlier debates inventing systematıc, often idealized, theological Cat-
egor1es that threaten reduce the key players their ideas.7

The question of the relation between Luther and Melanchthon ONC of
the oldest and mMOst intractable historical conundrums of all: how o0e€es OIlC

plain historical the relation between z people of such and 1M-
portance their tiıme Present dissatisfaction with descriptions of this
lemma MmMaYy simply pomint the profound ditficulty human observers 2Ve
COmMINg terms with relationships of such complexity.%

For all these rTrCasONS, the present analysis seeks shed fresh light this
1Ssue by NarroW1ng the question slightly and broadening the SOUTCCS sed
SWEeTr 1r Instead of either searching for psychological solutions relying theo-
logical generalizations, this study will investigate the mınutlilae of Luther an
Melanchthon’s everyday interaction Wittenberg CO gaın insight 1nto the nature
of their relationship. Each ENCOUNLTET, CVCILY CY1S1S controntation (real 1mag-
ined], had 1ts O W peculiar qualities that often can be disturbed by hastening LOO
quickly global hypotheses about their behavior. However, precisely from such
observations of details :  - the historian develop LLILOTC general descriptions of
their interacti1on.

k

For ımportant crıt1que of this approach, DE Heınz SCHEIBLE: Luther an Melanchthon.
1990) 317-3230 Even 1n his fine at the Second International Luther (LONgFrESS,

Wiıilhelm Pauck made the mistake of characterizing their relationship friendship; Wilhelm
PAUCK: Luther anı Melanchthon. Luther an Melanchthon ın the history an theology of
the Reformation/ ed. bDy ilmos ajta Phil I961I, Scholars diICc indebted the initial
work of UStaVv MIIx Luther und Melanchthon ihrer gegenseılt1gen Beurteilung. eo
Studien und Kritiken 1901]), 4585-52I1
As helpful correct1ve, Nl Robert KOLB: Contessing the taith. reformers define the church;
30-1580 StL. 1L99LI, 13-42
One attempt LO clarify such relations I11LLOTC generally trom Max WEBER: The nature of
charismatic authority an 1ts routin1ızation. In Max Weber: On charisma anı institution
building selected papers/ ed. by Shmuel Eisenstadt. Chicago 1968, 48-65
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Personal Relations
The question of the relation between Luther and Melanchthon demands careful
analysis of their interpersonal interact1on. For example, part because of COT111-

from Luther about »treading lightly the »Augsburg Conftession«? and
because of the psychograms of themselves and each other that both inen PIO-
duced for public Consumption, Melanchthon 15 often characterized a4s quıiet and
COMPrOoM1S1INg, almost wishy-washy, and Luther tlamboyant and unyielding.!°
Yet the reformers’ behavior did NOLT ftact contorm these Stereotypes.

39 Luther marvelled at Melanchthon’s harshness attacking the Ro-
church (he could later ave included the 540 rewrting of the 3 COINN-

mentary Romans]).!! OWEeVer much Melanchthon’s position justification
A R the Regensburg Colloquy INaVYy ave represented COompromi1se,!? he departed
from Wittenberg for the meet1ings originally scheduled be held Hagenau

LCaAIS, convinced he ould die for the faıth .13 Once the colloquy, he refused
g1ve the question of ecclesiastical authority and BV rebuked HELNCE

and detfied the EMDETOL..* He also felt little eed defend himself the face of
Luther’s rejection of the COompromi1se language justification, wrıtıng Luther

COMMENT that itself need not be interpreted negatıve 1n the least, especially g1ven
Luther’s unstinting praıse tor the »Confessio Augustana«; Heınz SCHEIBLE: Melanchthon
und Luther während des Augsburger Reichstags z Heınz SCHEIBLE: Melanchthon und
die Reformation: Forschungsbeiträge/ ed by Gerhard May anı Rolft eCo 1996, 198-
22 CSDP LA Z For the term »„Leisetreten« SCC 3 EB 334,
The title of Clyde MANSCHRECK’S biography expressed this VIEW: Melanchthon: the quıiet
reformer. Nashville 1958 See Luther’s COMMENTtS at table ; E=-X (80)- 34 4,
386, ı S 4577); 637 BT 5054|) \ y 665, 6-8 6443)

78 637 12-16 5054|), May June 540 „At ın tractatıone scrıpturae CSO Lutherus
vehementior SIL QUaIT Philippus, ts1 1n liıbello de ecclesia IDe ecclesia et de autorıtate
verbi Dei, 30| aCr1l0r tunt Sentent1a 1US libri est vehemens, sed verba videntur miıhi 110

SSsSe simlia rebus; sed 110  - intelligo V1MmM atını SermMON1S. Ich waldrechte, Philippus hobeltt,
sed malo nodo malus quaerendus est CUS« |HIERONYMUS: Epistolae 69, Orpus SCY1D-
COrum ecclesiasticorum latinorum (1910], 686, 17] On the knotty question of the church,
Philipp’s book WAas Just such wicked chisel.
Even this INnaYy NO be the 4S6 Rome NOt ke the COMProOMmM1Se, which represented
SOINEC WaYyS reworking of Melanchthon’s OWIl CONCEDEIS tound the LOC1 oft 5 an y better
than Luther.

13 4., 639, 27 (5058 5062|], June 1 54O0. He W as Iso apprehensive preceding the
153 [ )iet of Augsburg.

E Timothy WENGERT: The day Philip Melanchthon ZoLt mad 1991]), 419-433
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that he W Aas convinced this language Was merely startıng pomint hich the EeVAal-

gelical princes could emend later evangelical fashion. He VE dislike the
Uusc of the term »efficax« defining faıth !S

As far Melanchthon’s gentle spiırıt 15 concerned, this W as early
constructed part by Luther himself attempt LO demonstrate their united
disavowal of Frasmus’ »DJe libero arbitrig« and »Hyperaspistes«. Whereas Luther
had attacked with biting 1r0NYy anı! SaICaSıll, tryıng like allıy go0od preacher
drive Erasmus (1466 /69-1 Christ, Melanchthon his „Scholia Ep1isto-
lam Pauli ad Colossenses« of 526 had sed logic and subtlety like good
teacher sSshow the limits of 1C4S0ON this debate 16 When Justus Jonas 149 3-
1555 produced (:erman translation of the Scholia 1529, Luther added
preface, hich he opined:

„{ W as born for this DUILDOSC fight with the rebels and the devils an lead the charge.
Therefore books AT VE an warlike. have uproot trunks an SCTUMPS,
hack at thorns an hedges, an 11 the potholes. So the rude woodsman, who has

clear and make the path But aster Philipp after meticulously an quietly,
builds an! plants, SOWS an waters happily, according the talents God has richly gıven
him.«17

faet, Melanchthon could be much I1INOTeEe iırascıble and short-tempered e_

pecially with his students than Luther, much that the wınter of 542/43
Luther noted the difference table 18 ven Joachim (amerarıus (1 500-I 574
the first and by far MOStT influential biography ofhis friend and ero had explain
aWaY thıs flaw his otherwise Sto1C description of Melanchthon’s personality.”
Melanchthon’s hypersensitivity Was EVCN described by Luther ırtue.?°

15 3, 172 12699.1] Br Y, 4.14, 4-10 3619], I MayYy I54I1
16 Timothy WENGERT: Human treedom and Christian righteousness: Philip Melanchthon’s

exegetical dispute with Erasmus of Rotterdam. NY; Oxtord 1998
III 6 J 69, Luther stated much the Saillıc thing 1540; 4, 637, 9-16

5054), May June 540 For similar assessment, SCC Heınz SCHEIBLE: Melanchthon
zwischen Luther und Erasmus. In Renalissance Reformation: Gegensätze und Gemeinsamke:i-
ten/ ed. by ugus Buck Wolfenbüttel 1984, ET

18 F 6-28 S61} iınter 1542/43: »Philippus i1st 388 geSPaANT denn ich; er

docet; ich bin eın wescher |Schwätzer], bin magıs rhetoricus.« 4, 104, 5-38 4056|),
October 38 »„Ideo CYO [Lutherus| adolescentibus laudo argumenta qUamVI1S 1iNCOMPOS-

t ‘J et displicet mıhı Philippi Melanchthonis exacta ratıo, das die gesellen bald
vberrumpelt; C „ 31 192, 4193], December 1538; 583, 4928]),
16-21 May 540 Of COUTISC, Luther Iso realized that all good teachers had problems with
DOOTI students: AAA Vergil made bad DOETS; b 595, 49717 May June 540
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Luther, the other hand, W as NOt always d volatile he 15 depicted.
several C  J he provided COompromıise Janguage allowed for INOTC theological
flexibility than modern StereOLypeSs permit He also could be equally sens1t1ive

events around 'hat »rugged Saxon peasant« MaYy NOT ave suffered
physical collapse 4S Melanchthon under the lies Philipp VOIl Hessen (1 504,

I8-I 567) told the reformers pet them sanctıon his second marrıage, but
Luther Was also despite his protestations the Table alk subject Anfech:

about the larger 1SSUES of the Reformation.?? He W as able restraiın his
OW. Philipp VOIl essen’s bigamy only with the greatest effort.23

eXamınıng the of their relationship, it 15 ımportant nNnot char-
acter1ıze it 45 friendship.?* However, the fact that that relation W as LLOTEC colle-
gial than anything else 0es nNOt galnsay 1ts complexity and richness. The Table
Talk itself wıtnesses the number of times they ate together. his laterJA
especially during the 305, Luther spoke with nothing less than the highest
respecCt fOr his colleague: prailsıng his worlk Romans and Colossians; lauding
his second edition of the 0OC1 theologici;?5 extolling his usec of dialectics an

See Timothy WENGERT:!: „With friends 1ke this «C the biography of Philipp Melanchthon
by Joachim C'amerarlus. In The rhetorics of lite-writing 1n early modern ‚urope torms of
biography ftrom Cassandra Fedele Lou1is ed by Thomas ayer an Woolf

1995, FLIALAL
xr 230, L6-I19 5550J, Wınter 15 42/43: where Luther connected Philipp’s »

CONscientla« Christ’s exerc1ise of believers by allowing them experıence the hite of the
Serpent their heel
FOr example the 27 dispute between Melanchthon and ohann Agricola. See Timothy
WENGERT: Law aM gospel: Philip Melanchthon’s debate with John Agricola of Eisleben VGI

»Poenitentla«. Grand Rapids 199 7/; Joachim ROGGE!: Johann Agricolas Lutherverständnis:
Nter besonderer Berücksichtigung des Antinom1ısmus. 1960; uUStaVv KAWERAU!: ohann
Agricola VO'  - Eisleben: eın Belitrag Z.UI Reformationsgeschichte. 188 In 36 Luther inter-
viewed Bucer an his cCompatrıots before agreeing himselt the »Wittenberg oncorde«. NSee
Mark EDWARDS: Luther an! the false brethren. Stanford 197 y EFA
Especially regarding the quest1on „Willst Du allein welse se1n f SCC Heiko OBERMAN: Luther
Mensch zwischen Ott und Teutfel 1982, 185-190 10-212 Heiko Oberman: Luther:
11a between God an the devil New Haven 1990, 175179 .00

23 4I 65 5y 660, I 5096] D June 540 Note the change Luther’s OWIL demeanor
trom »Seren1SsS1ımMoOo vultu« »„»laetissimo vultul« and his effort at commending the entire
affair God 1656, 1; 658, 14)
CcNe1ble Luther and elanchthon, 318-32I1

25 4, 6I10, 1/7-20 5007), May June 540, where they aATec called godly books; ct
5y 66I, 8 6439) For proof that Luther read these commentarıl1es, S66 Ulrich

BUBENHEIMER: Unbekannte Luthertexte. Lu])J 1990], 220-241.
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syllogisms CVen imıtatıng him tryıng teach his OW: SO  - the basics of
logic.? Melanchthon returned the compliment, d5, for example, when he
praised Luther’s »Summarıen ber die Psalmen und Ursachen des Dolmetschens«

There W as also genume of companionship and enjoyment that the
older received from the According Anton Lauterbach (1 69,
Luther and Melanchthon 388 others shared the SaIinle carrıage S May 30
and rode Le1pz1g triumph introduce the Reformation 1Nnto the duchy of
aX0onYy and the Unıiversity of Le1pz1g NOW, YCaLS after the Le1pz1ig de-
bates during which the youngs prodigy had handed his older teacher, they
rode along lustily SINSINZ 50N$SS »secundum alphabetum«. Scarcely VCal later,
the older would be prayıng OVeCI his presumably dying colleague’s body,
„welchemsyllogisms —- even imitating him in trying to teach his own son the basics of  logic.? Melanchthon returned the compliment, as, for example, when in 1533 he  praised Luther’s »Summarien über die Psalmen und Ursachen des Dolmetschens«.?  There was also a genuine sense of companionship and enjoyment that the  older man received from the younger. According to Anton Lauterbach (1502-1569),  Luther and Melanchthon among others shared the same carriage on 15 May 1539  and rode to Leipzig in triumph to introduce the Reformation into the duchy of  Saxony and the University of Leipzig. Now, twenty years after the Leipzig de-  bates during which the young prodigy had handed notes to his older teacher, they  rode along lustily singing songs »secundum alphabetum«. Scarcely a year later,  the older man would be praying over his — presumably — dying colleague’s body,  »welchem ... schon die augen gebrochen waren«.?® Two years later the younger  Philipp tried to comfort Luther at the death of his beloved Magdalena (1529-1541).?  In the midst of Melanchthon’s anxieties over his own daughter Anna’s (1522-  1547) marriage to Georg Sabinus (1508-1560), Luther was among those who tried  to console the »tristis et afflictus« father.°° When Luther’s faithful supporter,  Nikolaus Hausmann (1478/79-1538) collapsed and died while preaching his inau-  gural sermon in Freiberg, the other professors at Wittenberg, including Melan-  chthon, conspired to keep this shocking death from Luther, telling him instead  that Hausmann died later — after confessing Christ —, and they remained with  him while he grieved.*  26 WA TR 4, 647, 7-11; 648, 11-23 (5082 b), June 1540, where Luther used the example of faith  to discuss the four causae, collatio, and definitio. According to this entry of Johannes Mathesius  (1504-1565), Luther defined the »voluntas« as the material cause of faith (648, 15 £). See also  WA TR 2, 127, 23-26 (1545), 20 May 1532; 411, 23 f (2300), 18 August - 26 December 1531. In  one case Luther praised both Melanchthon and von Amsdorf for their brevity and clarity;  WA IR 2, 16314 f{1640) 12 June - 12.July 1532321061 f {3173:8) June 1532  27 MBW 2, 88 (1301.3) £ CR 2, 627 (1090), 5 January 1533.  28 WA TR 5, 129, 32 £ (5407), 11 April - 14 June 1542.  29 WA TR 5, 193, 3-6 (5497), September 1542.  30 WA TR 3, 592, 16 (3754), 18. February 1538. Melanchthon preferred solitude to conversation  with others, behavior Luther believed contradicted Christian principles. »Christus non frustra  suam ecclesiam congregat verbo et sacramentis, wil sie nicht in die winckel stecken« (ebd 3,  593, 4-6). See also 4, 569, 15-18 (4886), 6-16 May 1540.  31 WA TR 4, 124, 36 - 125, 6 (4084), 6 November 1538. Other examples of their close relation-  ship: Melanchthon was Paul Luther’s (1533-1593) godfather (3, 111, 25-27 [2946 bl], 29 Janu-  ary 1533); Luther had urged Melanchthon to marry (3, 383, 15-19 [3538], January 1537; 4,  133, 36-38 [4095], 11 November 1538); Luther had Melanchthon stay with him two nights  when his daughter was rumored to have slept with Sabinus before their wedding (4, 569, 15-  60schon die gebrochen waren«.?® Iwo VCAaLS later the
Philipp tried comtort Luther the death of his beloved Magdalena (1 29-I 541 J: 29

the mi1idst of Melanchthon’s anxıetlies cr his OWLN daughter Anna’s (1522-
547 marrlage eorg Sabinus (1 508-I 60), Luther WAas aInNONg those who tried

console the »trY1St1s et afflictus« father.3° When Luther’s faithful SUpporter,
Nikolaus Hausmann 11478/79-1 collapsed and died hile preaching hıs 1INauU-
gural Freiberg, the other professors at Wittenberg, including Melan-
chthon, conspired keep this shocking death from Luther, telling instead
that Hausmann died later atter confessing Christ and they remained with

hile he grieved.}!
.6 4., 647, dn ı3 648, EL F3 (5082 blj, 1540, where Luther used the example of ftaith

discuss the four CausSacl, collatio, and definitio. According this CNLLYy of Johannes Mathesius
504-I 56 5), Luther defined the »„Voluntas« the material of 21 (648, See Iso

2, B 23-26 1545), May 1932; A 23 {2300]), I8 ugus 7,.6 December 1531 In
0)23%  D AaAsec Luther praised both Melanchthon anı VO  - Amsdorft for their brevity aM clarity;

2, 163; z 1649) June July 1532; 3I 210, (3173 a} June 1532
2 / MB  . 2, 88 1301.:3] IE 2, 627 1090], anuary 1533
8 5I 129, 32 5407]), April June 1542

\ y 193, 3-6 5497]), September 1542
3 3, 16 (37 54|, 18 February 38 Melanchthon preferred solitude CONversatıon

with others, behavior Luther believed contradicted Christian principles. »Christus 110  - frustra
SUamn ecclesiam verbo et sacramenti1s, wil sS1e nicht 1n die winckel stecken« (ebd 3,
593, 4-6) See Iso 4., 569, 15-18 4886|), 6-16 May 1540

31 4, 124, 36 125, 4084), November 538 Other examples of their close relation-
ship Melanchthon Was Paul Luther’s ( 5535 593] godfather (3 SR 25-2/ 12946 Janu-
arYy 1533]); Luther had urged Melanchthon INaITYy (3, 383, - 3538|], January 1537 B
133, 36-38 4095|, November 538); Luther had Melanchthon SCaYy with hım L[WO nights
when his daughter WAas rumored have slept with Sabinus before their wedding (4, 569, >
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Luther could also Melanchthon.?? OTI1IC letter wriıtten 39 the older
1838528  . delivered the tollowing description of the manuscr1pt of [ Je ecclesiae
autorıitate de veterum scr1pt1is libellus«.

» 1 DOOI fellow NOt accustomed L11OT have een able read much 110 for
long time. But 1t happened that several tımes you filled O!  CD pPasc with three words the
etters between having een crossed OU!  c Otherwise, it WeTIC mıne another’s hand,
it would have taken several weeks examıne such manuscr1pt an then with

difficulty eminded of philosophy’s four Causes 1rst, the inal pleased
greatly, because Pomeranus O. Bugenhagen]| Iso explained this eruditely an COP1-

ously Ihis COMM'  arYy the| fourth chapter of Corinthians. The efficient Iso does
NOLT displease have COompassıon for the material ‚U  'g because much has
been consumed by YOU. But the o1rma. cH IN because yOou have grasped
such 'OD1C with Man yybut with such temperate words. Theretore thank
yOouUu that by VYOUI lkindness could read INany 1n scarcely ONe-quUarter hour But
seriously, this thing pleases MM€e. «55

'his letter reveals four things about their relationship. Fırst, late A”s 35 1t
could bear the lkzind of kidding that demonstrated mutual knowledge and

of OT another. Second, Luther Was still reading Melanchthon’s wrıtings AT
this date, and Melanchthon W as submitting them for COomMMENLT. Third,
Luther could uUus«ec Aristotle 384-322) with the est of them and a4ccomodated his
joke poke gentle at Melanchthon’s beloved dialectics.?*

Fourth, the quest1ion of the church the LW  > treatıses published by
these LW 1381A0 WeTicC part of mutual, systematıc the 1Ssue of the

I8 4886|, 6-16 May 540], they married November 1536; Melanchthon interceded with
Luther Hans Luther’s (1 526-I 575) behalft when his father efused speak his SO Yı
489, 810 16102]); Melanchthon witnessed Luther’s will |MBW 3I 251 2871), anuary s42)

3 For ther examples, SCa 2, F 1245|) betore x December 53L, Melanchthon’s
tature »e1nJ Cdirs menlein«; 266, 30-32 1938], f{rom the 15305, his eatıng habits:
»PhilipusLuther could also tease Melanchthon.? In one letter written in 1539 the older  man delivered the following description of the manuscript of »De ecclesiae  autoritate et de veterum scriptis libellus«.  »I — poor fellow — am not accustomed to nor have I been able to read so much now for a  long time. But it happened that several times you filled one page with three words — the  letters in between having been crossed out. Otherwise, if it were mine or another’s hand,  it would have taken me several weeks to examine such a manuscript — and then with  great difficulty. I am reminded of philosophy’s four causes. First, the final cause pleased  me greatly, because Pomeranus [John Bugenhagen] also explained this eruditely and copi-  ously in [his commentary on the] fourth chapter of ı Corinthians. The efficient also does  not displease me. I have compassion for the material cause, because so much paper has  been consumed by you. But the formal cause delighted me, because you have grasped  such a topic with so many erasures, but with such temperate words. Therefore I thank  you that by your kindness I could read so many pages in scarcely one-quarter hour. But  seriously, this thing pleases me.«33  This letter reveals four things about their relationship. First, as late as 1538 it  could bear the kind of kidding that demonstrated a mutual knowledge and re-  spect of one another. Second, Luther was still reading Melanchthon’s writings at  this date, and Melanchthon was submitting them to him for comment. Third,  Luther could use Aristotle (384-322) with the best of them and accomodated his  joke to poke gentle fun at Melanchthon’s beloved dialectics.?  Fourth, on the question of the church the two treatises published in 1539 by  these two men were part of a mutual, systematic response to the issue of the  18 [4886], 6-16 May 1540), they married 6 November 1536; Melanchthon interceded with  Luther on Hans Luther’s (1526-1575) behalf when his father refused to speak to his son (s,  489, 810 [6102]); Melanchthon witnessed Luther’s will (MBW 3, 251 [2871), 6 January 1542).  32 For other examples, see WA TR 2, 7, 21 f (1245)], before 14 December 1531, Melanchthon’s  stature: »ein armes, dirs menlein«; 266, 30-32 (1938), from the 1ı530s, his eating habits:  »Philipus ... ist klueger dann alle doctores, aber der geringste keller vnd jeger knechte zu  hofe fressen vnd sauffen besser, dann er isst vnd trinnckt«; 4, 576, 8 f (4907), 16 May 1940,  his overworking: »Philippus non servat sabbathum, sed est famulus communis et servus  servorum«; and 673, 8-14 (5124), 7 August 1540; 2, 127, 127 f (1545), 20 May 1532, his small  house: »Er mus in einem armen haus wonen.«  33 WA Br 8, 344, 1-14 (3285) &= MBW 2, 406 (2132.1), 28 December 1538.  34 In another example from the Table Talk (WA TR 4, 673, 8-14 [5124], 7 August 1540), Luther  tried to curb Melanchthon’s overworking — for which he was famous in Wittenberg — by  using syllogisms. Luther forced Melanchthon to admit that he preferred to obey God rather  than mortals (Act 5, 29) and that he preferred God to speak through the mediation of human  beings than directly. Luther, speaking for God, then commanded Melanchthon not to work  so hard and break the sabbath. See also 4, 576, 8 £ (4907), 16 May 1540.  61ist klueger dann alle doctores, ber der geringste keller Vn jeger knechte
hofe fressen vnd sauffen besser, dann i1sst vnd trinnckt«; 4., 576, 4907), 16 May 1940,
his overworking: »Philippus 110 SECrVAaTt sabbathum, sed est famulus COMMUNIS et

SCIVOTUM«; and 673, 8-14 S54 Uugus 1540; 2, 12/, 127/ £545J, May 15332, his SINa
house: »Er 1I11.US einem 1038130 haus NeCIM.«

33 Br 8I 344,, 53 3285) |1> 2, 406 (253305} 8 December 1538
another example ftrom the Table alk |WA 4., 673, ö-14 5 124|, ugus 540], Luther

tried tO urb Melanchthon’/’s overworking fOor which he W AaS famous Wittenberg by
us1ıng syllogisms. Luther forced Melanchthon admit that he preferred tO obey rather
than mortals (Act ; 29} anl that he preferred God speak through the mediation of human
beings than directly. Luther, speaking tor God, then commanded Melanchthon NOTt work

hard an! break the sabbath. See Iso 4I 7D (4.907], 16 May 540
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church brought 1nto focus by the convoking of council by Pope Paul 111 1468,
34-I 549).35 In Luther’s CYCS, at least, the LW agreed. As they had eleven

earlier the dispute with Erasmus (: the human wilL, both 18321°  S produced
their OW: separate but compatible StTatements the question of the church’s

an authority. It W Aas thus hardly accident that, when cCompeting
ecclesiology W as proposed at the Regensburg Colloquy L[WO later, Melan-
chthon became aNngIYy and recalcitrant.?°

EBiblical Interpretation
There WEIC, of COUISC, attempts by others Wittenberg’s inner circle drive the
LW  ®] fact, ( 1C4SO1 for the unclarity their relationship aTOSE from
Stra1ıns between Melanchthon and other tollowers of Luther One of the earliest

ATr such 1V1ision also helps clarify the exegetical interactıon between
these LWO T  = 527 differences between Melanchthon and John Agricola’s
(1492/94-1 566| understanding of PCNALNCC and the role of the law began
face.37 the » Visiıtation articles« of 27 Agricola complained the

and forced official meeting with Melanchthon, Luther and Bugenhagen
aTt the lorgau castle Cal the end of November.

Among his formal charges Agricola included the fact that Melanchthon had
diverged from Luther’s interpretatiıon of the Scripture. Specitically, the
interpreted 3, E 2 differently. the second edition of his Commentary
Galatians, Luther had applied these what ould later be designated the
second use of the law the law, lıke pedagogus, drives hrist Melanchthon,

both the » Visiıtation articles« and the 2 edition of the »Scholia Epistolam
Pauli ad Colossenses«, connected the text L, and related 1t what later
W as called the first use of the law the law restraıns the SINNer outside Christ.3®

This at least W as the conclusion of the study SIOUD at last Luther Congress; SC Heınz SCHEIBLE:
Melanchthons Verhältnis Luther. Lu]) 62, 1995]}, + R  ©

36 Wengert: The day Melanchthon got mad, 425
Wengert Law and gospel, 94-13

38 What neither Agricola 1LLOT Melanchthon seemed realize W as that 1n NOTtTES pub
lished 1n the Christmas Postil (WA UB 4.50-4.66, CSD. 4.54, 8-12; Ar f}, Luther Iso
applied this TeXTt the first use of the law. ater the rTev1isıon of the „»Scholia Epistolam
Pauli ad Colossenses« published and other documents from that time Melanchthon
Iso employed 3 demonstration of the second uUSc of the law. However, SCC the
third edition of the Loc1ı theologici$ E 256, I 356, f}, where Melanchthon agaın
associated this LEXT with the first use of the law
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UNTERRICHT DER VISITATORN DIE PFARHERN KURFÜRSTENTHUM SACHSSEN/
L  < by artın Luther. Wittemberg: Hans Lutfft, 535 (Leipzig, Universitätsbibliothek:
Kirchg 105 Ose! BENZING: Lutherbibliographie: Verzeichnis der gedruckten Schriften
Martin Luthers bis dessen Tod/ bearb Verbindung mi1t der Weılımarer Ausgabe
Nter Mitarb VO  - Helmut Claus Baden-Baden 1966, 291 24.96|]; Baden-Baden

994, 2496 ); VERZEICHNIS DER SPRACHBEREICH SCHIENENEN DRUCKE
DES AHRHUNDERTS: 16 13 1988, 302 2603}

The frontispiece 15 showing the coats-of-arms clockwise of the Wittenberg refor-
iNners artın Luther (ML), Philipp Melanchthon (PM], Johannes Bugenhagen (IB) aspar
Cruciger, ST MC and Justus onas (II)
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Agricola looked upDON this divergence proof of Melanchthon’s unfaithful
( evangelical 0)2a1> could almost SaVvy „»Lutheran« principles of biblical
interpretatıon and a4s grounds for making formal complaint toO the Sax0ON
Melanchthon insisted that such exegetical differences 1n WaYy undermined
the overal|l uniıty evangelical theologians. Thus, he Agricola:

» FoOor there 15 doubt that Paul teaches the law has een proposed for LW 16450115 first,
C6 thees with arnal righteousness; then terrify the CONscCIlence. Lhave adapted

the interpretatıon of this Pauline TeXTt the ftormer effect of the law; Luther adapts I
the latter.«39

Commenting this CONTLIOVEISY Caspar Aquila (1488-1 60]), Melanchthon
wWwTOTteEe first that his biblical interpretatıon followed the church athers he 1NECIN-

tioned Jerome and contained nothing absurd Second, he emphasized that his
with Luther points of dogma made 1t inconsequential whether he

differed from his exposıtıion of these VEeISCS Paul.4°
Here Melanchthon expressed 1eW of that kept the authority of SCY1D-

z {rom and super10r the authority of 1tSs interpreters. Melanchthon
applied consistently Luther what Luther himself had expressed his 529
Holy Weelc SCI1I110115 about Augustine’s dietum ))I would NOot ave believed the
gospel the authority of the church had NOT moved 111C«

»Further they object: ‚The church has accepted the four gospels, others they have NOT

accepted, thus the church 15 IMaster VeTrT them.Agricola looked upon this divergence as proof of Melanchthon’s unfaithful-  ness to evangelical — one could almost say »Lutheran« — principles of biblical  interpretation and as grounds for making a formal complaint to the Saxon court.  Melanchthon insisted that such exegetical differences in no way undermined  the overall unity among evangelical theologians. Thus, he wrote to Agricola:  »For there is no doubt that Paul teaches the law has been proposed for two reasons: first,  to coerce the flesh with carnal righteousness; then to terrify the conscience. I have adapted  the interpretation of this Pauline text to the former effect of the law; Luther adapts it to  the latter.«39  Commenting on this controversy to Caspar Aquila (1488-1560), Melanchthon  wrote first that his biblical interpretation followed the church fathers — he men-  tioned Jerome — and contained nothing absurd. Second, he emphasized that his  agreement with Luther in points of dogma made it inconsequential whether he  differed from him in his exposition of these verses in Paul.“*  Here Melanchthon expressed a view of unity that kept the authority of Scrip-  ture separate from and superior to the authority of its interpreters. Melanchthon  applied consistently to Luther what Luther himself had expressed in his 1529  Holy Week sermons about Augustine’s dictum »I would not have believed the  gospel if the authority of the church had not moved me«.  »Further they object: »The church has accepted the four gospels, others they have not  accepted, thus the church is master over them. ...< That sounds just as if we had the  gospels from the church and not from God. ... »I accept the teaching of Paul, therefore I am  over his teaching.« Oh, that they would make the distinction between confessing and  having authority!«4!  Not only Melanchthon but also later Lutheran theologians refused to turn  Luther’s exegesis into a measuring stick for evangelical orthodoxy.“* In no case  39 CR ı, 905 f (478) & MBW ı, 276 (615.5), the end of October 1527: »Non enim dubium est,  quin Paulus doceat, legem propter has causas latam esse, primum ad coercendam carnem  iustitia carnali, deinde ad terrendam conscientiam. Ego interpretationem Paulini loci ad  effectum priorem legi accomodavi, Lutherus accomodat ad posteriorem.«  40 CR 4, 958 (480 b) = MBW ı, 279 (623.2), 12 November 1527.  41 See THE 1529 HOLY WEEK AND EASTER SERMONS OF Dr. MARTIN LUTHER (Predigten D. Mar-  tin Luthers auf Grund von Nachschriften Georg Rörers und Anton Lauterbachs (engl.))/ trans.  by Irving Sandberg; ed. by Timothy J. Wengert. StL 1999, 283 £ WA 29, 154, 9-18. See below  page 66 for an example of Melanchthon’s later application of this principle to Luther.  42 Among the several studies on this issue by Kolb, see Robert Kozs: The influence of Luther’s  Galatians commentary of 1535 on later sixteenth-century Lutheran commentaries on  Galatians. ARG 84 (1993), 156-183.  64hat sounds Just had the
gospels {rom the church an NOLTt from God.Agricola looked upon this divergence as proof of Melanchthon’s unfaithful-  ness to evangelical — one could almost say »Lutheran« — principles of biblical  interpretation and as grounds for making a formal complaint to the Saxon court.  Melanchthon insisted that such exegetical differences in no way undermined  the overall unity among evangelical theologians. Thus, he wrote to Agricola:  »For there is no doubt that Paul teaches the law has been proposed for two reasons: first,  to coerce the flesh with carnal righteousness; then to terrify the conscience. I have adapted  the interpretation of this Pauline text to the former effect of the law; Luther adapts it to  the latter.«39  Commenting on this controversy to Caspar Aquila (1488-1560), Melanchthon  wrote first that his biblical interpretation followed the church fathers — he men-  tioned Jerome — and contained nothing absurd. Second, he emphasized that his  agreement with Luther in points of dogma made it inconsequential whether he  differed from him in his exposition of these verses in Paul.“*  Here Melanchthon expressed a view of unity that kept the authority of Scrip-  ture separate from and superior to the authority of its interpreters. Melanchthon  applied consistently to Luther what Luther himself had expressed in his 1529  Holy Week sermons about Augustine’s dictum »I would not have believed the  gospel if the authority of the church had not moved me«.  »Further they object: »The church has accepted the four gospels, others they have not  accepted, thus the church is master over them. ...< That sounds just as if we had the  gospels from the church and not from God. ... »I accept the teaching of Paul, therefore I am  over his teaching.« Oh, that they would make the distinction between confessing and  having authority!«4!  Not only Melanchthon but also later Lutheran theologians refused to turn  Luther’s exegesis into a measuring stick for evangelical orthodoxy.“* In no case  39 CR ı, 905 f (478) & MBW ı, 276 (615.5), the end of October 1527: »Non enim dubium est,  quin Paulus doceat, legem propter has causas latam esse, primum ad coercendam carnem  iustitia carnali, deinde ad terrendam conscientiam. Ego interpretationem Paulini loci ad  effectum priorem legi accomodavi, Lutherus accomodat ad posteriorem.«  40 CR 4, 958 (480 b) = MBW ı, 279 (623.2), 12 November 1527.  41 See THE 1529 HOLY WEEK AND EASTER SERMONS OF Dr. MARTIN LUTHER (Predigten D. Mar-  tin Luthers auf Grund von Nachschriften Georg Rörers und Anton Lauterbachs (engl.))/ trans.  by Irving Sandberg; ed. by Timothy J. Wengert. StL 1999, 283 £ WA 29, 154, 9-18. See below  page 66 for an example of Melanchthon’s later application of this principle to Luther.  42 Among the several studies on this issue by Kolb, see Robert Kozs: The influence of Luther’s  Galatians commentary of 1535 on later sixteenth-century Lutheran commentaries on  Galatians. ARG 84 (1993), 156-183.  64‚{ aCCeDTt the teaching of Paul, therefore A1illı

Ver his teaching.: O J that they would make the distinction between confessing an
having authority! «41

Not only Melanchthon but also later Lutheran theologians refused turn
Luther’s exXxeges1s into measurıng stick for evangelical orthodoxy.*? Case

39 E* YO f (478] E: 276 61551 the en! of October LB » Non 11m dubium GSt.
quın Paulus doceat, legem propter has Causas latam CS55C, prımum ad coercendam Carne1

1ust1itia carnalıi, deinde ad terrendam consclentiam. Ego interpretationem Paulini loci ad
effectum priorem legi accomodavi, Lutherus accomodat ad posterliorem.«

4I 958 1480 E; 279 6233 November 1527
4.1 See I[HE 529 HoLyY WEEK FASTER SERMONS DR MARTIN LUTHER (Pre  en Mar-

tiın Luthers auf Grund VO  w Nachschriften eorg Rörers und Anton Lauterbachs (eng.
by Irving Sandberg; ed. by Timothy Wengert SE 19909, 283 54, 9-18 See below
pasc 66 for example of Melanchthon’s later application of this principle Luther.
Among the several studies this 1ssue Dy Kolb, Na Robert KOLB: The influence of Luther’s
Galatians COMMENLALY of 535 later sixteenth-century Lutheran commentarıes
Galatians. ARG 84 1993], 156-183
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did Luther speak cathedra such atters The fluidity of interpretive Opt10nNs
for Wittenberg’s theologians W allls agalınst tOO quickly invoking later standards
of conformity upON the ASC of the Reformation.

Agaınst the backdrop of such diversity biblical interpretation, the praıse
each theologian offered for the other’s biblical work stands OUtTt EVECIN INOTE sharply
T0OmM recent discoveries the library of Wittenberg’s Predigerseminar, research-
eTs ave demonstrated that Luther read and critically annotated, other
S,Melanchthon’s »Commentarı1 Epistolam Pauli ad Romanos« trom 32
and his „»Scholia Epistolam Pauli ad Colossenses« of At the Samne tıme
an later, the Table Talk 15 filled with his praise for theary Romans:

„If ugustiıne lived today, he would have rejoiced read this book, Ithough Lt often
reproaches him. But Jerome, WEeIC he alive, would probably wrıte aga1lns ıt lıke anı y ther
Francıscan monk. «43

Such COMMENTS ought NOLT be read A blanket endorsements of Melanchthon’s
theology, but rather A Luther’s OWIN admission that Melanchthon’s interpreta-
tıon of Romans had honored place Wittenberg’s theological table.44

This 15 NOT SaVyY Luther NOLT ave SOTITNC quest1ons about that book He
particularly criticized Melanchthon’s decision dedicate the book Albrecht
of Maınz (1490-I 645)].5 Luther thought that such figures needed rebuke, NOT
education. This distinction, also present their approaches Erasmus, marks

ımportant divide between the LW  ®]
Praise of exeges1s, however, W Aas hardly one-sided. the late 305 and 5405

Melanchthon OVELISaW the publication and translation of INany of Luther’s

43 15 139, - 316), September October L Z »Augustinus s1 1a vıveret, gauderet
hunc Llibrum legere, 380 C perstrinxerit, sed Hıeronymus, WEe1111 lebt,
solt wol dawider schreyben w1e eın ander parfusser munch.« See Iso 2, 23 S51 0-22
1842), September October 1532; 4'/ 6I10, I8 5007), May June 1540
For another example, COINDAIC Luther’s COMMENT that, due Melanchthon’/’s CONStan de:
S1Te 1mprove LEXT, Luther had force him publish the Apology; 2, SZL, 8-I0
(2606 b), Spring 1532, with Luther’s efusal harmonize ames an Paul 3I 2:53, 25-29
(32092 a} Spring 533 despite Melanchthon’s do In the Apology; BSER, 207/,
35 210, 15 (Art 4., 244-253).

45 4'I 43 7, 4699], uly 1539; 592, 19-2L 4957]), May June 1540; 640, A
5067)}, X I=+1L9 June 1540; 653, 5091], IL-39 June 1540; , 690, 20-25 6486) Melanchthon
received gift {rom Albrecht, something Catherine Luther nNnOt al note Luther Iso
criticized Melanchthon’s dedication of books CO Henry yal Philipp VO  5 Hessen. G1iven
Melanchthon’s bad CXDENENCE with these three, Luther vowed longer write epistles
dedicatory.
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egetical worlkks .4° When Veıt Dietrich (1 506-I 549]), (146 of the editors of Luther’s
works, tried wrıte his theology iınto Luther’s exeges1s, Melanchthon chas-
tised him for 1t uncertaın terms.“*/ The danger of tamper1ıng with genumıne
Luther Was first perceived NOT by (ines10- genuine| Lutherans and the Jena
edition of Luther’s pera but by Melanchthon himseltf!

Several later Melanchthon wTote Dietrich UISC the publication of
Luther’s later exegesI1s. 1t1ng Plutarch’s (Circa 4.6 C1rca 120) praıise of Carneades’
(2 14/ 29/28] laterwork being simpler and IMNOTE useful, Melanchthon wonder-
ed whether such development might NOT be the CAaSsSCcC for all talented people, 11-
cluding brecht Dürer T3 -1 528), Sophocles 497/96-406/5} and (1cero (106-43)

»Some such thing INaYy Iso surely be sa1id of Luther’s explanations [D Scripture]: that the
1LLLOIC rTeCeENT AaTC both simpler and LLLOTC accommodated life. For this reason 1 agaın have
urged you edit the COMMENTtALY („enes1s, hiefly because the remalınıng part 15 1L1LOTC

pleasant and agreeable than the Drev10us material. know that INany prudent people CEVCOC-

rywhere prefer reading of such interpretations exeges1s hateful disputations. «48

46 He had Iso provided prefaces fOr several importan:; early works: Luther’s »Operatliones
psalmos« an the 519 and 523 editions of his COMMENTAFY Galatjians. For prefaces of
individual works, 0X arn &. A LO=-1E13 (47), ca 27) March 1519 Psalms; 148 (65], Au
gust| 1519 Galatians; 2y E 283|, |before ugus 1L5231: Galatians; S 258-268 2823

3, 462 3411 25 December 1543 Genes1s; Fa 918-927 5035| MBW 6, 254 6316]),
25 January 1A2 (Grenes1s; 7Tı 581-585 47097) MB  = 6, wr May 1550 De
NOV1SS1IM1S verbis Davidis; 4’I 887-892 .67 MBW 3, 326 3070]), October A
Micah; n 760-767 3194) 4l 224 3908| June 1545 Hosea; 6, 87-92 3423
IB 349 42051 25 March 546 Fnarratıo psalmi secundiıi. FEnarratıo CapD. nOonN1 Esalae.

Melanchthon prefaces for several volumes of the Wittenberg edition of Luther’s
»ÖOpera 0OMN12«; SCn MBW 4, 377-379 4277) June 154.6; SI 462 5515), May 15409; 6, 65
5833|, June 1350 I 5964|, December 1550O; 352 6575); September 1552|; 7 S %:
6697], January 153533 150 70581 January 1554; 401 G March 1556; 4.94. 7978]),
October L556; Ö, 107 8312); 16 ugus LANTS 371 9017]), ugus 1559 See Iso his praıse
for Luther’s exegetical work 1n 2, 400, A 27 O72} I8 ugus .6 June 531l: c$
MB  z II 363 18642 1529/30:
In conNnection with the Cordatus CONLILOVEISY of 1536 nd subsequent antınomı1an CONTTITO-

yl Dietrich had DUr 1into Luther’s mouth the COMMENT on Ps 5 1; 1L, 58,3 59,
18| that g0o0od works ATC Sine QquUa 110  - of salvation. letter dated October 38,
Melanchthon upbraided Dietrich: »Quid dicent nOostr1ı Criticl, SC  or pot1us Sycophantae? lIe 1n
1LLLCAI1L gratiam depravasse Lutheri enarrationem« ICR 3, 593 1735| MB  = 2, 305 2101.2|])
He went S5Say that Luther INa y have used such phrases but nOt their technical

48 . 523 3070] 4> 4, 146 27.201 November 544 » Tale quiddam Cer! et. de Lutheriı1
explicationibus dici potest, recentlores SSC et simpliciores, et ad vitam accommuodatiores.
Quare PITOTISUS tibi hortator SUIN, ut ÜNOWVNLATO. PrımuUum Librum OYS1 pertexas, praesertim
GL restet Dars multo iucundior dulcior superlore. S5C10, multos prudentes ubique magıs
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his preface the thir volume of the ectures GenesI1is, Melanchthon
lavished this praise Luther.

„»When God agaln purged the church through the minıstry of Luther, which en! he
furnished him with excellent gifts, the atter itselt shows that his explanatıons tar excel
the WwI1LtiIngs of other interpreters. Indeed it 15 useful publish and transmıiıt t*hem
posterity, nNOt only that the prophetic and apostolic books mMaYy be illumined but Iso
that the testimon1es and contessions of such 11181l whose heart WwWas ruled DYy the Holy
Spirit] CONCEIMNIN£ all articles of faith INaYy be known. By these testimon1es an contes-
S10NS the godly may later be made certaın doctrinal struggles.«49
Melanchthon SV sought Luther’s exegetical advice.° But Luther W as also

influenced his exeges1s by Melanchthon, nowhere INOTIC than the translation
of the Bible 1Into German, project urged UDOLL Luther by Melanchthon himself£.5!
Melanchthon also corrected the tEXt itself and, his annotatıons Romans and
his OC1 OTMNINUNE:! theologici, provided Luther with Malıy of the sights for his
famous preface Romans

‚delectari lectione talium enarrat1ıonum, SE  e EENYNOEWV, qUaILl EeEX0OSAaTrTUul disputationum.««
The humanist phrase, »accomodated life«, ought NOT be given humanıist CONtent Pauck
Luther and Melanchthon B oes It W as rather Melanchthon’s Ciceronlan shorthand for
referring the teaching of justification Dy faith alone.
In 543 Melanchthon had ghostwritten the preface the first volume of Dietrich’s labors
that Iso praised Luther; F .66 2823] IB 3l 462 3411528 25 December 1543 (c£.
MBW 3I 461 3409], 25 December 543|. On 2 anuary \ he wrTrote the preface the third
volume under his OWIL 1AalllEe »Cum AU! Lutheri minister10 Deus Ecclesiam repurgaverit,
ad quod C U excellentibus donis instruxit, 165 1psa ostendit, 1DS1Us enarratıones longe
antecellere aliorum interpret scr1pt1s, quUaS quidem eXtare et ad poster'! ransmıttı utile
eST, 110  - solum ut illustrentur libri Prophetici et Apostolici, sed et1am ut de omnibus articulis
nOta sint VI1irı antı, CU1US DeCTLUS Spirıtu SANCtO regebatur, testimon1a et confessiones, quibus
deinceps p11L certaminibus dogmatum contirmentur« (CR Tı 919 503 5} 6, 254 16 7630
At least that wWwWas the recollection of Hıeronymus Weller (1499-I 6F who WTO' Caspar
Peucer (1 52 5-1602| 68 recounting tiıme when Melanchthon W as discussing prayci
lecture. He suddenl1y broke off his COomMMeENTS and announced that he wanted conter with
Luther. »50 it W as always the CUStOM of Philipp cCommMUnNIicCate his VIeWS the chief
tOp1CSs of Christian doctrine with the 11111l of God, Dr Luther«; tto (LEMEN!:!: Briefe sächsischer
Staats- und Schulmänner Melanchthon. Neues Archiv für Sächsische Geschichte (1 94.2),
169 1n tto Clemen : Kleine Schriften Z.UT Reformationsgeschichte (11897-1944.)/ hrsg. VO  -

TI och 3-19 1955, %X55
V& ( %; 486, 961])
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Justification by Faith Alone
Luther’s praise of Melanchthon’s cCcCommentarıes Romans touches uDON the
knotty problem of their understanding of justification.°? Already early this GCE11-

arl Holl 866-1926| Was TYıve wedge between the reformers,
practicallyblaming Melanchthon’s understanding of forensic justification for

Luther’s reformation insight 1nto the Ssanatıve of Christ’s righteousness.°3
Blaming Melanchthon for rummıng the Reformation 15 nothing NECW. 36

Conrad Cordatus (11476- 46| attacked Melanchthon for teaching that good works
ATC S1N € 110  = for salyvatıon.* CODY of his version of Luther’s Table
TCordatus included EXCEIDL from letter written by Melanchthon Johan:
11065$5 en (1499-1 570] the question of forensic justification. Unaware that Luther
had added postscr1pt that letter defending the SaTiıiılıc posıtıon, marginal
notatıon Cordatus reproached Melanchthon actually Luther'! for introducing
1CW doctrine Into the church.>>

Luther and Melanchthon’s COM M1tMENtTt single-minded, forensic under-
standing of justification WAas expressed that MaYy letter TeNZ copied
by Cordatus.>° Melanchthon criticized Brenz for placing justification the Holy
Spiırıt’s worlk effect renewal the human being, urgıng him instead

»Cast YOUI CYCS back the promıise an Christ aM AdWAaY {rom this renewal an from the
law completely.IV Justification by Faith Alone  Luther’s praise of Melanchthon’s commentaries on Romans touches upon the  knotty problem of their understanding of justification.” Already early in this cen-  tury Karl Holl (1866-1926) was eager to drive a wedge between the two reformers,  practically blaming Melanchthon’s understanding of forensic justification for ruin-  ing Luther’s reformation insight into the sanative power of Christ’s righteousness.3  Blaming Melanchthon for ruining the Reformation is nothing new. In 1536  Conrad Cordatus (1476-1546) attacked Melanchthon for teaching that good works  are a causa sine qua non for salvation.‘* In a copy of his version of Luther’s Table  Talk, Cordatus included an excerpt from a letter written by Melanchthon to Johan-  nes Brenz (1499-1570) on the question of forensic justification. Unaware that Luther  had added a postscript to that letter defending the same position, in a marginal  notation Cordatus reproached Melanchthon — actually Luther! — for introducing  new doctrine into the church.‘  Luther and Melanchthon’s commitment to a single-minded, forensic under-  standing of justification was expressed in that 12 May 1531 letter to Brenz copied  by Cordatus.5® Melanchthon criticized Brenz for placing justification in the Holy  Spirit’s work to effect renewal in the human being, urging him instead to  »cast your eyes back to the promise and Christ and away from this renewal and from the  law completely. ... Thus we are righteous by faith alone, not because (as you write) it is  52 Two of the most successful treatments of this problem are Martin GRESCHAT: Melanchthon  neben Luther: Studien zur Gestalt der Rechtfertigungslehre zwischen 1528 und 1537. Witten  1965; Rolf ScHÄFER: Christologie und Sittlichkeit in Melanchthons frühen Loci. TÜ 1961;  see also Pauck: Luther and Melanchthon ..., 21 f, and Robert STUPPERICH: Die Rechtfertigungs-  lehre bei Luther und Melanchthon: 1530-1536. In: Luther and Melanchthon .../ ed. by Vilmos  Vajta, 73-88.  53 Suspicion of Melanchthon’s position arose during the Osianderian controversy and, as shall  be shown, the smaller Cordatus controversy. For the context of Holl’s understanding of  justification, see Gerhard ForDeE: The law-gospel debate. MP 1969, 128-130.  54 See Timothy J. WENGERT: Caspar Cruciger (1 504-1548): the case of the disappearing reformer.  SCJ 20 (1989), 417-441.  55 WA TR 3, 181, 8 f (3131). But see WA Br 6, 101, n. 13 (1818), [May 1531], which argues the  copyist misplaced Cordatus’ comment, which was originally aimed only at the mention of  the necessity of renewal by the Holy Spirit. The preceding marginal comment of Cordatus,  however, would seem to dispute this more generous reading. Cordatus seemed unaware that  the postscript was Luther’s and that his hero, Luther, had read Melanchthon’s »offensive«  comments.  56 WA Br 6, 98-101 (1818) 5 CR 2, 501-503 & MBW 2, 31 (1151); WA TR 3, 197, 29 - 181, 8 (3131).  68'hus aTec righteous by faith alone, NOLT because as Vou write| 1t 15

I1 wo of the INOST successful treatments of this problem aAaTcC artın (JRESCHAT! Melanchthon
neben Luther: Studien Gestalt der Rechtfertigungslehre zwischen 528 und Wıtten
L965; Rolf SCHAFER: Christologie und Sittlichkeit Melanchthons ühen Loc1. TU 1961I;
N S am Iso Pauck: Luther and Melanchthon £I an Robert STUPPERICH:! LDie Rechtfertigungs-
lehre bei Luther und Melanchthon: 30-1 36 In Luther and elanchthon ed. by Vilmos
Vajta, 73-858
Suspic1on of Melanchthon’s posit1on 4105 during the Osianderian CONTtFOVEISY and, chall
be shown, the smaller Cordatus CONTtIOVEISY. FoOor the CONTEXT OT Holl’s understanding of
justification, SCC Gerhard FORDE!: The law-gospel debate. 1L969, 128-I13
See Timothy WENGERT: aspar Cruciger (1 504-I 548) the ASsSc of the disappearing reformer.
5SC)J 1989], 4.1.7-441.

55 3 IöL, 3131} But S] Sl wn Br 6, 10L, 13 1818], |May S3 which the
COPYI1St misplaced Cordatus’ COMMENT, which W AaSs originally imed only AT the mention of
the necessity of renewal by the Holy ‚D1I5 The preceding marginal COMMENT of Cordatus,
however, would SCCI1IL dispute this 1LLOIC reading. Cordatus seemed uUuLNawWwalilc that
the postscr1pt W as Luther’s an that his hero, Luther, had read Melanchthon’s »OffensS1Ve«
COMMENTS

56 WA Br 6, 98-10I1 (11818])= CR 2, 501-503 MBW Z 31 IIS5I); WA IR Za 197, 29 I8I, 3131
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the T10OOTt [D human righteousness|] but because 1t apprehends Christ, 2CCOUNT of whom
AL accepted whatever zind of renewal 15 there. though this enewal| ought Cc5-

sarıly follow, it does NOTt g1ve the cCONsScCIleNCeEe peaCce.«>/

Luther’s postscr1pt makes much the SAaıııec pomt but with his characteristic
twıst
» accustomed, Brenz, for the sake of understanding it better, think of it iın
these terms there 15 quality heart that might be called ‚faith« ‚J0ve«, but
1n that place DUut esus Christ and SaYy, ‚This 15 righteousness; he 15 the quality an (as
they say] formal righteousness«, that mMaYy this WaYy SE mysel£f free an disentangle
myself from considering the law and works ‚VCI1I1 ftrom considering that objective Christ,
who 15 understood teacher g1ver. But WAant him LO be gift anı teaching 1n himself,
that INnay have all things 1n him.«5®

Here, side by side the VE SaTtiııie letter, OTIC discovers both the commonalities
and differences of the LW!  @} theologians this top1C. Melanchthon, W as his
wWONnLT, emphasized the promi1se what he would later exclusively describe 4S the

forensic declaratiıon of forgiveness granted propter Christum. Luther, 4S the
»Smalcald articles«, concentrated hrist himself and faiıth him NOT simply
4S gi1ver but 4S gift.® This immediaCcy replaced LIrust qualities infused 1nto the
soul As he remarked Yrenz the Saiılıc letter:

»Thus Christ SayS, ‚] the WaY, the truth, an! the life«; he does NOT Say g1ve yYou the
WAaY, truth, aM life, if Christ stood outside of an! worked sıuch things in mMe. «60

Whatever the CONSCYHUCHNCCS of these differences MMaYy ave een for later theol-
9} 1t W as clear that both represented acceptable approaches the 1SSUeEe and
unıted the reformers agaınst those who would Christians inward search
for qualities workedby the Holy DIr1 outward the law Christ’s extr1in-
S1C WOT 6I Instead, Christ and the promise of righteousness provide the

Br 6I 99, 10' I 8 I8 He pointed Out that Brenz’s pos1ıt1on corresponded Augus-
tine’s an that »propter adversariorum calumnias« he had NOTt been clear the Apology

he would have liked.
58 Br 6I 100, FOox, :& 1818)

Marc LIENHARD: Luther: wıtness EeSUS Christ; Stages an themes of the reftormer’s (Luther:
temoın de Jesus-Christ eng]l.))/ transl. Dy FEdwin Robertson. 1982, 269-274 Pauck’s
HSsSe of the term Christ mMYySst1C1SM« 1n Luther an Melanchthon 2 describe Luther’s
theology 15 NOLT helpful.

60 Br 6, IOL; 56 1818] Luther concluded: „He ought be, dwell, live, speak IN NOt

through ILG into ere reading with Br 3, 19 5| etft. Cor E 16], that would
be the righteousness of God him, nOt love the gifts that follow.«
The first time Melanchthon learly stated consistently forensic  : understanding of justifica-
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Lru object for faith More importantly this letter, like the serl1es of quest1ions and
ANSWETS the tOD1IC of justification from 15 36 62 clearly demonstrates that
Wittenberg theology W Aas NOT constructed by fiat but through COoONversatıon. Like-
WI1Se, the public disputations, reinserted by Melanchthon into the COUTSC of theo-
logical education the 305, served further this COoNversatıon LLOTEC pub
lie WaYyY Brenz genuinely sought an cherished Melanchthon and Luther’s OP1IN-
10NS Melanchthon genuinely asked for Luther’s VIEWS and 111a11-

aged the questi1ions themselves reveal his OW:) COI1ICECINS AdSs well ©3

The Lord’s SupperAl

Finally, perhaps the MOST intractable 1SsSuUe aY1SEeS OVeT Luther and Melanchthon’s
understanding of the Lord’s upper.®* The »Articuli de quibus EZCeruNt pCI
visıtatores regıone SaXon1ae«, wrıtten by Melanchthon and published Octo-

t1on Was the 32 COMMENTtALY Romans, COMMENTALrY often praised by Luther. Luther
mentioned that Paul had g1ven four proofs for justification an that his Romans COINIMECI-

Cary Melanchthon had clearly mastered 0)81  CD aspect: de dubitatione, that 1S, humankind’s
uncertainty and IN CO doubt 1ts OWL wretchedness. Luther had argued immediately
prıor this COMMENT that the whole Psalter W as nothing Ise than syllogism the first
commandment (God regards the wretched; wretched; therefore God regards me anl
that human beings doubt the M1NOTr. He then concluded: »Apud Paulum Romanos SUNTt

quatuor ar  IM}  A, quod 1ust1itia sıt tide; UU i1st1s Tractat Philippus DCI LOLUum SUUT71)

commentarıum, scilicet argumentum de dubitatione. Das bleset allein auff, ber die andern
wurden uch se1N, S1 agıtarentur. Die schweinblosen hat wol auff blosen vnd Sal voll
arbeys gestopfft«; II L60, 9-14 369], Fall 532 In another CONtEXT Luther praised
Melanchthon’s understanding of the uscs of the law; 3, 405, (3 54|, March 537

62 In 1536, INOST likely in CONNection with the Cordatus CONTLIOVEISY, Melanchthon an the
other professors of heology gathered at Bugenhagen’s house, during1C) time Melanchthon
posed written quest1ons Luther that he 1n Cu: answered 1n WILtINg. (The CoOoNnectlion
the English an French embassies Wittenberg made 1n the 69 vers1ion 15 NOT accepted in

Br x 189-196 14259 a|; ct. 6, 145, 29 53 E 6727].) Stupperich: [die Rechtferti-
gungslehre, discusses this material without benefit ot Br 12; SCC Greschat: Melan-
chthon neben Luther, 230-242, where he OPDDOSCS the earlier interpretation of this plece by
tto Ritschl (1860-1944) aM tto Clemen 11871-1946].

63 The of the original when ıt Was presented 569 at the Altenburg Colloquy demon-
trates 1ts value tor an usc by Wittenberg’s theologians. It W as »„»sSscheda SC  w charta lacera
et emplastris, sed male, Sanata«; tto CLEMEN: Disputatio Philippi Melanchthonis Gu

Doctore Martıno Luthero 11536 der 1537 Theol Studien und Kritiken 108 19370 168
tto Clemen: Kleine Schriften 6, I8  ON Melanchthon’s questl1ons NOt reflect his
DOS1Lt10NS the pos1it1ons he W as concerned have Luther refute.

6 The qually difficult problems of Luther an Melanchthon’s relation during the Diet of
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ber Y contained clear statement of Christ’s the Supper while
avoiding the polemic that marked other reSspONSCS from Wittenberg AL that
time.°®5 The correspondence {rom this period with his ftormer un1ıvers1ıty comrade,
Johannes Oekolampad (1482:1531) also did NOLT indicate ail waifling
Melanchthon’s pa].'t 66 Already AF this tıme, however, he described the of
Christ us1ıng I 16 and the Greek term »KOLVOVLO.«, something he avored his
entıire life.67

Hıs particıpatıon at the Marburg Colloquy and publication of patrıstic SOUTCCS

the following yCart sophisticated refutation of the SWI1SS posıtıon well 4s

the (;erman and atın vers10ns of the »Augsburg Confession«, also made clear
Melanchthon’s convictions.®® The »Apology of the Augsburg Contession« COIl-

Augsburg an of Melanchthon’s NOtOr10UsSs letter Christoph VO  - Carlowitz (1 507-1574);
written after Luther’s death |MBW SI 8I £[s5 139], 2 5 | 78 April 548], have been dealt with 1n
Heıinz SCHEIBLE: Melanchthon uUun! Luther während des Augsburger Reichstages. Scheib-
le Melanchthon und die Reformation, 198-221I; and He1ınz SCHEIBLE: Melanchthons Briet
Carlowitz. Ibd, 304-332

65 36 » Prıiımum S1C doceant, 1UuxXta verbum Christi S5C CU) pPanc VEeETUTL 19) Christi,
CUI11 calice VCIUILLL sanguınem, qula Dominus 1ta VOCAaVILt. Et Paulus a1t; discernendum S5C

COrDUS Domuinı1. Item, Christus alt Hıc est calix, 1OVUIN estamentum, Testamentum Sall-

guıne conditum, 11011 S1gNO San gu1InN1S Item!: Panıs, qUECIN {rangimus, est cCommunicatıo COrpor1s
Christi, 11011 Aa1lt est cCcCommMUnNl1Catl1O0 SPIr1tus Christi. Huc aciunt sScr1ptorum senten-

t12e.« FOor this final reference Melanchthon assembled from the Fathers that SUD-
ported Wittenberg pDOS1t10NS an had them published 530 under the title »Sentenc1iae
veterum aliquot SCY1ptorum, de Coena Domuin!1, ona fide recıitatae«. See eter FRAENKEL:
Ten quest10ons CONCcEMINg Melanchthon, the Fathers and the FEucharist. In Luther and Melan-
chthon ed. ilmosajta, 146-164, who that Melanchthon’s understanding of Christ’s

INnay already be discerned these early COMMENFIS For Melanchthon’s earlier VIEeEWS
Cn Wilhelm NEUSER:! Die Abendmahlslehre Melanchthons 1n ihrer geschichtlichen Entwick-
lung (1 19-1 30) 1968, and Ralph QUE: Melanchthon’s ‚Christum COMNOSCCIC«; Christ’s
efficacious the heology of Melanchthon. Nieuwkoop 1977

66 See especially from Oekolampad MBW 2, 360-362 429) 15 November 525; 1 30OI
686|), May 1528| —- both unanswered A 31 March 1529; 349 812]), July Uugus

529 given CO Melanchthon at Marburg an ftrom Melanchthon 177 ), |before 25 April
52,9], referred by Melanchthon 826|], 14./5 October 529]. Neuser: Di1ie Abendmahls

lehre Melanchthons 299, already refuted Walther Köhler’s (1870-1941] interpretatıon of
Melanchthon’s pos1tion 1n this letter searching fOr basıis fOr unıty uıte the CONLTIALY,
Melanchthon called Zwingli’s pos1t1on the sSECSS10 ad dextram »indigna Christianis OP1IN10
tA HI 72, 6I 130| MBW 1, 335 TIGAN The letter’s publication Oekolampad
greatly.
see,; ftrom November 59, the „Iudicium de controvers1ıa de Domin1«; MStA 6, 4854,
20-25 S, 408 (9119.2

68 See Fraenkel: TIen quest1onsber 1527, contained a clear statement of Christ’s presence in the Supper while  avoiding the polemic that so marked other responses from Wittenberg at that  time.® The correspondence from this period with his former university comrade,  Johannes Oekolampad (1482-1531), also did not indicate any waffling on  Melanchthon’s part.® Already at this time, however, he described the presence of  Christ using ı K 10, 16 and the Greek term »xo.vovia«, something he favored his  entire life.”  His participation at the Marburg Colloquy and publication of patristic sources  the following year — a sophisticated refutation of the Swiss position —, as well as  the German and Latin versions of the »Augsburg Confession«, also made clear  Melanchthon’s convictions.® The »Apology of the Augsburg Confession« con-  Augsburg and of Melanchthon’s notorious letter to Christoph von Carlowitz (1507-1574),  written after Luther’s death (MBW 5, 281 f [5139], [25] 28 April 1548), have been dealt with in  Heinz ScHE13LE: Melanchthon und Luther während des Augsburger Reichstages. In: Scheib-  le: Melanchthon und die Reformation, 198-221; and Heinz SCHEIBLE: Melanchthons Brief an  Carlowitz. Ibd, 304-332.  65 CR 26, 19: »Primum sic doceant, iuxta verbum Christi esse cum pane verum Corpus Christi,  cum calice verum sanguinem, quia Dominus ita vocavit. Et Paulus ait, discernendum esse  corpus Domini. Item, Christus ait: Hic est calix, novum Testamentum, Testamentum san-  guine conditum, non signo sanguinis. Item: Panis, quem frangimus, est communicatio corporis  Christi, non ait: est communicatio spiritus Christi. Huc faciunt veterum scriptorum senten-  tiae.« For this final reference Melanchthon assembled passages from the Fathers that sup-  ported Wittenberg positions and had them published in 1530 under the title »Sentenciae  veterum aliquot scriptorum, de Coena Domini, bona fide recitatae«. See Peter FRAENKEL:  Ten questions concerning Melanchthon, the Fathers and the Eucharist. In: Luther and Melan-  chthon .../ ed. Vilmos Vajta, 146-164, who argues that Melanchthon’s understanding of Christ’s  presence may already be discerned in these early comments. For Melanchthon’s earlier views  see Wilhelm NEuser: Die Abendmahlslehre Melanchthons in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwick-  lung (1519-1530). NK 1968, and Ralph QuEre: Melanchthon’s »Christum cognoscere«: Christ’s  efficacious presence in the theology of Melanchthon. Nieuwkoop 1977.  66 See especially from Oekolampad MBW T 2, 360-362 (429), 15 November 1525; MBW I, 301  (686), 21 May [1528] - both unanswered —, 331 (766), 31 March 1529; 349 (812), July / August  1529 — given to Melanchthon at Marburg - and from Melanchthon 335 (775), [before 25 April  1529], referred to by Melanchthon in 354 (826), [4./5. October ı 529]. Neuser: Die Abendmahls-  lehre Melanchthons ..., 299, already refuted Walther Köhler’s (1870-1941) interpretation of  Melanchthon’s position in this letter as searching for a basis for unity. Quite the contrary,  Melanchthon called Zwingli’s position on the sessio ad dextram »indigna Christianis opinio«  (MStA 7 IL, 72, 61 [130] £ MBW ı, 335 [775.4]). The letter’s publication upset Oekolampad  greatly.  67 See, from ı November 1559, the »Iudicium de controversia de coena Domini«; MStA 6, 484,  20-25 £ MBW 8, 408 (9119.2£).  68 See Fraenkel: Ten questions ... In a letter dated March 1530 and quoted later by Bullinger,  71letter dated March 530 an quoted later Dy Bullinger,
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tained SOTI1C of thenlanguage this regard, but also ocused the term
»KOLVOVLO.

» FOTr because Paul SaVyYS that the bread 15 partıcıpatıon of the body of the Lord, Gc it
would tollow that, if the body of the Lord WEeTC NOLT truly present, the bread would NOLT be

particıpatıon of the body but only the SDIrLt of Christ.«°9

The »„Wittenberg Concord« of 36 15 sSsomet1imes pointed A the mMOoment
which Melanchthon’s OW. eucharistic theology emerged OUuUTt of the cshadow of
Luther’s Hl the beginning pomt for the inexorable olide toward the Philippist/
Gnesio-Lutheran debates thirty later. The Concord itself W as the work of
Melanchthon and Martın Bucer (1491-I |, whom Luther had called rascal
Marburg for having imported Zwingli’s (1484- 1} theology into the atın trans-
lation of Luther’s »Kirchenpostille«.7° However, 1t INUST NOt be forgotten ıe
nored that Luther, LOO, signed thea  18 and then only after subjecting RBucer
and the clergy from the South grueling interrogatıon regarding LW!  ® points:
that the dispute had NOLT Just een Wal of words and that the unworthy received
Christ’s body There 15 indication that later life Luther backed down from
his SUpport of that Concord.

However, the VC last CONTLFIOVEISY OVeCeT the Lord’s Supper Luther’s litetime,
which began 543 and continued until his death, provides helpful window for
vieW1ng the relation between the LW!  @} reformers Wittenberg. H begin with,
although the Marburg Colloaguy had NOtT reached 1ts prımary goal of establishing

between the LWO sides, 1t had at least g1ven them oppor  ty craft
cease-fire‘: neither side ould wrıte agaınst the other and ould instead COIN-

mend their OppONeNtS 1n pIaycCIrI Luther’s surprisingly posıtıve of 1530,
»Vermahnung Z Sakrament des Leibes un: Blutes UuU1NlseIcCcS Herrn«, and
Melanchthon’s mild rejection of the alternatives SCECI1N ave arısen
from this agrecmehnt.” Although Zwingli’s last maJor wrT1Lting, ))DC providentia«,
threatened the truce by introducing the peculiar notion of the salvation of

from ( hrist, for the INOST part with the exception of references the
Sacramentarıans Luther’s SCITIL1LONMNS things remained quıiet, allowing for the

Melanchthon stated he would rather die than aCCept Zwingli’s pOs1t10n; 2, 70]
E, 376 7}

69 BSLK, 248, 6-I1I1 (Art x I}
See Martin BRECHT:!: Martın Luther: shaping an! defining the Reformation, 21- 307
by James Schaaf. 1990, 32/ f; Edwards: Luther an the alse brethren, 86-93

j Hl 595-626
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„Wittenberg Concord« and 1ts subsequent acceptance by Manıy South (‚erman

cıties, including Augsburg and
letter evangelicals Italy, dated June 543, Luther noted this devel

opmen(t, Sayıng, that although SOI1LLC of the »old leaven« Jof Zwingli| W as still
present amn O11 the people Basel, Strasbourg and „nevertheless the teach-
ıng of the m1inisters seemed be DUIC and wholesome«. He went mentıon
that Bucer an Melanchthon WEeIC NO Cologne where Philipp ould NOLT suf-
fer anything ımpure. HowevVver, Luther also warned the Italians agaınst the Conta-

102 of the Zaurich preachers, stressıng that the sacramen NOT just bread and
wıne but Christ’s body and blood AT administered believers, the unworthy,
and the ungodly Although rejecting transubstantiatıon 4S » aln useful and

phistic dispute«, Luther refused break with those who held that oOp1In10N.
Luther also referred +  he dispute with Bucer and others that preceded the

„Wittenberg Concord«. They had believed that the mouth rece1ves only bread
an wıne while the spırıt eart feed Christ’s body and blood

»„But eluded this subtrafuge an fraud, forcing them concede that the mouth of the

ungodly would receıve the body an! blood when it received the bread and WwW1ne. For why
15 the SACrament needed for that spiritual receptlon, when that mode it 15 received

e /2Baptısm indeed 1n ECVECLY. word administered without mentıon of the Body and Blood?

On Ugu: 43, however, the sexagener1an Luther received irom Christo-
pher Froschauer |14.90- 64| present of the latest vers1ion of Zurich’s atın Bible
Luther, while thanking Froschauer, stressed that neither he NO the churches of
God had relations with Zurich’s DastoOrs who were headed for ell and
that he ould pray and teach agaınst them with his last breath. Furthermore, he
asked that further boolks be sent When this letter became public, both Bucer
and Melanchthon urged restraiınt UuDOLL Heinrich Bullinger (1 504- /5} SOTINLCG-

thing quıte unacceptable the urich preacher, gıven Luther’s withering COI1-

demnation.73 fact, Zaurich retaliated initially by publishing Zwingli’s »UÜpera
OmMNn12a«

Melanchthon responded several WaYy>s this s1tuation. On the O! hand, he
insisted letter Bucer dated November 543 that he had een kept

Br I 33L, 02-97/ 1388 5} Melanchthon’s reactıon will be dealt with below pagsc
[3 Philipp MELANCHTHON: Epistolae, judicla, consilia, etimon1a aliorumque ad CL epistolae

qua«c Corpore Reformatorum desiderantur/ ed. by Heinrich Ernst Bindseil. Halıis Saxonum

1874, 207 £ 273| 4I 53 (3748.1-4), Bullinger Melanchthon, December 544
3 Br I 650 4028}
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the dark about the letter Froschauer but that he suspected Markus Crodel (1487-
549 acquaıntance of Konrad Pellikan (1478-1 6), W as somehow behind the

affair.75 He also criticized Luther who, like Homer’s Achilles, Was NOT a1bove
CUSINg the guiltless. (:1ven Luther’s INanYy similar impulses, Melanchthon had
learned »make 1LHNOTIC PIOSICSS« with dissembling than with harsh reactiıon. He
described his this WAaY.

» Therefore let uUusec OUT philosophy practiced 1L0 by the L[WO of for long time an
let conceal these OUT wounds. Let Iso exhort others, that they INnaYy hide e1lrs

have been a!will be concerned that between there InaYy NOLT only be armıstice but
Iso CIueE, mutual benevolence, and ı think mind be fully known many.«7°
At first glance this might be taken 4S yet another example of Melanchthon’s

flawed moderate character. However, that would m1isconstrue Melanchthon’s
INCSSasC. He called his approach philosophia, word often sed by sixteenth-
CENTULY humanıists denote moral principles framework. Moderatio Was NOT
character Llaw, 1t W as politically shrewd pattern of Nor did this COTI1N-
mMent reflect capitulation Zurich’s posıtıon. Rather, Melanchthon expressed
contidence that the partıes could TITNOVEC from armıstice established Marburg

mutual g0o0d wil1.77
One week earlier, letter Dietrich dated 25 October, Melanchthon also

criticized Luther’s letter the Italians:
„ [ knew Luther W AaS g01Ng wrıte I1LOTE horridly than he intended. FoOor what Was the need

condone ‚VE transubstantiation? Is 1t NOL the font of 11COTNINO idol-mania? How-
CVCI, of the SACramen: Cal be retained the instituted UuSC, corresponding
LCAaSON, although absolutely taking aWaY those delusions CONCEIMNINg the disposal of the

75 93 18-27,1 2790) MBW %. 443 (3364.1) The reference 15 HOMER: Iliad 2, 654 Except
for the word » ] 1gurum«, the COMMENETS would Iso have applied Luther’s letter the
Italians.

76 5y 18 2790] 3y 443 3364.1)
7 The 115 Helvetic Confession and the subscription by the south-German C1t1es tO the

»„»Wittenberg ONcord« SAaVC him SOT11C hope this regard. See especially article z B »„»Haec
1e171UI1) ATCAaNaTrum symbola 1O:  w} nudis S1gN1S, sed S1gN1S simul et rebus CONsStant.the dark about the letter to Froschauer but that he suspected Markus Crodel (1487-  1549), an acquaintance of Konrad Pellikan (1478-1556), was somehow behind the  affair.’5 He also criticized Luther who, like Homer’s Achilles, was not above ac-  cusing the guiltless. Given Luther’s many similar impulses, Melanchthon had  learned to »make more progress« with dissembling than with harsh reaction. He  described his response this way.  »Therefore let us use our philosophy - practiced now by the two of us for a long time - and  let us conceal these our wounds. Let us also exhort others, so that they may hide [theirs].  I have been and will be concerned that between us there may not only be an armistice but  also true, mutual benevolence, and I think my mind to be fully known to many.«7°  At first glance this might be taken as yet another example of Melanchthon’s —  flawed — moderate character. However, that would misconstrue Melanchthon’s  message. He called his approach a philosophia, a word often used by sixteenth-  century humanists to denote moral principles or framework. Moderatio was not a  character flaw, it was a politically shrewd pattern of response. Nor did this com-  ment reflect a capitulation to Zurich’s position. Rather, Melanchthon expressed  confidence that the parties could move from armistice — established at Marburg —  to mutual good will.77  One week earlier, in a letter to Dietrich dated 25 October, Melanchthon also  criticized Luther’s letter to the Italians:  »I knew Luther was going to write more horridly than he intended. For what was the need  to condone even transubstantiation? Is it not the font of uncommon idol-mania? How-  ever, a presence of the sacrament can be retained in the instituted use, corresponding to  reason, although absolutely taking away those delusions concerning the disposal of the  75 CR 5, 218-221 (2790) £ MBW 3, 443 (3364.1). The reference is to HOMenr: Iliad 2, 654. Except  for the word »Tigurum«, the comments would also have applied to Luther’s letter to the  Italians.  76 CR 5, 218 f (2790) £ MBW 3, 443 (3364.1).  77 The First Helvetic Confession and the subscription by the south-German cities to the  »Wittenberg Concord« gave him some hope in this regard. See especially article 21: »Haec  rerum arcanarum symbola non nudis signis, sed signis simul et rebus constant. ... In eucharistia  panis et vinum signa sunt, res autem communicatio corporis Domini, parta salus, et  peccatorum remissio.« Even article 23 also reflected some slight change in Zurich’s lan-  guage. »Sed quod panis et vinum ex institutione Domini symbola sint, quibus ab ipso Domino  per ecclesiae ministerium vera corporis et sanguinis ejus communcatio, non in periturum  ventris cibum sed in aeternae vitae alimoniam exhibeatur.« Of course, these words could  also be read in a much less charitable light; see Melanchthon: Epistolae, ..., 196-198 (261) £  MBW 4, 9of (3596.3f), Bullinger to Melanchthon 22 June 1544.  74eucharistia
panıs et vinum sıgna SUNtT, TE autem COoMMUNICAtTtIO COrpOrI1Ss Domiuiuni, salus, et
CCCatorum rem1SsS10.« Even article Iso reflected SO1IL1LC slight change 1n Zurich’s lan:
SUase. »Sed quod panıs et vinum institutione Domini symbola sınt, quibus aAb 1DSO Domino
PCI ecclesiae minister1um VvVera COrpOorI1s et San gu1lnN1s ejJus COMMUNCAtI1O, 18{0}  5 1n perıturum
ventr1ıs cibum sed aeternae vıtae alimoniam exhibeatur.« Of COUTSC, these words could
Iso be read much less charitable light; S6r Melanchthon: Epistolae, L196-198 261}
MB  - 4, 90 f 13596.3{), Bullinger Melanchthon June 1544



bread, concern1ng the perpetual inclusion of the body the accidents wood werec

being thrown the fire shudder whenever I reflect these things, an mentiıon them
unwillingly. amazed that throughout the apC5S Ianı y learned INeI have NOLT consid-
red the dinstinction between the OLLC who performs free A and the thing anımated.
Christ the 0)]8[ who performs free ACT 15 present the instituted actıon. After the
actıon he does nOot want be included the bread; he does not wWwWAant be tied there.«78

This poıints VE ımportant divisions Luther’s and Melanchthon’s
thought. While Luther had always een VE tolerant of transubstantiation
already the J Je captıvıtate Babylonica ecclesiae praeludium«, Melanchthon
W as NO  e It W as the »fons idoloman1iarum NO  - vulgarium« Ir led all kinds of
problems that ohifted one’s focus from the »>agCNS liberum«, Christ, delu
sS10NS.’?

However, Melanchthon Was NOT OoOne After sharing his convıctıon that the
etter’s broad distribution throughout Switzerland would lead 1ECW dissensions
and after affirming their mutual SUDDOIT for Concord, he then offered Dietrich
explanation for such disputes.

»„This agc 15 infected with the dire DOo1son of the conjunction of Saturn aM Mars, an
conjunction ollows SCOrp10, 1C) ignites these VE vil things.« He continued: »„Let

theretfore understand the dangers, 3al let moderate the impulses lof the stars| with
the diligence worthy of the godly an erudite.«8°

At this juncture modern trıps the Moon pıctures from Mars ought NOT
confuse the 1Ssue. Melanchthon believed that creatıon the influenced
uman affairs. (Much like Luther thought demons peoples’ breath caused dis-
ease:] Although Luther disagreed and that long-standing disagreement and how
the prosecuted 1t also provides insight Into their interaction“®! Melanchthon’s
position W as from his pomint of 1eW NOT superst1t10us. He W as convinced that®??
the created order itself W as onspırıng agaınst the peaceful resolution of this COIl-

Much 4as Luther blamed the devil SCC below Melanchthon blamed
the aTts This lays are central difference cosmology between them

78 ‚ 08 2785| MBW 3, 440 33062 1:
Such arguments were perhaps particularly welcome Dietrich who, Melanchthon
ported elsewhere, had DUut with the OutrageOuUs COMMENT of the Nuremberg preacher,
Andreas Osiander (1498-1I1 552), that the bread wWwWas God.

80 5y 708 2785} ||> 3, 440 3356.2,2).
SI See the ÄXCUrsSus below pasc 76
89 Not unlike how modern myths about bad alr cCausıng sickness positıve thinking

CUNMNg Cancer lead mistaken arguments about the of evil
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EÄEXCUrSUS
In the face of OUT enlightened, Newton1l1an V1eW of the unıverse, Melanchthon’s love for
astrology 15 almost always reproached for 1ts superst1it1ion.”? 'his W as NOCT, however, the
grounds for Luther’s critic1ısm of his yYyOUNSCI colleague’s pos1ition. Dart, Luther argued
scientifically! that astrologers’ predictions were COO Vasluc inaccurate.®4 Muoreover,
LWI children born at the Saınıe time under the Saillıc StTAars could lead widely different
lives Who would have predicted the COUTSC of his ife28s Thus, it WAas LLLOTC art than
sclience.®® Theologically, he worried that such interest undermined person’s LrIUuStTt ın
God’s providence, putting 1t instead ne’s  / bility predict the stars’ motions.®7
Melanchthon, the CONTFAaFrY, viewed the SCAars and their OWCFIS simply part of God’s
created order an!: thus worthy of study language medicine. fact, he often
connected the PIODCI study of medicine the STtAars themselves.| As his COMMENT
Dietrich revealed, knowing the affected human behavior drove Melanchthon AaWAY
from fatalism an toward LruSt God.

JT'ummg agaın Melanchthon’s letter Dietrich, 1t INUST be noted that
Melanchthon didTK than SIMpLY CONNECT the Stars the debate OVer the Lord’s
Supper Moderation W as Christian’s this disorder fostered by the
STars, the CONSCIOUS decision of the »g0odly and erudite« behave particular
WAdY. Thus, moderatio W as reasoned ethical cosmological CY1S1S,
NOT merely character flaw »qu1let reformer«. Moreover, Melanchthon did
NOLT believe that such moderation W 4s his perform! Thus, he COIN-

83 DE, for example, Pauck Luther an Melanchthon 98 For penetratıng analysis of this
1SSUE, S Sachiko USUKAWA: The transtormation of natural philosophy: the asc of Philip
Melanchthon. Cambridge 1996, A-144: Charlotte METHUEN: The role of the heavens the
'hought of Philip Melanchthon. OUrn. of the history of ideas | 1996], 38 5-403; unter
FRANK: [die theologische Philosophie Philipp Melanchthons (1497-1560]. Erfurt 1995, A0O1-
316 See Iso Ingetraut LUDOLPHY: Luther un die Astrologie. In »Astrologi hallucinati«:
ars an the end of the world Luther’s time/ ed. DYy Paola Zambelli. 1986, KOX- CR
Robin BARNES: Prophecy an gNOSI1S: apocalypticism the wake of the Lutheran Reforma-
tıon Stanford 1988, I41-185I1

84 See CSP. S; 334, 8 335, 73A3 perhaps from 15385 Luther argued the grounds of
Aristotelian physics that the teaching about astrology W as uncertaın because, first, the materı1a
W Aas untormed and, second, the general predictions could NOtTt be pplied specific

5 558, 1-2, 6250) For Luther it Was like predicting the roll of the dice and focusing
only the few times the predicted number actually HRET 5 , 58, 6253}

86 In SI 558, O13 6250) Luther stated, »|Jas sclentla 5SCY, wirdt Philippus noch
niıemandt mich bereden.Excursus  In the face of our enlightened, Newtonian view of the universe, Melanchthon’s love for  astrology is almost always reproached for its superstition.® This was not, however, the  grounds for Luther’s criticism of his younger colleague’s position. In part, Luther argued —  scientifically! — that astrologers’ predictions were too vague or inaccurate.* Moreover,  two children born at the same time or under the same stars could lead widely different  lives. Who would have predicted the course of his life?®s Thus, it was more an art than a  science.® Theologically, he worried that such interest undermined a person’s trust in  God’s providence, putting it instead in one’s ability to predict the stars’ motions.”  Melanchthon, on the contrary, viewed the stars and their powers as simply a part of God’s  created order and thus as worthy of study as language or medicine. (In fact, he often  connected the proper study of medicine to the stars themselves.) As his comment to  Dietrich revealed, knowing the stars affected human behavior drove Melanchthon away  from fatalism and toward trust in God.  Turning again to Melanchthon’s letter to Dietrich, it must be noted that  Melanchthon did more than simply connect the stars to the debate over the Lord’s  Supper. Moderation was a Christian’s response to this disorder fostered by the  stars, the conscious decision of the »godly and erudite« to behave in a particular  way. Thus, moderatio was a reasoned ethical response to a cosmological crisis,  not merely a character flaw in a »quiet reformer«. Moreover, Melanchthon did  not believe that such moderation was in his power to perform! Thus, he con-  83 See, for example, Pauck: Luther and Melanchthon ..., 28. For a penetrating analysis of this  issue, see Sachiko KusukAwa: The transformation of natural philosophy: the case of Philip  Melanchthon. Cambridge 1996, 134-144; Charlotte METHUEN: The role of the heavens in the  thought of Philip Melanchthon. Journal of the history of ideas 57 (NY 1996), 385-403; Günter  FRANK: Die theologische Philosophie Philipp Melanchthons (1497-1560). Erfurt 1995, 301-  316. See also Ingetraut LUDOLPHY: Luther und die Astrologie. In: »Astrologi hallucinati«:  stars and the end of the world in Luther’s time/ ed. by Paola Zambelli. B 1986, 101-107;  Robin BArRNEs: Prophecy and gnosis: apocalypticism in the wake of the Lutheran Reforma-  tion. Stanford 1988, 141-181.  84 See esp. WA TR 5, 334, 28 - 335, 2 (5734), perhaps from 1538. Luther argued on the grounds of  Aristotelian physics that the teaching about astrology was uncertain because, first, the materia  was unformed and, second, the general predictions could not be applied to specific cases.  85 WA TR 5, 558, 1-22 (6250). For Luther it was like predicting the roll of the dice and focusing  only on the few times the predicted number actually came up; 5, 558, 24-31 (6251).  86 In WA TR 5, 558, 6-11 (6250), Luther stated, »Das es scientia sey, wirdt Philippus noch  niemandt mich bereden. ... Illa tota res est contra philosophiam.« This last comment indi-  cates that Luther’s criticisms were in part philosophical and scientific in nature.  87 One could argue today that knowing the causes of illness could have the same effect: less  trust in God and a misplaced trust in doctors.  76Illa tOta TCs est cContra philosophiam.« his last COMMENT indi
es that Luther’s CNt1C1SMS were ın part philosophical and scientitic nNnature

87 One could aIgUuc today that knowing the Causes of illness could have the Sa1llıc effect: less
trust 1n God and misplaced 1n doctors.
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cluded his discussion with prayci God for the Holy D1L1LT, who quoting Mit

I ould g1ve him the right things SaY. » By the Holy Spirıt souls aATC

turned toward salvation. yYOoUu Icnhow that counsel regarding modera-
tion| has otften een proven. «® Melanchthon’s moderation this measured
SDONSC the perceived breakdown the created order W as itself the work of
the Holy Spirıt.

Nearly simultaneously, Melanchthon W as involved the ill-fated reforma-
t1ıon of Cologne by 1ts archbishop, Hermann VO  - Wied (1477, 574 546, Sa
Bucer had een Cologne from December 542 4SS1ISt the beleaguered bishop.
Melanchthon, with Luther’s blessing, arrıved MaYy 543 and remained until
the end of July. urıng that tıme Hermann  /  S proposal for reform W as attacked by
the Cathedral Chapter and defended by Bucer, and, when Bucer W as attacked,
vindicated bDy Melanchthon, who W as attacked by Johannes Cochlaeus
(1479-1552).®

The so-Called »Kölner Reformation«, work primarily wrıtten by Bucer but
revised by Melanchthon, W as published September 543 Melanchthon’s COIl1-

tribution included attack prıvate 114555 and process10ns with the Host,
keeping with his COom transubstantiation Dietrich. At the 544 Dıet
of Speyer CODY W as cshown by the archbishop the elector Johann Friedrich
(1 503, 3201 547/, 54|, who turned 1t Over the bishop of Naumburg, Nikolaus
VO  - Amsdorf (1483, .546, 1565]), for his OP1IN10N.

Von Amsdorf W as incensed by what he read. He objected NOt only the SCC-

tıon the tree will wrıtten for the MOST part by Melanchthon but also the
sStatements the Lord’s Supper June 544, shortly after the Diet had ad:

8 %n 708 2785) 3, 440 3356.2E).
ö9 See MStA 6, 381-421I, which contaıns Melanchthon’s 1543 contribution, the »Respons10

Philippi Melanthonis ad scr1ptum quorundam delectorum clero secundario Coloniae
Agrippinae«. Luther provided the preface; 54, (5) 9-11 Cochlaeus’ plece wWwWas entitled
»Contra Philippi Melanchthonis Responsionem PIO Bucero Colonienses« and W as pub:
lished 544

9 The pertinen read (using the Marburg edition of 544)CN das ist w1e

der Hey Apostell Paulus schreybett, die gemeinschafft des leibs vnnd bluts unNnNnseIrs errenn
Jesu Christi, bei welcher gemeinschafft WIT se1in gedechtnus halten sollen.« »(The
preachers chould ENCOUTASC the people| Zum anderen das s1e nıt zweytflen der Herr selb gebe
inen dar seinen leib vnd bluot, das s1e ihm ewiglich bleiben vnd leben sollen, vnnd inen.
Vnd dieweil diese vbergebung vnnd entpfahung des leibs vnd bluots Christi NSCeTI5 Herren
eın himlisch werck vnd handel des glaubens ist, sollen die leuth alle fleischliche gedancken

dieser geheimnus anß[außschlagen vnd ber mit hertzlichen begirden vnd Her danckbar-



journed, VO  - Amsdorf asked Luther he had read 1t Luther’s wrıtten
23 June 544 reveals ımportant aspect of the relation between himself an
Melanchthon He admitted he had NOT read it but that he had asked Melanchthon
for his OP1IN10N, and the yOUNSCI had told that ıt Was such that »Jegiti-
mMate and knowledgeable practice INaYy be taught all churches by remoVvıng al]
superst1t10nNs« 'his NOT please VO  = Amsdorf, whose OWI) opınıon of the OCU-
MmMent reached Luther by uUgus and forced read the »Kölner Reformation«
himself

Luther W as indeed irritated by the document. Its style showed al] the S18NS of
that »„»blabbermouth« Bucer, whom Luther compared aspar Von Schwenckfeld
(11489-1 122 According letter from Hıeronymus Besold (Circa 500-I 60]
Dietrich, Luther also voiced his displeasure first Melanchthon, who left the

uUugus meet1ing disturbed, and then aspar Cruciger (11504-1548), who, 1t
INaYy be interred, warned Luther about Causıng dissension ® What Was Luther
concerned about? Besold reported that Luther NO believed Bucer and others had
signed the »Wittenberg Concord« disingenuously.*

keit diese WAaic himlische SPCYSC VnN! selige gemeinschaftfft ewıgen Heylands vnd
Herren entpfahen vnd N1esSsSEN.« e NS GE »[You should teach!| das VI1S der Herr dasselbig
se1in heilig machendes fleisch Vn bluot 1mMm bendtmal mi1t den sichtbaren zeichen, brot
vnnd weıln, durch den dienst der kirchenn warlich darreicht Vn vbergibt, nicht ABg spel1se
des naturlichen un zeitlichen, sonder AA spe1se des geistlichen VNnNn ew1gen lebens, w1e
se1ne WOTT lauten: ‚:Neme vnd CS  T das ist me1in eib Drincket darau{fß® alle, das ist
meın bluot, efC.« Welche WOTT des Herren WITr mi1t einfeltigem glauben auffnemen vnnd
nicht 7zweitfelen sollen, CL, der Herr elbst, SCY miıtten vnder VI1S vnd gebe sich durch
denn dienst der kirchen, den selbst darzu verordenet hat, W1€e VI1S 1n diesen seinen
worten anzeıgt. Das Iso uch das brot das WIT brechenn warlich se1le die gemeinschafft
se1nes leibs VN! der keich be dem WITr dancken die gemeinschafft se1nes bluts.« See Ernst
BIZER: Studien ZAAHT: Geschichte des Abendmahlsstreits 1 16 ahrhunder Reprint.
1962, 229-242

Ul Br I8 600, o ia 4007) Note that Melanchthon’s Oopın10n concentrated the removal of
superst1t1ons.

Y Br {8 OI 618, 4014|, Luther (Gregor Brück 'beginning of ugus 544.. 3 Iso
the report of Conrad Besold eıt Dietrich (8 ugus 1544|); Oltto| ÄLBRECHT; Paul|
FLEMMING: |)as SoOgenNannte Manuscriptum Thomasianum: 13 1916|), 164

93 Ibidem, 16 57 Besold tO Dietrich. Melanchthon Was already sick and tired of Luther’s earlier
CONTLIOVEISY with the law faculty at Wittenberg and had written January 544 Camerar1us
that he WOU. have preferred STaYy 1n Speyer than face Luther’s Lagc agaiınst Bucer tor

letter RBucer had written Philipp VO  - Hessen MBW 4., (343 52}
Note that 1t 15 NOT the »Wittenberg ONCOrd« itself but 1ts usc Dy hypocrites that ‚D: him.
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letter by Luther (Gregor Brück (148 554 S} however, SUSSECSTS LLLOIC

anced argument. There Luther argued that the »Kölner Reformation« W as LOO
verbose hence his reference Bucer 4s blabbermouth and that, hile g0o1Ng

length about the us«e of the Sacrament, 1t only mumbled about 1ts substance,
»>50 that OTNLC CAann! figure OUuUt what pos1t1ion it holds the atter. CVCILIY WaYy this 15
Just like what the enthusiasts do And, the bishop \von sdorf| demonstrates, 1t does
NO Sa y O1L1IC word agalınst the enthusiasts.A letter by Luther to Gregor Brück (1485-1557), however, suggests a more nu-  anced argument. There Luther argued that the »Kölner Reformation« was too  verbose — hence his reference to Bucer as blabbermouth — and that, while going on  at length about the use of the sacrament, it only mumbled about its substance,  »so that one cannot figure out what position it holds in the matter. In every way this is  just like what the enthusiasts do. And, as the bishop [von Amsdorf] demonstrates, it does  not say one word against the enthusiasts. ... Nowhere is it expressly stated whether the  true body and blood are orally received.«?5  Thus the document, by not attacking the enthusiasts became a comfort to them.  During this time Luther decided to write on the Lord’s Supper. From his com-  ment to Besold, it would seem that contacts with the Italians may have suggested  such a writing. Wilhelm Neuser points out that it was not simply Luther’s reac-  tion to the »Kölner Reformation« that stimulated this interest.°° However, the  »Kölner Reformation«, far from being the »straw that broke the camel’s back«  because of what it said, gave Luther an excuse to write on the topic because of  what it did not say about the issue. By 10 August; clearly warming to the topic,  Luther attacked the Swiss in a sermon on ı K 10, 6-13.”  Caspar Cruciger, Sr., in a letter to Dietrich on 7 September 1544 named Kaspar  von Schwenckfeld’s letters to some South German clergy as the cause of Luther’s  writing. Regarding the »Kölner Reformation«, Cruciger also reported that  Melanchthon had not written the material on the eucharist but also did not find  anything in it worth criticizing. It was rather von Amsdorf’s rigidity that inflamed  Luther, since the »Kölner Reformation« did not refer to synecdoche in explaining  the words of the Supper.®  Luther’s strong reaction against the »Kölner Reformation« and Bucer was  matched by Melanchthon’s equally strong reaction against Luther’s response. He  feared above all else a renewed public controversy over the Lord’s Supper with the  Swiss. Furthermore, he became convinced that Luther was going to write directly  95 WA Br 10, 618, 9-16 (4014) — emphasis added.  96 See Wilhelm Nzvuser: Luther und Melanchthon: Einheit im Gegensatz. M 1961, 27.  97 WA 49, 543, 30 - 546, 20. The clear opponent was the »reasonable« explanations of the  Swiss. There is no hint of an attack on Bucer’s position. Neuser’s assumption, in Luther und  Melanchthon ..., 29, that Melanchthon understood it as a direct attack on Bucer or himself is  incorrect. Melanchthon saw this as a signal for a renewed attack on the Swiss, in conse-  quence of which he imagined that others, including himself, would also become involved.  98 CR 5, 476 f (3025). Cruciger also thought.Luther was writing a new set of articles on the  Lord’s Supper. This threat was never carried out and may also have been simply a rumor.  79Nowhere 15 1t expressly stated whether the
B  'q’) body an blood A1icC orally received.«?°5

hus the document, by NOLT attacking the enthusiasts became comtort them
Hurmg this time Luther decided wrıte the Lord’s Supper 1T10OmMm his COT11-

ment Besold, it would SCCI11 that with the Italians mmMay ave suggested
such wrntng. Wilhelm Neuser points OUT that 1t W as NOT simply Luther’s 1C4C-

tıon the „»Kölner Reformation« that stimulated this interest.9?® However, the
;Kölner Reformation«, far from being the »STTaW that broke the camel’s back«
because of what 1t sald, SaVC Luther CXCUSC wrıte the tOD1C because of
hat ıt did NOT Sa y about the 1SSUe. By ugust, clearly Wwarmıng the topi1C,
Luther attacked the SWISS I G-I1 397

aspar Cruc1iger, Sf:; 1n letter Dietrich September named Spar
VO  - Schwenckfeld’s etters SOTTNI1C South (Gierman clergy the of Luther’s
wrıting. Regarding the »Kölner Reformation«, Cruc1iger also reported that
Melanchthon had NOT wrıitten the material the eucharist but also NOT

anything € worth CYt1C1ZINS. it Was rather VO  . Amsdorf’s rigidity that inflamed
Luther, S1INCe the »Kölner Reformation« NOT refer synecdoche explaining
the words of the Supper.”“

Luther’s JeR reactıon agaınst the »Kölner Reformation« and Bucer W as

matched by Melanchthon’s equally reactıon agaınst Luther’s He
feared above all else renewed public CONTtFOVEISY OVeT the Lord’s Supper with the
SWISS. Furthermore, he became convinced that Luther W as g01Ng wrıte directly

95 Br I 6I18, 9-16 4014| emphasis added.
96 See Wilhelm NEUSER: Luther und Melanchthon: Einheit egensatz. I961I,
97/ 49, 543, 3 546, The clear W as the »reasonable« explanations of the

SWISS. There 15 hint of attack Bucer’s pos1ıtiıon euser’s assumpt1on, Luther un
Melanchthon that Melanchthon understood it direct attack Bucer himself 15
incorrect. Melanchthon sa this signal for renewed attack the SWISS, 115C -

QUENCE of which he imagined that others, includingse. would Iso become involved.
98 3, 476 3025) Cruciger Iso thought-Luther W as wrlitıng 1L1CW set. of articles the

Lord’s Supper ‘his threat wWwWAas carried Out an INnay 1Iso have been simply
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against Bucer thereby destroying the »Wittenberg Concord« 25al agaınst
Melanchthon himselt. When, later Uugust, Luther Went V1is1t VOIl Amsdort

PDCISONL, Melanchthon’s and aspar Cruc1iger’s fears wWerTiICc heightened, S1INCE
they viewed the bishop AdSs the of all the trouble.?

Melanchthon’s reacti1on, however, INUST NOLT be exaggerated. For OT thing,
letter Dietrich ugus he stated that VO  - Amsdorf attacked the »Kölner

Reformation’s« interpretatıon of the Lord’s Supper for NOtT having een explicit
enough. What he viewed d acerbic CENSUTEC an call L1CW dispute, Luther,
Melanchthon went 9) characterized mild.1°°0

Melanchthon also made this threat » Were Pericles Luther| begin
speak abusively about this thing |»Kölner Reformation«|, L would depart.« his
last threat, reiterated letter after letter from this tume, IMUST also be understood
for what 1t wWas _ » It did NOT represent desperate retreat. Instead, 1t
flected, first, Melanchthon’s genumne disgust with Luther’s outbursts. It W as also
his 4SSESSMENT of the impossibility of both 11 cCoexXisting the face of
such division. Har from collapsing, Melanchthon realized he would NOT back down
and thus would ave leave. 1t Was, finally, politically shrewd'
designed force the and their mutual friends take this matter seriously.
(In several of the etters he PULtS the suggestion almost exclusively his brother’s
mouth. :° However, and this MmMUust also be emphasized, the threat leave W as

also based misreading of Luther’s intent1ions; attack the »Kölner Refor-
mat1ıon« Bucer OL, least of ALl Melanchthon materialized, and there 15
little indication that Luther had GVT seriously intended publicize his discon-
tent with Bucer and the »Kölner Reformation« the »Kurzes Bekenntnis VO

heiligen Sakramente«.

99 More study 15 needed of the role VO  - Amsdorff played these tens10ns and the Cordatus
CONtLOVEISY. He Iso Was 388 Melanchthon’s chief attackers 1n the dispute Ver the In-
ter1m; Robert KOLB: Nikolaus VO  w Amsdorf 11483-1 565} popular polemics the PrESCIVdA-
ti1on of Luther’s legacy. Nieuwkoop 1978

1L1O! Von Amsdorff’s criticısm of free will wWwWas taken Dy Luther.
101 See MBW 4, Ho 3668], 128 ugus I 544|; 130 (3691.4), September 1544| 132 (3695.3), 3

September 1544|; 134 (3700.2J, October 1544|; 134 (3701.1), October 1544| his WwWas

NOT sa1ild sSimply friends, Neuser Luther und Melanchthon 0019 29| aASSUIMNCS, but tor the

10  w 4, - 3 (3691 369 31 his lowed him certaın distance from the actual threat.
In fact; the threat W as always contingent Luther Z01N£g public the suggest1on of
Melanchthon’s rother It wWwWas atter of Melanchthon actually threatening leave

result of something Luther had already sa1id.



Melanchthon also explained the s1ıtuation Bucer letter dated 8 ugus
He mentioned that he and Cruciger hadeen summoned meet1ng with Luther
the ext day, but there 15 record of what took plaege there whether that
meet1ng Ooccurred. Bucer responded by WwTI1tIng letter Luther professing agaın
his adherence the »Wittenberg Concord« but sending 1t unsealed Melanchthon
for his approval. At the 81 of September, when this letter arrıved, Melanchthon
did NO think 1t w1se show it Luther directly Isince 1t would look like he had
solicited the letter hich he had!]), he SENT 1t through the chancellor, Brück,

the elector, who had ıt translated for himself and then sent back through Brück
Luther along with SOTIILLC „Wildbrett« 4S 1t had een misdirected through

the elector himsel{£!1°3
At the Saıinıc tiıme Brück received Bucer’s letter {rom Melanchthon’s hands, he

also learned about Melanchthon’s threat that Luther attacked him the NOLT

yeL published „Kurzes Bekeenntnis D he, Melanchthon, would leave. his
It tOo the elector, Brück expressed his scept1c1sm. The elector’s of 25
September included separate ote Brück, misdated the hich the
Elector worried that Luther indeed attack Melanchthon. He advised Brück

Dass Luther the Elector’s approval for wrıtıng the booalc 1t Caille OUT at

the VE en of the month mentı1on that about ens10n between them
weTe being spread, and suggest that: unless Melanchthon had SONC OVCTI the
SWI1ISS inhich Casc he should be attacked , the LW  &] WEEIC meet face-to-face
1ron OUuUTt their differences.

fact, Brück’sa intervention into this £a1r Caine bit late
letter Philipp VO  - Hessen, dated November 544, Brück emphasized that the
Elector had directed restraın Luther’s attacks agamst the »Kölner Refor-
matıon«, but that when he had arrıyved the W Aas already at the printer’s.
quick reading of coples obtained {from the printer convinced and the Elector
that Luther only attacked VO  - Schwenckfeld by Namle. When Brück brought
the Matter with Luther through his wife, Katharina, Luther himselt responded,
» [ Jear LDoctor Brück, understand yYOUu think there 15 misunderstanding between
Philipp an know nothing about 1t. «<17°5

103 Br x 4028} contaıns the letter of Brück the elector and 4028), 25 Septem-
ber 544, the elector’s Br I 651-653 (4028], September 544,; Z1VES Bucer’s
letter. it Bucer distanced himself from Zurich’s DaStOrSs an reiterated his allegiance the
»Wittenberg Concord«, affirming the of Christ’s body an blood the Supper

104 , 746 3180) C Neuser: Luther und Melanchthon 30, 56
105 ÄNALECTA HASSIACA/ ed by ann Philipp Kuchenbecker. Collectio Marburg E736. 428-
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As SOOT Luther’sJhich attacked Zwingli for both his understanding
of the Lord’s Supper and his belief the salvation of outside of Christ,
appeared, Melanchthon’s threats of leaving subsided. Instead, he directed his
erg1ıes toward tryıng prevent the SWISS from responding.!° Moreover, the pr1-
atfe meet1ing with Luther suggested by the elector apparently took place after
the tract’s publication. 4O Friedrich Myconı1us (1490-1 546) Melanchthon

October what IMaYy be brief ACCOUNT of the meeting with Luther.
„ ] told Luther that have always defended synecdoche. When bread and W1nNne 4TE CO11-

sumed Christ 15 truly present and makes members himselt. Nor do Aa1llYy rıtes of the
SAcramen have alıy basıs outside of use reckon have satisfied him.«197

There 15 nothing indicate that Luther W a4as nNOt satisfied.:°8 Although
Melanchthon’s Statements ere and elsewhere did NOT Uus«c Luther’s language and

fact represented different understanding of Christ’s the Lord’s
Supper," Luther’s attıtude W a4s OMNC of toleration.1!!°

43 Brück Iso recounted repOort from Franz Burkhardt Bi yo3- 560), who had recently been
dinner with Luther and Melanchthon. (The author 15 indebted Prot Michael Aune of

Pacitic Lutheran Theological eMINAaLY for obtaining CODY of thiıs letter trom the University
of California, Berkeley.)

106 As late December 544. (MBW 4I 3748.1]| Bullinger reported NOot having SCCI1 Luther’s
wrniting The Iso attacked VIEeEWS of the Lord’s Supper eld bDy Oekolampad, Andreas
Bodenstein 4A4US Karlstadt (1486-1 SAT), VO  - Schwenckftfeld and others.

10/ 5y 498 304.9] MB  S 4, 135 3706.3]; October 1544| Only if it NOCT, Melanchthon
added, would he be torced leave Wittenberg. See Iso the Reformatio itself, quoted above
nOote

108 Neuser: Luther und Melanchthon 31-34,
109 Different Iso ftrom Bucer’s, who 1n his letter Luther had described the »FIrue of

the body and blood of Christ present the Supper« opposed Melanchthon’s „when
bread and wıne ATC consumed Christ 15 truly present«.

BF  O See Heıinz SCHEIBLE: Luther an Melanchthon 336-335 Here euser’s analysis (Luther
un Melanchthon 32 needs SOTLIC slight correction. Melanchthon did NOLT Sa y anything
specifically about the of Christ’s body and blood the bread and wine, 11OT he
»avo1d« V  Y »dingliche Aussage« ConNcern1ng the Sacramen: In both Neuser 15 mak-
1ng assumpt1ons based upon Melanchthon’s silence. Luther could well have read his O W

positıion 1nto Melanchthon’s COMMENTIS Moreover, the pos1ıti1on Luther rejected the letter
the Venetlans W as NOTt the Saille Melanchthon’s As far Melanchthon’s repOrt

Myconı1us 50C5S, there 15 indication that his COMMENTS Luther Melanchthon de.
ftended IHETEe spiritual of Christ, NOr he expressly deny that the unworthy
received Christ’s body
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Luther expressed this toleration second letter the Italian evangelicals,
dated November 544, which he also managed, backhanded WAaY,
mentıon his acceptance of Bucer.

»Therefore, beseech you 1n the Lord, do NOtTt let the Zurichers, Bullinger, Pelikan,
Bucer himself (who 15 sa1id the beginning of the tragedy have wriıitten Man y things 1n

Latın, which have not SCCHI., but 1L1LOW short while agO persuaded him ‚OIM his
SC1I15C5 for me| deceive YVYOU. But perhaps you WeTC hear that Philipp Luther had
agreed their rav1ıngs, for od’s oake do not believe '1t-“III

Luther depicted Bucer 4S havıng COTINIC his sSCNSC5S5 a s1gN that the misdirected
letter mMUStTt aV relieved Luther’s SUSPICLONS regarding the »Wittenberg (Con-
cord« SOTTN1C degree after al] his complaint about the »Kölner Reformation«
had do with 1ts silence], an he dismissed allıy about himself
Melanchthon’s capitulation the SWI1SS indication of the SUCCCSS5 of Brück’s
conversatıon with Luther and the subsequent prıvate meet1ingwith Melanchthon.

euser’s useful description of these events ends ere However, that W as NOT

the end of the StOILY. HOT ONC thing, January 45 Melanchthon produced the
called „Wittenbergische Reformatio C signed by all members of the faculty, 1N-

cluding Luther, hich contained SOTI1L1IC vVeC: explicit COom: about the Lord’s
Supper »|'The Priest| distributes the body and blood of the Lord those who eagt

himsel{t and others.« »Here the body and blood of Christ ATC consumed.« H

rejected »the Anabaptists and others, whoLuther expressed this toleration in a second letter to the Italian evangelicals,  dated 12 November 1544, in which he also managed, in a backhanded way, to  mention his acceptance of Bucer.  »Therefore, I beseech you in the Lord, do not let the Zurichers, Bullinger, Pelikan, or  Bucer himself (who is said in the beginning of the tragedy to have written many things in  Latin, which I have not seen, but now a short while ago I persuaded him to come to his  senses for me) deceive you. But if perhaps you were to hear that Mr. Philipp or Luther had  agreed to their ravings, for God’s sake do not believe it.«!!*  Luther depicted Bucer as having come to his senses (a sign that the misdirected  letter must have relieved Luther’s suspicions regarding the »Wittenberg Con-  cord« to some degree — after all his complaint about the »Kölner Reformation«  had to do with its silence), and he dismissed any rumors about himself or  Melanchthon’s capitulation to the Swiss — an indication of the success of Brück’s  conversation with Luther and the subsequent private meeting with Melanchthon.  Neuser’s useful description of these events ends here. However, that was not  the end of the story. For one thing, in January 1545 Melanchthon produced the so-  called »Wittenbergische Reformation«, signed by all members of the faculty, in-  cluding Luther, which contained some very explicit comments about the Lord’s  Supper. »[The Priest] distributes the body and blood of the Lord to those who eat  _ to himself and others.« »Here the body and blood of Christ are consumed.« It  rejected »the Anabaptists and others, who ... say that only bread and wine are  offered and that the sacraments are only signs of our profession before human  beings«.!!? Melanchthon predicted to Camerarius that von Amsdorf would judge  this document to be too lenient, although Luther had already approved it."?  On the other side, the Swiss responded to Luther’s tract by producing the Zu-  rich Confession. It included a section defending Zwingli’s notion of blessed pa-  gans and their understanding of the Lord’s Supper, including a summary of the  First Helvetic Confession, which had been sent to Luther in 1536 for his approval.!!t  When Philipp von Hessen declared that he could not see any substantive differ-  ence between the positions of Luther and Zurich, Brück reported to the Elector a  IIT WÄ 10, 681, 48-53 (4041).  112 CR 5, 617. 618. 621 (3115), citing Melanchthon’s Latin translation. The version of Christoph  Pezel (1539-1604), one of Wittenberg’s so-called crypto-Calvinists, read that the priest »dis-  tributed the eucharist or sacrament of the body and blood«.  113 CR 5, 656 (3119) & MBW 4, 177 (3796.1], 18 January [1545].  114 See DIE BEKENNTNISSCHRIFTEN DER REFORMIERTEN KIRCHE/ ed. by Ernst Friedrich Karl Müller.  L 1903, 153-159.  83Say that only bread and wıne Agn

offered and that the Sacramen! Aatic only S1gNS of profession before human
beings«.!!? Melanchthon predicted Camerarıus that VO  - Amsdort ould judge
this document be LOO lenient, although Luther had already approved 1t.113

On the other side, the SWI1SS responded Luther’s by producing the LÜ
rich Contession. It included secti1on defending Zwingli’s notıon of blessed p —
Sanls and their understanding of the Lord’s Supper, including SUMMALY of the
Fırst Helvetic Contession, hichhadeen sent Luther 36 forhis approval.!!4
When Philipp VO  3 Hessen declared that he could NOtT SCC substantive differ-
CHES between the pOS1t10NS of Luther and Zurich, Brück reported the Elector

LI WA I 681I, 48-53 404.1)
5y 621 | cC1ting Melanchthon’s Latın translation. The vers1ion of Christoph

Pezel (1 39-1604|, O11|  (D of Wittenberg’s so-Called crypto-Calvinists, read that the priıes »dis-
tributed the eucharist sacrament of the body and blood«

113 SI 656 3119} 4l LF (3796.1), IS anuary 1545|
3E See DIE BEKENNTNISSCHRIFTEN DER REFORMIERTEN KIRCHE/ ed. by Ernst Friedrich arl Müller

1903, 153-159
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discussion with Melanchthon hich the latter stated Philipp VO  - Hesse should
be emıiınded that he Was conceding INOTEe the Zurichers than sıgner of the
»Augsburg Confession« ought and that Zurich had signed the »Wittenberg
Concord«. Moreover, g]1ven the stupid things sa1d about the heathen the OCU-
mentT, Melanchthon advised that 1t should nNnOot be sold part of aXonYy
otherwise Luther would become enraged (»ein wunderlicher Mann«J (By impli-
catıon, Philipp VO  - Hessen W as being encouraged do the Saıinıe his OW: lands

order prevent renewed OPCIH conflict with Zurich.) When toldby Brück that
Philipp VO  = Hessen W as glad that the word »spitzbübisch« WAas dropped from the
atın translation of the »Wittenbergische Reformation« and replaced by »calum-
N10SE«, Melanchthon laughed aloud, statıng that the atın W as only little milder
and that the German needed emendation 115

contidential ote attached the letter, Brück noted how Melan-
chthon became Ver the possibility that Luther might actually draft articles
the Lord’s Supper that would Overturn the »Wittenberg Concord« and bring the
South German cıtles 1Into the {TaY. Melanchthon wanted unıty and the d®
810 > of unıty »Philipp W Aas loss for words, and his CYVCS filled with LCArS«,
behavior witnessed by his colleagues, aspar ( ruc1iger and eorg aJ]or (1502-
IS 7a Once agaln Philipp’s dramatic behavior demonstrated the sSser10usness
with which he took the »Wittenberg Concord« and also the fear he harbored that
Luther’s outbursts might lead 1ts collapse. The effect, ofJW as also that
both Brück and the Elector became 4AWAaTC how Ser10uUs the mMatter W as and how
stubborn Melanchthon W as regarding the S1gNINg of the »Wittenberg Concord« L

VI Conclusions
What be deduced trom these vignettes about the relationbetween Melanchthon
and Luther? For OTIC thing, Luther Was the preacher; Melanchthon the precep(tor.
The differences the WaVY hich they argued agaınst Erasmus, for example,
derived considerable extent from the methods they employed and their goals.
Luther intended preach FEFrasmus into£with the gospel, us1ıng
polemical the rhetorical tools of 1r0NY and SaIicasınA the midst of VE

15 5 [31-734 3175), Philipp VO  w Hessen ohann Friedrich, 16 April 1545; 739-744 3178],
(„regor Brück ann Friedrich, April 545

116 S/ /43 3178}; ct Melanchthon’s wrıtten 4, 217 3890), 124 April| 545
IF Agaın, Luther’s Occasional attacks print that ollowe!: ocused only the SWI1SS.
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subtle exegeticalargu: Melanchthon employed the much »CoOler« medium
of cComment. refute the Dutch humanıist’s defense of philosophia and ratıo
and sed syllogisms and loci COTMIMUNE prosecute his argumen

Second, each viewed the other’s contributions the Reformation differently.
Already while Luther Was aqalive and certainly after his death, Melanchthon de-
picted Luther’s contribution the church terms that echoed his 4SSESSMENT of
patrıst1ıc SOUTCCS Luther WAas the wıtness whose estimon1a provided future SCI1L-
erat1ons with insights 1INnto the promıi1ses of G0d 118 A+ the S”Aa111C tıme, Luther for
example, during Melanchthon’s illness We1ımar called the yYyOUNSCI colleague
his O1ISaTLOLL, the strument for gathering knowledge. + 15 these 1NOTIC 4STUtTtEe

insights into the other’s role the evangelical that sounded SVl the
COMParısons constructed fOor public COoNsummptıon. The CONTrast of the »lIumber-
Jack« the »happy farmer« Simply heightened these differences. Only when
distorted ınto psychological sSstereotypes 0€es this longer elucidate the
[WO men’s outlook and behavior.

At this pomnt the Comparıson INUST be interrupted reiterate fundamental
COn  CC their approaches doctrinal agreement. the midst of the shrill
battles that marked the Reformation, they both engaged what might be called
theology through cConversatıon.!!9 Although both WEeIC convinced that the gospel
rested upon clear assert1ons of God’s unshakeable promise CHhaStE they both
tried their WaYy 42vo1d theology by fiat. Because of later disagreements
Lutheranism OVe_r SOTINEC of these SAaTiııc doctrines, this delicate weh ofa-

t10ns 15 often overlooked the rush 1SCOver ditfterences. However, disagree-
with Agricola and Cordatus OVeT the law and works, discussions with Tenz

justification, and CVCIl the last Lord’s Supper CONTFOVEISY during Luther’s life-
tiıme emonstrate commıtment by both reformers COn  CC and aSICC-
ment an Warn modern theologians {rom us1ıng either COUTT of last YreSort

theological debate. 'T0 be SULIC, each drew the line between Conversatıon and
confession at different place. Nevertheless, both understood the ımportance of
such dialogue the Service of the church and 1ts proclamation.

these thinkers diverged INOST fundamentally ver their world VIEWS
divergence they themselves recognized but NOLT 1eW 4s damaging their

LIS Peter FRAENKEL: Testimon1a pDatrum. the function of the patrıst1c argument 1n the theology
of Philip Melanchthon. (GGeneva 1967
This differed from Frasmus who made the presumed uncertainty of the diatribe the center of
his theologica. J:a
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unıty the gospel. Nevertheless, the heart of the ension between Luther and
Melanchthon lay fundamentally different fix what might be called cosmol-

Melanchthon’s COoNvıction that the created order, especlally the STAars and
planets, contributed uman evil led him choose AT least DIaY for
COUTITSC of moderation his WaYy of resisting those VE natural tendencies
fallen world Luther’s CONVı1ıcCt1ion that the devil had hand theological CONtEN-
t10Ns led precisely the opposıte Whatever his personality May ave
contributed, Luther’s aNscCI W 4As controlled, theological the devil’s
attacks the gospel.!? The only thing the devil understood, the only thing that
could hem his evil mischief, W a4as the Word However, Just 4s Melanchthon
could NOLT imagıne moderation apart from the Holy D, Luther could nOot CO11-

front the devil without God and God’s Word
Melanchthon’s EITLELXELO, Luther called 1t 121 W AaS character Llaw, 1t W as

specific theological orıentation, O41 that Luther himself tolerated itself form
of emrtLELKXELO! and EVECIN praised. 10 be SUTC, these different modi operandı CXOT-
C1SmM VCISUS SILLELXELG. 0OCCaAS10N stretched the limits of their Cooperatıon, CSDC-
clally regarding the Lord’s Supper CONtrOVerS and Wittenberg’s relation the
SWISS. However, far from being simply personality ditference, this divergent
approach theological ditterences defined several ımportant aspecCts of their the:
ologies.

For Melanchthon the PIODECI first the disordering eftect of
W as the order of the law (primus usus). FOr Luther, the devil’s work, hich could
somewhat be restrained by the law, Minally required the Word that zilled the old
(secundus usus] and raised the 11  S faith (gospel). At the S”d1LLLIC time, this
difference cosmologies also resulted ifferent VIeWSs of the Reformation ıs
self Luther assumed that the rediscovery of the gospel increased the attacks of

L'  O Oberman: Luther, 175-206 Even Luther expressed the ditference between Melanchthon anı
himself these Y 23J1, - 5551]),; 1542743 »Aber Philippus 15 noch nicht
recht zornich wider den babst; est moderatus, ideo Inn1a agıt moderate, wiewol INa
noch as dienen, W1e denn selhs hofft ber meın impetus StOS dem fa{ß den boden
aus; W © ich kom, schlag ich dem faß den boden aus vnd schlag MmM1t keulen drein.
Philippus, e1. der War DI1INC1D10 sehr moderatus. Er hat Jaren viel ZUSCHUINECN. ber
Diabolus LLO11 vult V1INC1 n1ısı pPCI CONtEMPUM. Infirmis sSatıs est scr1ıptum et dictum; induratis
hilffts nıcht. Noch 1sSt imer moderatus. Ich springe mMi1t fussen drein, sed CONTtra Diabolum.«

Gch 4’ 576, 12-14 4.909], 16 May 540 Luther’s point WAas toO note how Melanchthon had
concluded that with the papısts such approach had NOt worked anı had attacked them
HOI pointedly »De ecclesia et de autoriıtate De1« and » e officio PrIiIncC1pUum, quod manda-
C Del1i praec1ıplat e1s tollere abusus Ecclesiasticos«; MStA 1, 323] 324-386 387) 388-410



Satan agaınst it Thus, for the Reformation unfolded a4s ser1es of attacks and
counterattacks 0) Lru testimon1es LO, the gospel. HOr Melanchthon the his-
COLY of the church W as unfolding the progression of teachers and learners
PIOCCSS interrupted NOT only by the devil but also by the natural forces Causıng
dissension and yet fostered by the practice of moderation.!??

his ditference also affected their 1eW of justification by faith alone. ven
when the agreed the forensic ature of justification, their approach betray-
ed disparate intentions. For Luther God’s decree destroyed evil and comforted the
weak For Melanchthon God educated, made certaınm and comforted the simple.

Moreover, these programatıc reSPONSCS ought NOT obscure the opposıte behavior
both 1LE sometımes practiced. Luther could sometimes be tolerant for CX alill-

ple, about ransubstantiation where Melanchthon W as NOtTt for example, about
overriding the »„Wittenberg Concord«. Luther could PITODOSC apPIOVC COINDIO-
m1ıses the 2 CONTLLIOVEISY with Agricola and the dispute with Cordatus;
Melanchthon could geL ansgrYy and threaten leave from the colloquy at

Regensburg 541 and {from the Universıty of Wittenberg 544
The danger inherent both men’s theologies involved being transformed from

theologian of the C  } who proclaimed the of the gospel tell the truth
and make alıve sub contrarıo specıle, iInto theologian of glory who exalted lan:
SUASC 162A4501 OVECT justification by faith alone. This INnay point finally the
heritage of the Reformation MmMOSt easily lost being theologian of the The
Cross’s foolishness and weakness finally test the limits of all theologians: GV

and especially Luther and Melanchthon. Luther’s Tasc agaınst the false brethren
could, Melanchthon’s V1leW, result such glorification of the Reformer’s

V1IECWS that the Iru un1ıty of the gospel would be shaken. Melanchthon’s
equ1vocatıon could finally reintroduce the crıterion of theological argument’‘s
»reasonableness« into the gospel itself, blurring the distinction between law and
gospel and between the LWO realms of God’s Z0O It could also become, 4s

Luther suspected, form of unbelief hich the theologian ended »
the world« 123

i M  D Melanchthon’s CONCEIIL for the Stars by eliminated the devil’s role disrupting
the church fact, from the tıme of bel the aithful had been under attack Dy the devil an
his allies (Cain, the prophets of Baal, the Pharisees of Jesus day, and Platonists like Orıgen
an his SUCCESSOFS]; Fraenkel: Testimon1a atrum, 1-I109, an Frank DIie theologische
Philosophie 307 Hıs CONCEII Iso nOot InNecall he lacked Luther’s apocalyptic eXpecta-
t10N; Barnes: Prophecy and gNOSIS 57-9I1

123 Pauck Luther and Melanchthon 30, C1t1INg Br 5 AL P
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However, when either theologian criticized the other along these lines, their
Statements MUSt NOLT themselves be glorified by later historians. When, for CX Aalll-

ple, Luther warned Brück that Melanchthon’s Sson Occasionally caused
trouble; he would aV be his guard lest he end the SaTiTııe pomnt

where Erasmus GCalilllc OuL« — thıs COMMENT should be construed neither 4S

rejection of humanism, 1107 4S equatıon of Melanchthon’s and Erasmus’ the:
ologies, 1107 AdSs blanket rejection of Melanchthon’s work. Instead, Luther W as

eXpressing precisely the problem that plagues al] evangelical theologians him:
self included: the WaYy ne s  / learning distort the VE gospel ONe learns. Just
Luther did NOLT subject critical analysis his apocalyptic 24SSOC1atıon of the
devil with disagreements the gospel, Melanchthon tully appreciated
the hermeneutical circle created by his use of humanıist methods and Arıstote-
lian philosophy interpreting the gospel.!25

the end, what sustained the relationship between these LW  ®] 1n Was their
cCcCommM1ıtment the gospel and Conversatıon Over 1ts clear proclama-

t10n. Just the perception of irreconcilable differences would ave destroyed
their mutual respecCct and cooperatıon, 5 LOO, their shared Convıctiıon that each
OrTe wı1ıtness his OWI WaYy that gospel provided the COININON bond that al-
lowed their fruitful eamwork and Conversatıon for twenty-eight yYCals heir ef-
fort af maıntamıng that concord provided model for theologians the sixteenth

and perhaps provides ON for the present 4S ell

124 Br 7ı 412 3022); Na Pauck: Luther and Melanchthon
C oNceming the effect thiıs had Luther’s attitude toward the Jews, SS Oberman Luther,
92-9/; concern1ıng Melanchthon anı humanism, SCC Pauck: Luther an! Melanchthon

SI and, IMOStTt recently, Heıinz SCHEIBLE: Aristoteles und die Wittenberger Universitätsretorm.
Humanismus und Wittenberger Reformation: Festgabe anläßlich des 500 Geburtstages

des Praeceptor (‚ermanılae Philipp Melanchthon aın 16 Februar 1997/ ed. by Michael eyer
and Günther Wartenberg. 1996, 123-144
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