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The Real and Revelation: The Development and Function of the Doctrine of 
Chiaal  Sin in Phillip Melanchthon 

by Darren Charles Marks, 

Master of Arts (M.A.) thesis 1997. 
Faculty of ïheology, Toronto School of Theology, University of Toronto. 

This work seeks to examine the importance of the doctrine of Original Sin in 

understanding Melanchthon's anthropology and then how the doctrine c m  also serve 

as a reliable indicator in relation to certain key areas of Melanchthon's theology and 

theological method. The conclusions derived from the thesis argue that Melanchthon 

is best understood not out of a proximity to proto-rationalism (the so called 

Melanchthon blight), but rather his proximity to an emerging Luthera~sm. The work 

seeh to trace Melanchthon's usage of the doctrine synchronically across the familial 

editions of the Loci Communes carefully arguing the epistemological ramification of 

the doctrine in light of Revelation. As such , the work also atternpts to explain the 

theological and historical motives for changes-real and apparent-within 

Melanchthon's thought and compare this to the emerging Lutheran orthodoxy. 



For our lost baby whose eyes now h l y  see the real 



Author's Forewotd 

There are two stylistic decisions made which need to be explained before one 
endeavow to navigate the following text First, 1 have chosen to foIlow the Corpus 
Refumatonrm's spelling and syntax of Latin words, even when they are in variation of 
generally agreed spellings or syntax. A common example is the spelling of causa as 
causa. Often the Corpus retains archaic redundancies long corrected by more modem 
editors and writers. Nonetheless, I have retained the Cimpus'usage in order to present 
a more prisme and accurate stud y of Melanchthon's thought. Often the editorial 
cleaning up by a translater is really subtie editing. Thus, the ofi thnes awkward texts 
and sometimes apparently misspelt Latin. 1 have tried to present the text in sihr 
reducing the amount of interpretation. Çecondly, when the term l&(as opposed to 
Locgthe abbreviation of the text Luc.. Communes) is iised it is meant to be understood - 
as a technical term. The t m  refers to Melanchthon's usage of either experiential or 
existential similarities (comrnonplaces) shared within the human condition. Of course, 
this will be further expiaineci in following chapters. Nonetheless, should the reader 
bear these cautions in mind, some confusion wilI be eliminated. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 
''Utillis est colla tio cum EvmgeIio et Lege Dei ac illustraf genera 

Few individuals loom as large in Western Protes tant history as does Phillip 

Melanchthon. Indeed, other contemporaries-Luther, Calvin, and Zwingli-have 

precipitated much theological thought; but, with the possible exception of Luther, have 

had less universal impact than Melanchthon. Like the man's interests and expertise, his 

innuence has expanded bevond the intellectual world of the sixteenth century. His 

historicai fingerprink are as varied as were his interests and projects. His vision of 

education contributed to the foundationç for the modem Western University, and his 

work even indirectly influenced such literary icons as William shakespeare.' Equaily 

varied was the reception of the scholar's works. Received with enthusiasm by Luther, 

his works were eventually banished from Wittenberg; and, while enjoying widespread 

appreciation, culminating in his king  offered a teaching post at Cam bridge, they were 

bamed or shunned in France-even Pro testant sympa thetic Francduring his lifetime. 

All this is a part of the complex legacy of Melanchthon. This study endeavours to re- 

'Phillip Melanchthon, Melmchthot~is Opera Qztae Sllperm~~t Omnia , Comus 
Rdonnatarum 21 Volumes (CR) eds. C.G. Bretschnieder and H.E. Binseil. (Brunswig: 
Schwetschke, 1854) Vol. 16: 277. 

2Melanchthon's comments on, and translations of Terence became the source for 
the drama primer in Elizabethan grammar schools. As such, Shakespeare-who 
borrowed much from Terence- must have followed Terence's structure and play 
writing philosophy via Melanchthon. T. W. Baldwin, William Shakespeare's Small 
Latine and Lesse Greek (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1944) 27. 



open the question of Melanchthon's theological Legay. 

Although the work is primarily an exploration of the intra-texhial 

argumentation and methodology of Melanchthon's doctrine of original sin across his 

three familial editions of the Loci Communes, it wiU also interject h i s t ond  

circumstances and controversies which woulci have influenced the theologian. As such, 

the work is both a work of systematic theology which closely scmtinizes text and 

structure, as weil as a work of historical analysis. It is the authof s strong conviction 

that the intelledual Me of any penon is never totally excised €rom the greater historical 

conte* Hence, the explored work is divided synchronically across three periods of 

Melanchthon's Life, corresponding to the publication of his three familial editions of the 

Loci3 The specific attention paid to the LM$ over and againçt the prolific scholar's - 

other work, is an attempt to find a centralized focus of his thought in a particular area. 

Since Melanchthon was an orator-rhetorician in the best sense, often the strong 

polemical style of other writings confuse readers as to his method in theology. 

Melanchthon could both praise and condemn a classical thinker in two different 

contexts as he adopted what will be caiied an 'idiosyncratic' approach to antiquity? To 

3Melanchthon's Latin kxts are broken easily into three editions pubüshed with 
minor changes over three broad periods, but his German tex& are not so easily placed. 
Several editions of the German texts seem to be translateci byanother, then 
Melanchthon, and on close scrutiny bear little semblance to the Latin texts. 
Nonetheless, the three 'famiües' of text are: 1521-1530; 1530/33-1543; 1543-1560. 

4Melanchthon, for example, publicly denounced Aristotle in 1521; vet, in 1527 
was teaching his Emca. For sorne, this smacks of syncretism or inconsistency, yet 
closer scrutiny of this case reveals that in 1521 Melanchthon despised Aristotle's 



avoid a confused accounting of Melanchthon on the topic of original sin, then, a 

decision to restrict study to his Lociseems justified in order to investigate the function 

of the doctrine as weil as its development and influence on this theological 

methodology, all within a common benchmark in the Loci. The structure of the work 

wiil be first to examine the charges against Melanchthon as a rationalist or Protestant 

scholastic, and then to examine the doctrine and function of original sin in his various 

L h t o  see whether he does priorïtize reason over revelation. Of course, UUs is an - 

exercise in methodology. 

What will emerge is a solution to the centuries old controversy of what has 

commoniy been referred to as the "Melanchthon Büght." The function and 

development of the doctrine of original sin within Melanchthon's theological 

methodology will show that Melanchthon was neither a proto-rationalist nor a 

syncretist. Instead, he will be shown to be both consistent with the Lutheran concept of 

the LawGospel dialectic and its subsequent existential conversion focus, and to have 

the consistent methodological approach of Scripture and revelation over reason. In 

short, Melanchthon will be seen ". . . to be more Lutheran than ~u the r . "~  

influence in theology, especialiy with regard to Aristotelian eternaiity of the world and 
analogia mtis. In 1527, he was teaching only Book V of the Ethica which focused on 
civil justice apart from the Aristotelian epistemology. To Melanchthon's nimble mind, 
AristotLefs ethics could be used, despite the Aristotelian theological hegemony he 
despised. 

5Erasmus' comment to John Laskay, 5 March 1534. Opus EpistoIla/um Des. 
Erasmi Rofarodami Ed. P.S. Allen (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992) no. 2911 p 363. 
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The driving conviction of Melanchthon's theological method is a conviction that 

God's purposes are both camed out in history and revealed in Christ A certain natural 

knowledge of God is possible, but clear knowledge of God and God's action is only 

found in revelation. Thus, there is a limit fundion in our capacity to know God and 

God's 'reality'. The b i t  is sin, derived from the doctrine of original sin. The 

"mysferrr'um hiiuitatiS' means that any hue analagia enbs behveen God and human 

comprehension of God is naturally contraband. Anthropocentricdy speaking, as our 

natural (falien) relationship to God is always sin-vitiated and under wrath, what 

human minds can grasp of God is only our sense of alienation and difference from the 

divine. In short, we know esse Deibut not the essenbh Dei, and fear or ignore God as a 

result This is the anthropocentric witness to the 'reaY-the natural realm as deduced in 

our sin state. However, in response to this human derivation of the 'reai' is God's 

revelation in Scriptuse and Christ In Christ  does the apparentlv senseless-sin and 

evil- emerge as king under Uie providential control of a single will in God. In Christ 

is God's history in the human reality Bnaily explained so that God's activities are seen 

to be manifest in and through human sin, rendering sin and its origin subse~ent  to 

God's kingdom. Only in revelation is sin's "horribib destmcto"comprehended and 

seen against God's singular will. Here in the revelation of Christ is God shown to be 

'pro nobif in grace. 

Melanchthon's strong Christological focus avoids both dualism and monism. 



God is consistent in action throughout history with a universal WU to Save, thus 

avoiding the concept of election, which would become so unpalatable to Melanchthon. 

Melanchthon retains the "hidden" and "revealed God of Luther, showing that the 

human mind's failure to discern the difference is a result of human sinfulness derived 

fiom the origin of sin. H e  does not see hvo polarized wïüs in God-one to el& and the 

other to damn-but a single wiil stretching out despite human freedom, and in 

conjunction with human freedom. Sin is an "aliena substanba," an impossible 

possibility, a "not yer reality that subsists in this world for the purposes of the divine 

g l o v  

As a result of this singular wiil of God-namely that God acts without duplicity 

ui the actions of creation and saivation-Natural Law becomes a predicate of God's 

actions (hence will). However, although Nahiral Law itself is a predicate to God's will, 

our application and understanding of that Law, once more because of sin's vitiation in 

our reasoning, is Bawed. Hence, Natural Law provides a partial or incomplete witness 

of God, needing revelation to restore full human comprehension of even this "self- 

evident" truth. The Law has a function, but it is a function in the Lutheran sense of 

conviction without solace, and judgement withou t grace. Nonetheless, for 

Melanchthon, this permits a common ethical basis as a place where God's 

transcendence breaks into human society so that there can be a human society in which 

a Hdsgesciu'itecan occur. Law is a divine gift, manifesting in the imago deiwhich 

remains despite Adam's curse so as to restrain evil and be a pedagogy for Christ Law 
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is divine philanthropy but gleaned through a glass darkly because of sui's reaiity. The 

human muid thinks that what God punishes, God cannot love. Grace through 

revelation, on the other hand, declares Uiis supreme love unknowable by the Law. 

Once more, sin and original sin provides a boundary condition to his methodology. 

Robert Schultz has commented that " . . . the doctrine of original sin may, for 

example, be described as a boundary problem; but the boundary rnay be variously 

located . . ."! It is this thesisf contention that, in Melanchthon's case, Schultz is correct 

For Melanchthon, the doctrine of original sin-in its development and function-serves 

as a boundary condition within his theologicai method that demarcates between the 

"real" and "revelation." Original sin serves as the starting point for the need for 

revelation, and as the ending point of reason's capabilities. As a starting point it 

permits the Lutheran Law-Gospel dialectic to function, and unifies God's providence 

and human freedom. As a boundary condition or Limit, it delineates between the two 

separate yet linked polarities of reason and revelation, both somehow founded in the 

gracious will of God. This thesis will examine the function and development of the 

doctrine of original sin. In doing so, the charge of Melanchthon as a proto or crypto- 

rationalist wiU yield to a truer p i c m  of Melanchthon, whereby he is seen to 

consistently limit reason in favour of revelation in his theological approach. The 

doctrine of original sin wiU be shown to provide the scaffolding for this M t  function. 

6Robert Schultz, "Original Sin: Accident or Substance," Historical Context in 
Discord, Dialorne and Concord, ed. L. Spitz (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1977) 38. 
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The doctrine, ikelf a revealed truth daim, separates the two realms of revelation and 

reason or the r d  in Melanchthon's theological method. However, before moving to 

examine the doctrine's huiction, a survey of the charges and sources for Melanchthon's 

supposed rationalism must be undertaken. 



Chapter Two 
"Credo z r t  Intelligam": The Melanchthon Blight 

In a collision of  the world of ideas and the world of aesthetics, Lucas Cranach 

the Younger captured Melanchthon's own self-conception in his 1558 painting of 

Melanchthon. Echoing Melanchthon's own thoughts of self-identification with Basil the 

Great, Cranach portrays the elder- Melanchthon as Basil who brandishes Basil's own 

work on justification by faith.' The aged reformer clearly saw himself, like his 

understanding of the solitary Basil, as both faîthful and embaffled by many powerful 

foes. There is little doubt that Melanchthon clearly devoted his Iife to an explication 

and application of Lutheran theology in a new age. Equally apparent was the 

resistance encountered, especiallv after the occlusion of the Refonnation's initial bright 

Iight following the Peasant's Revol t, evangelical dissensions and incursions of both 

Catholic and Muslim arrnies into the Northem European states.' In addition to these 

'externai' threats to the nascent Lutheran identity, Melanchthon also faced numerous 

'The painting and Melanchthon's statement of congmity between himself and 
Basil, " Ftrif eiiirrr et ipiiis cctm tirrbirleirtn et plenn ~ h t o c i ~ r ~ u  dissidimim. Et itz ipstir~ Ninirrit 
iirngm plznhris Arinitioririii, i i~shtr~to- Vnlerifis Iwperntoris tyrn~znidi. Nunc sirriilin accidimt. . 
. ." is explored in Sachiko Kusukawa, The Transformation of Natural Philoso~hv in the 
Case of Melanchthon (Cam bridge: Cam bridge University Press, 1995) 193. 

'Martin Brecht's master work Martin Luther (3 vols.), trans. J. Schaaf 
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1991) gives an excellent account of the effects of political 
realities on the Lutheran reformers and their confidence. In regard to the very early 
stresses on the Lutheran formation to 1532: On the Peasant's War and rise of 
Anabaptism, see Vol. 1: 141-205; on various visitations in Saxony and Thuringa and 
decision to form catechisms and theological training, see Vol. 1: 259-273; on the Turkish 
threat, see Vol. 1: 352-367; on the Catholic threat and Augsburp; - Confession, sec Vol. 1: 
367-389. 



interna1 challenges from within, despite a continuai oveall solidarity with Luther? 

Opposition to Melanchthon came from various fronts as Luther receded-partly due to 

the fragile state of the political realities and Luther's fiery temperament4, and partiy 

due to Luther's own existential preoccupations of health5-and Melanchthon axended 

in importance, becoming the Lutheran systematic theologian. Criticisms erupteci not 

o d y  because of Melanchthon's evangelical ecumenism, Catholic accords and readions 

to various interims, but also emerged from colleagues such as Agricola, Cordatus, 

Flacius, and Osiander over interpretations of Lutheran dogrna. The end result was a 

'Franz Hildebrandt bold and perhaps naivel y, asserts that Luther only openiy 
crîticized hklanchthon on one o&asion-on Melanchthon's insistence on dedicating his 
works to potentates w h o  were " . . . the naughtiest boys [i.e., Henry VIII of England]." 
Melanchthon: Alien or Allv (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1946) xviii. 
However, Hildebrandt's understatement-for there was open or written discord 
between Luther and Melanchthon a t times (cf. CR 3341; Cordatus affair or Shenk affair 
of 7 537) -is basical ly correct in that Luther and Melanchthon worked in order to 
communicate different backgrounds and understandings into a new a cohesive 
Lutheran orthodoxv. Areas of discord between Luther and bieianchthon included 
predestination, the-~urharist and good works. 

'An excellent exam ple of both Melanchthon's political astuteness and Luthefs 
heaw handed ness is seen in the 1547 Treatise " Voti der N o f r d t r  UatmicItt". Justus 
Menius, following Luther and at his injunction, writes the first draft during the 
Schmal kad ic Wars, clearl y accusing Papal au thority of Antichris t tendencies. 
Melanchthon, while still defending the right of the Lutheran princes and States to 
defend themselves in the wars, and recognizing the impending loss by the Lutheran 
princes, is more politically sensitive and reformulates the arguments so as to affront 
neither Pope nor Emperor. Luther D. Peterson, " Justus ~ e & u s ,  Philüp Melanchthon 
and the 1547 Trea tise, VON der Nohvclir Uir t ~ c l z t , "  Archio Ftrr Refw~~rntiotisgescIt ich te 
(ARG) 81 (1990) 138-1 57. 

'Brecht maintains that from 1525 onwards Luther was gravely affected by 
circulatory and emotional distress, combining into a most severe Atzfechtti~rg of sou1 and 
body. Brecht. Vol. 1 210. 



despondent Melanchthon, whose works were bamed in his very own university ody 

fourteen years after his death in 1574: in his üfetime, Melanchthon was a magnet for 

controversy, and it seerns that history too has judged him with an equal measure of 

controversy. In order to understand the nature of this controversy, one must first 

survey the charges levelled against Melanchthon. 

Refomation xholars have had vanous understandings of who Melanchthon 

was in the theological sense. For some, such as Clyde Manschrenk and Hans 

Engelland, Melanchthon is ei ther a crypto-Calvinist or a proto-calvinist7 Others, 

especially in terested in Melanchthon's humanistic background and training, see 

Melanchthon as an Erasmian or Christian humanist."e new breed of 

Melanchthonian scholars continued to cul1 the humanist emphasis, but instead of 

creating Melanchthon in Erasmus' image, saw Melanchthon as a new synthesis of the 

Northern humanist with the Lu theran theological worldview. Among this group are 

6J.R. Shneider, Phillip Melanchthon's Rhetorical Conception of Biblical 
Authoritv (Lewiston: Mellen, 1990) 2. 

'R.W. Quere's assessrnent of Melanchthonian studies before the late 1960's 
revival of Melanchthon as the proto-Calvinist or rationalist is quite correct in this 
opinion. R. W. Quere, Melanchthon's Cliristmt Cognoscere (Nieuwkoop: DeGraaf, 1977) 
6. 

"0th Wilhelm Neuser and Adolf Sperl favour this impression of Melanchthon, 
especially in light of Melanchthon's concepts of government and education. See Adolf 
Sperl, Der CVirt del iiii ~lieolo~sclrEri A lrsntz bei Melnnch thoit non 1525-35 (Gu tersloh: 
Bertelsman, 1956) 91,141,171-79; and Timothy Wengert, Phi l l i~  Melanchthon's 
Annotations in Johannem in Relation to its Predecessors and Contem~oraries (Geneva: 
Dros, 1987) 58; also Klaus Handler, Wort irnd Glmrbe bri Melrrnchtlion (Gu tenloh: Gerd 
Mohn, 1968) 44-49,8648. One could also add Lowell Green to this List Lowell Green, 
"Muence of Erasmus upon Melanchthon," Church Historv 43 (1974) 182-200. 



Wilhelm Maurer9 and R. Stupperich.Io Currently, the debate centres on Maurer's thesis 

that Melanchthon-at least in his methodology-follows a humanist programme but that 

this programme is limited by Melanchthon's Lutheran orthod~xy.~' Hence, the picture 

emerges of Melanchthon as the idiosyncratic humanist-lutheran. 

Melanchthon has also been scrutinized in terms of a grander theological schema. 

Hugo Grotius desired that Melanchthon be acknowledged as the father of Christian 

unification or ecumenism." John Henry Newman' referring to Protestantisrn in 

general, commented that "we are al1 Melanchthonian" in his ApoloHn Sun Vitn." Of 

w i  1 helm Maurer, Der lu ripe Melnrt ch t l ro~  rri~ischeîz Hir rrrnnisnzi~s und Reti>rrtrntio,t, 2 
Vols. (Gottingen: Vandemhoeck, 1967,1969). 

'OR. Stupperich, Melanchthon, trans. W.L. Jenkins (London: Lutterworth, 1966). 
J. Weiss assesses the evidence of Maurer and Stupperich's anti-Erasmian humanist 
stance in "Melanchthon and the Heritage of Erasmus," Acfes di1 Collumie Internntiorznl 
Ernsriic, eds. J .  Churnaret et al (Geneva: Dros, 1990) 293-306. 

"As will be shown in the next chapter, Melanchthon's humanistic reliance on 
Ciceronian scepticism inherited from Italians such as Valla through Rudolph Agricola 
both limi ts and del ineates his theological approach and methodology, systemizing 
Lutheran theologv. For explanations of Ciceronian scepticism see the following: C.B. 
Schmitt, Cicero S&tic-us: A Studv of the Influence of the 'Ac&tricd In the Renaissance 
(The Hague: Nijhoft, 1972); Richard Popkin, The Histow of Scepticism from Erasmus 
to Descartes (New York: Harper, 1960); J. Krentzmann, eds., Cambridge Historv of 
Medieval Philosophv (Cambridge: CUP, 1982) 785-808; Peter Mack, Valla and Amicola 
in the Traditions of Rhetoric and Dialectic (Leiden: Brill, 1993). 

'T.L. Manschreck, "Preface," Melanchthon on Christian Doctrine: Loci Corrritrrrncs 
1555 (Oxford: Oxford Universihr Press, 1965) xvi. Also see John McNeill, Unitive - 
Protestantisrn: the Ecumenkal spirit and its Persistent Expression (London: Epsworth, 
1964) for a primer on Melanchthon's attempts for evangelical unity. 

13Cited in Dewev Wallace, "The Anglican Appeal to Lutheran Sources: Phillip 
Melanchthon's ~ e ~ u  tation in Seventeenth Century England," Historical Manazine of 
Protestant Episcopal Church 52 (1983) 355. 



course, what Newman was ûitely o b s e d g  was the "Melanchthon Blighr-the 

description or exposition of the Protestant faith in mental, epistemic, or rational terms- 

a f o m  of Protestant Scholasticism." This, according to theologians such as Barth' was 

evident even in Melanchthon's anthropocentric first Loci Co~ir~nztnes of 1521;15 let alone 

the later more philosophically synthesized editions of 1533 and 1543. Barth, it appears, 

took his cue from Ritxhl and Troeltxh who saw in Melanchthon's ethics a precursor 

for their own attem pt of a programme to uni@ Kantian metaphysics with the biblical 

world." Hence, Brunner states that Melanchthon is the father of the Protestant Double 

Tm th Theo N of Modernism, w hile Schleiermacher weighs in a t  the opposite pole, 

citing Melanchthon as Çchleiermacher understood himself-namely, as a "Moravian of a 

higher typerpuan anti-speculative pietist17 From ultra-rationalist to anti-rationalist, 

fiom ul tra-Lu theran (or pro to-Lu theran) to crypto-Calvinist or Zwinglian, from 

Erasmian humanist to idiosyncratic humanist, which Melanchthon emerges from the 

cacophony of options? 

Some categories can be easilv dismissed. For example, the treatment of 

"Jaroslav Pelikan, From Luther to Kierkegaard (St Louis: Concordia, 1950) 27. 

"Karl Barth, Protestant Thought: From Rousseau to Ritchl, trans. B. Cozans 
(New York: Harper, 1959) 54. 

'9 hneider 3,211. 

"Schneider has a su bstantial ci ting on the Melanchthon-Schleierrnacher 
connections and sim ilari ties. Walter Kasper considen Melanchthon's "pro nie" 
Chrktology to be the foremnner for Schleiermacher's, while Bruls calls Melanchthon a 
" . . .theologian who thinks existential ly". Unfortunately, Schneider does not cite the 
Schleiermacher quote. See Schneider 21 1-13. 
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Melanchthon as a proto-Calvinist or Zwinglian is clearly aberrant for several reasons. 

First, it is generally agreecl that although Melanchthon was in dialogue with Zwingli 

and later Calvin, and that some forms of theological cladism occur, Melanchthon is 

essentially Lutheran in theological ide~logies.'~ Certainly, in the key area of 

justification by faith, Melanchthon shikes out on his own, away from the other 

magisterial reformers, and, in fact, is perhaps closest to Gropper and Girolamo 

Seripando's proposal of double justice found in a different theological tradition than 

either Zwingli, or later Bucer and Calvin, would have had access.19 In short, although 

Melanchthon's popularïtv meant that he would have k e n  read and digested by other 

reformers," certainly he varied enough from both the Swiss and Genevans so as to be 

IgThe various differences between Lutherans and the Swiss and Genevan 
theologies have been well documented in various categories. However, a helpful piece 
in the key area of justification by faith is: Aiister McGrath, "Humanist Elements in 
Early Reformed Doctrines of Justification," ARC 73 (1982) : 5-19. McGrath explains the 
common humanist origins of Zwingli and Calvin but also explains the differences with 
respect to the Lutheran's-(Melanchthon's)-forensic justification in this key doctrine. 

lgCarl Maxcey, in "DOU ble Justice: Diego Layniz and the Council of Trent," 
Church Histow 48 (1978) : 269-78, raises the interesting point, echoed by Lowell Green, 
that Luther's (or Melanchthon's) breakthrough might in fact be a revamped theology of 
double justice inherited through Christian humanism. Lowell Green, How 
Melanchthon Hel ped Luther Discover the Gospel, (Fallbrook: Verdict, 1980); "Faith, 
Righteousness, and Justification: New Light in their Development under Luther and 
Melanchthon," Sixteenth Centurv Journal 4 (February 1973) : 65-86; "Influence of 
Erasmus upon Melanchthon," Church Histow 43 (June 1974) : 183-200. 

'Olt is estimated that over his lifetime 2.3 million copies of Melanchthon's various 
works circulated Europe. Ralph Keen, A Melanchthon Reader (New York: Lang, 1988) 
22. 



cleared of k i n g  either prototy pical or their min~z f-gnrde." 

The separation of Erasmian style humanism from Melanchthon is much more 

diHicult Truly, Erasrnus was a respeded and iduential fiend for the young 

Melanchthon, but it is also hue that until after Erasmus' death" there was a cold 

understanding and distance between the two men after Erasrnus' De Libero Arbitrio 

against Luther.> However, aside from a decided cornmon interest in forging an ethical 

renewal and a reconciliation of antiquity with sixteenth century Europe2%hared by 

Thomas More and other humanists-it is unfair to Say that Melanchthon was secretly an 

Erasmian. 

Erasmus' linguistic influence on the Reformation was crucial-for some, such as 

Lowe11 Green, al1 crucial5-but there are still great variances between Erasmus and 

"We will return to the question of Melanchthon's independence after exatnining 
his unique usage of the dogma of original sin. 

"Melanchthon deiivered his warm praise in Orntio de Emmo Rofterodnrïro in 
August, 1537. CR 2: 271-301. 

"Maurer and Stu pperich hold that Erasmus' De Libero Arbitrio, in fact, was a 
covert attack against Melanchthon's 1521 first edition of the Loci and not against Luther; 
cited in Weiss 293. 

'%con Halkin gives the following definition of Humanism: 
The arts of the Renaissance attracted disciples not copyists. . . . The 
mental universe of the humanists was not that of Aristotle and Cicero, 
Plato and Augustine, it was the contemporary world.. . . me humanist] 
wanted to reconcile Christianity with antiquity wi thout confusing them. 

Leon Halkin, Erasmus: A Critical Biographv, bans. J. Tonkin (Oxford: Blackweïi, 1994) 
13. 

I.'LowelI Green argues that Melanchthon "discovered" justification by faith or 
imputed/ forensic justification by corn bining Erasmus' grammar of the legal language 



Wittenberg. First, Erasmus clearlv had an affinity for Origen and Ongen's allegorical 

interpretation, especiall y the tropological application of Scripture, which was not 

shared by the Wittenbergers? Çecond, Erasmus had a strong Platonic tendency as seen 

in both his Endtirdioil Militis Chf.stinrii and Laits ~hiltitim? so that he held a strong 

dualism in our investigated area of sin and its origin. As a result, for Erasrnus, the 

strong dichotomy of spirit and flesh meant that an intermediating agent-the sou1 of 

intellect-had to be neutrai between the two polarities and hence, free to choose either 

as guided by reason. Original sin, then, is not a real sin but a calamity to be avoided 

and therefore a sin of imitation, not inheritance. Erasmus is certainly far from the 

W ittenberger's concepts of captive will, inherited and real guilt, and the anti-Pelagian 

stress of original sin." Of course, others have clearly illustrated the sizeable differences 

between Erasmus and the Lutherans in the areas of the Sacraments and Ecclesiology 

of justification with Luther's Christological focus. Green, Influence 190 and other 
works by Green cited in the bibliography. 

26E.P. Meijering points out that the Wittenbergers tended to favour the Latin 
fathers over the Greek fathers for theological and non-rhetorical reasons. Origen was a 
favourite of Erasmus, but distrusted by Melanchthon and Luther because of 
overemphasis on f k  will and a lack of seizsrcs lifmnlk. E.  P. Meijering, Melanchthon 
and Patristic Thought (Leiden: Brill, 19û3) 83-84. Also see Melanchthon's 1521 
comment on Origen: " Ex Origirrc, si tollns, iticoricinnns nllegurim sen ten timr riz sylumrr, 
qrim ttiliris erit rcliqrrrr irr ?" Loci Co>itwtrres (LC)(1521), CR 21:83. 

"John Pavne, Erasmus: His Thedom of the Sacraments (USA: Bratcher, 1970) 35- 
39. Gordon points out that Melanchthon rejected the Florentine Platonists 
explicitly. Gordon Rupp, Phiilip Melanchthon, A Historv of Christian Doctrine, ed. C. 
Jones (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1978) 374. 

"Payne 40-42. 
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rendering my attempts rnoot?. Clearly, then, although Erasmus may have 'hathed an 

egg', Luther and Melanchthon were 'birds of a different theological feathef. 

Just what influence was Erasmus on Melanchthon? Maurer and Stupperich are 

closest to the truth when they argue that Melanchthon was an "idiosyncratic 

humanist". Certainly he took from his humanist forbearers respect for antiquity, 

linguistic acumen, and measures of forbearance and concord. Nonetheless, 

Melanchthon also created-in conjunction wîth Luther-a new synthesis of Lutheran 

episternology," and a systematized theology3l Melanchthon's lifelong zeal to create a 

synthesis of the new wine and the old wine without bursting the wine skin was 

problernatic and often compounded by socio-political pressures outside of his control, 

as we shall later examine. In temperament he was milder than his ex-monk friend and 

more adept at subtlety than Luther, seeking the middle ground more often. However, 

despite this idiosyncrasy, Melanchthon did not create a theological system that was 

without cohesive method or nd Iioc- despite his personality and extemal pressures. 

Instead, he saw in the uratio sa<-rn of the Bible the key for understanding and ordering 

the whole of cosmic history which, in hm, became his method in theology and 

'gAdditional works which explore the Erasmian difference include Schneider's 
critique, bnsed on Maurer's earlier reputation , of Siegfried Wiedenhoferfs thesis that 
Melanchthon was essentially Erasmian; Schneider 34 (cf. Maurer 171-172). 

30Risking a gross oversimplification of Kusukawa's thesis, Melanchthon was 
responsible for transforming natural philosophy (and philosophy in general) in 
European Protestant universities into a Lutheran synthesis. Kusukawa 1,101, ln. 

31Manschrenk. Christian Doctrine vii. 



philosophy. In proposing a limited conünuity between revelation and reason 

Melanchthon's problems begin, and the idiosyncratic humanist-reformer is often 

charged by lesser lights as a theological rationalist By understanding Melanchthon's 

methodology, and then examining the boundary condition and function of his dogrna 

of originai sin within that hamework, one can begin to solve the "Melanchthon blight". 

The key to that seemingly locked door is Melanchthon's belief of "medo i i t  intelligm~t." 



Chapter Three 
Melanchthon's Theological Method: ''Spikifus Sanctus non est 5kepticus'' 

In order to understand Melanchthon's theology, one must first understand the 

methodological underpinnings of his theology. Melanchthon's debt to humanism was 

a fascination with and appreciation of method. Like many of his age, he was 

confounded by the extreme logic and impracticality of the state of philosophical and 

rational pursuit, which was caricatureci by Erasmus and replaced by Valla's style of 

Italian humanism. For humanists, scholasticism seemed without use or merit in the 

business of everyday life and piety.' The scholastic supremacy of logic in the 

Quadrivium bore bitter fruit, mistaking Christ for An'stotle, and holding the church 

captive to metaphysics over revelation.' The t h s t  of the humanist complaint was that 

the practical foci of philosophy-natural and moral-were eclipsed and obscured bv 

unnecessary sophist speculation, drîven by its own demons of logical syllogisms and 

propositions. What was needed was a new way of thinking, a reattachment of hgos 

with pathos and eUio+a reconnection of rhetoric and d ialectic. Or, as Zeno put i t, an 

invitation of rhetoric's open hand over dialectic's closed fist of certaintf'-in short, a 

revival of Ciceronian epistemology. 

'Valla's agenda was " . . . to dispense with metaphvsics, disputation, iinguistic 
formalism and the whole institution of Aristotelian dial&tics"; quoted in Mack 15. 

2Erasmus' complaint, echoed by Luther's 1517 Scholastic Disputation, in the 
Laus Swba'ae; Payne 9. For additional similitude and dissimilarity between the 
humanists and Magisterial reformers, see Alister McGrath, Intellechial Orinins - of the 
Eurovean Reformation (Oxford: Blackwell, 1987) 32-59. 
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Undoubtedly the Ciceronian Renaissance of the Iate fifteenth century in Italy and 

its spread to the Northern humanists is one of the major influences in the background 

noise of the Lutheran Reformation. Even the generally philosophically reluctant Luther 

praised Cicerofs contribution to human culture and thought life? According to the 

Wittenbergers, Cicerofs contribution to human culture did not merely consist of his 

contributions to civil law, but included an epistemological framework of scepticism, 

which created what Popkin has labelled "fideistic sceptic~."~ In hm, this fideistic 

scepticism-a belief that human t ~ t h  claims were subjedively influenced-allowed the 

Lutherans to develop a two-tiered epistemic certitude concept of revelation over 

general human experîence. The latter category, in later Protestant theology, splits into 

the rational or positivist traditions, and the subjective fideism of 'existentiaiists' such as 

Luther and later thinkers such as Schleiermacher.6 

Cicero himself inherited two traditions of xepticism from the ancient Greeks. 

The form of scepticism known as Academic Çcepticism derived from the Platonic 

Academy, and intended to show that the absolute certitude of any proposition was 

impossible. Hence, knowledge could only be fortifieci opinion. Over and against this 

"John McNeil, "Natural Law and the Teaching of the Reformers," Journal of 
ReIinion 26 (July 1946) 170. 

'Popkin 25. 

This is an area of work which, according to Popkin (7), is grounded in Luthef s 
understanding of certainty king tied to his own existential conviction of truth. The 
possible priority of conscience over revelation becornes a conundmm in Uu's case. In a 
very real sense, Popkin suggests that Luther created or opened the Pandora's box for 
the modem 'cnse pyrrhimemé. 



opinion was Pyrrhus' fival xhool. The Pyrrhonian sceptic held that since aIl 

knowledge was hsufficient for ascertaining certitude, just as the Academics had held, 

it was consequently argued that no real judgement could ever be made or even 

attempted. This, of course, resulted in a refusal to enter into any final epistemic daim 

and a stoical resolve merely to live without the boundaries of any epistemological 

system. The Pyrrho~an system tended to manifest itself most frequently in Greek 

thought, while Cicero reinterpreted and renewed the Academic scepticism in his own 

p hilosop hical sys tem.? 

Augustine, in tum, picked up the Ciceronian schema with its Platonic 

underpinnings of dialectic and thus was one source of transmission to the Lutheran 

reformers.' However, Cicero was also a favourite of Italian hurnanists such as Valla 

and Pico della Mirandola. The transmission of Cicem 5kepbcu.s to the humanists most 

probably occurred in the form of his three major works on Philosophy and Rhetoric: 

Academica, De Na tuta Deomm: and De hventi~ne. '~ This, in turn, created a 

humanism which was able to solve the epistemological Gordian knots of the 

Aristotelian hegemony by ". . . refusing to make definitive statements on any particular 

'Pop kin i-xv. 

'Popkin ix. 

me transmission of Cicero Phr'Ios0ophu.s was his Academica and De Natiira 
Deorum. Schmitt 18. 

' m e  transmission of Cicero's rhetorical style was the standard text for almost al1 
Masters' students in Northern and Italian Universities, De lii ventione. Mack 4. 



issue and by suspending judgement"" Of course, this was not necessarily a crisis of 

authority, but merely a way of distinguishing between what is useM for life and piety 

over what is merely epistemological window-dressing. For the humanist, true 

certitude was found in but one locus-the Church and her teachings." AU else was 

mere sophistry and the tool by which that scholastic Gordian knot was to be cut was 

the razor of rhetoric infused into dialectics. This Mie€ would be found also in 

Melanchthon. 

Cicero picked up the classical confrontation between Plato and Aristotle's views 

on rhetoric and didectic. Dialectics, for both thinkers, was essentially a way of 

defining knowledge. Plato, holding that k i n g  and hence truth, is determinate-but 

only in the divine mind-felt that absolute knowledge could only be approximated. 

The role of dialectics was to stabilize such absolute truths with OUT sense perceptions 

via cognitive hypotheses which best reflect or approximate the desired universals. 

Thus, dialectics is essentially a philosophical technique.'~ristotle rejected the 

"Schmitt 7. 

121f such a two tiered, or double theorv, of truth is a product of humanism- 
s h u ~ e d  by Erasmus et al-then Brunner is correct in holding Melanchthon as the great 
systematician of Lutheran thought responsible for the theory. However, if 
Melanchthon both shares the general humanist milieu, but, as we shall see, is more 
nuanced than the humanists in general by not fiaming the two tien into necessary 
opposite poles (revelation against reason), then Brunner is in danger of overstating the 
effect of Melanchthon. It would be sensible to see the Enlightenment's rationality as a 
humanist o f f s p ~ g  as opposed to a Melanchthonian Blight 

"Plat0 was suspicious of pure rhetoric (sophistry) isolated fiom logic or dialectic 
because rhetoric taken alone does not have to either cause or reflect the good. Hence, 
Plato's scoffing of poetics and drama in The Revubiic. T.H. Invin, ''Pilatu: The 



contention of universals since what is real can only be what is in being (that is, 

expressed by categories). Hence, Platonic dialectical reasoning, by default, is a poor 

method preoccupied with the non real universal. Instead, the proper procedure for 

accruing knowledge is the appropiate placing of experience into logical categories. 

Thus, for Plato, dialectics was the placing of particular daims of knowledge into 

universal truths; while for Arïstotle, dialectics was the placing of particular clairns of 

knowledge into appropriate categories. Cicero follows the Platonic schema in that he 

considered dialectics-the attempt to un. many parts-to be closely linked with 

rhetoric or persuasion, but without the Platonic al1 encompassing structure of 

universals. For Aristotle, the linkage of dialectics is purely logic and structure-finding 

comrnon points of knowledge and applying them within the self as mind. For Plato, 

dialectics must be joined to rhetoric because both reflect a greater truth (good) to be 

disclosed, albeit veiled". Hence, Plato's philosopher uses al1 components of the human 

persona to persuade and discover knowledge. The Platonic method, or Socratic 

method is the form of elenchus. For example, the statement, "A jealous man cannot be 

a wise man" can be explained as follows. In the Aristotelian system, the dialectical 

uIfeiUecfuaI Backgromd,Cam bridge Com~anion to Pla to. Ed. R. Kraut. (Cam bridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1992) 67-68. For Plato on knowledge, N.P. White, Plato 
on Knowledee and Realiw. (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1976) 89-115. 

"White 102. Friedrich Solsmen summarizes Aristotle's critique of Plato's infused 
dialecticand rhetoric: " Throughout [his Topics] Aristotie proceeds on the assum ption 
that dialectic deals with arguments and propositions taken fiom the realm of opkion". 
"Dialectic without the Forms", Aristotie on Dialectics. Ed. G.  Owen. (Oxford: Claredon 
Press, 1968: 55. 
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approach considers the topic (locus) of the statement's validity to be considered from 

the category of substance. Since experience teaches that substances which are different 

are necessarily different, it follows that the proposition must be true. A Platonically 

derived or Ciceronian approach combines logos, pa&hos and ethos to search out for a 

more universal experience of truth. Rhetoric moves the thinker into considering not 

only the truthfulness of substances, but also whether one knows that a jealous man can 

be wise or not1' The main concern is not absolute certainty, but probability and 

persuasion guided by "reasonablenes~."'~ Here the Academic Scepticism of Cicero 

lights on Plato's considerations on the role of dialectic and rhetoric. 

For the humanists and Melanchthon, the rejuvenation of Ciceronian 

epistemology was a fresh wind into the sails of a hijacked ~ristotelianism." The 

Aristotelian method majored in minor things, failed to address the only surety found in 

the sacred Scriptures, and completely deserted the real world of ethics and civil 

policy.18 Hence for the humanist, wisdom is to be merged with prudence rather than 

logical contemplation removed from the world. Rhetoric's place over sterile syllogistic 

reasoning required psychological knowledge and archetypes derived from the arts, 

l5Examp1e cited in Mack 137-38. 

"Melanchthon believed that Aristotle has been subverted in his epistemological 
foundationalism, and that the Aristotelian synthesis of pure logic as dialectic could 
only be rescued by a rejoined rhetoric. Schneider 56-67. 

'*Quirinius Breen, "The Subordination of Philosophy to Rhetoric in 
Melanchthon", ARC 43 (1952) 13-16. 
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from which knowledge could be assembled .19 Ciceronian epistemology, as Mtered 

through the humanists to Melanchthon, included the following assumptions. Fi& is 

the assumption thaï there exists in every mind a natural light of reason (naturalr's lux in 

infekcto) which coincides and interads with general experience as perceivecl through 

the senses. However, because experience is multiplex, knowledge must be fortified 

across a large band of experiences. Second, this innate natural light permits 

knowledge of principles in both theoria (speculation) and pra,~+-~f prUK'ia 

specdabiria in mathematics and principa pracbca of ethics. Third and following the 

other points, the rnamage of rhetoric-access to common experience and persuasion via 

a method of argumentation-and diaiectics-the application of syllogisms-allows 

knowledge in its fullest spectrum, encompassing humanity and the greater ~ o r l d . ' ~  

The Ciceronian epistemological system is one, then, which permits access to the "reai" 

world in a manner that is denied by the Aristotelian system. Evidence for knowledge 

can occur in various 'alogical' manners, history, emotion-and as we shall see- 

revelation. What Cicero provides is a hierarchical manner by which truth daims are 

understood in a vast meta-narrative of humanity (and God). Of course, a proper 

method must be derived in order to solve the question of authority within the hierarchy 

to avoid epistemic chaos. At this point, Melanchthon shows his genius and 

lgBreen. Subordination 21; and Schneider 74-77. In a real sense Melanchthon 
precedes Heidiggefs "existentials". 

20Pe1ikan 33-34. Hans Engelland, "Introduction to Phillip Melanchthon," - On 
Christian Doctrine xxiii-xxix. 



cornmitment to revelation. 

In his preface to the 1521 LOCI; Melanchthon writes of his desire to create a 

theological resource which is not a "Summa but ". . . an exercise in method."" Like 

Luther, he was fully aware of the traumatic eHed that the superiority of philosophy 

had over the 'intra-textual' world of the Bible: 

Nam p h d e  atque hiS pos fenüribus eccIesiae fempon2ws 
Arr'stoUem pro Christo sumus ampfexi; ita sb0m pust 
ercleiae a uspiah per Ph tonicam philosophiam Chrsh'ana 
docfrzna Iabehcfata esto 

Melanchthon was determined to find a new method, a wav of finding a happy median 

between the faith world of revelation and the everyday world of the senses as 

expounded by the philosophers. In addition, his love for antiquity-and respect for it- 

also fostered in him a conviction that, although limited by sin, human culture and arts 

echoed a faint revelation of the inlago dei. The first step was a Ciceronian turn in 

overthrowing the Scholastic superiority of dialectic over rhetoric. 

As other humanists had complained, the sheer sterile philosopherfs goal of 

speculating on the nature of things was easily detached from the world of human 

society. Simply put and easily observed in medieval Scholasticism, metaphysics often 

seemed disjointed from good cit i~enship.~ For the humanist like Melanchthon, it 

"In 1558 Melanchthon revisits the 1485 exchange between Ermolao Barbaro and 
Pico della Mirandola on the roles of rhetoric and dialectics. Melanchthon writes his 
"Reply to Pico on behalf of Barbaro", reasserting Barbarors daim that philosophy of 
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seemed nonsensical to engage in any activity not allowing human society to be 

positively lived out Furthennore, since the human person was far more than sheer 

intelledual prowess, any system of argumentation must also encompass the whole 

person-emotion and reason. However, as a Christian theologian, Melanchthon also 

held two additional tenets in tension: first, that fallen hurnanity is in a state of rebellion 

and occlusion from  GO^;'^ and second, that what is necessary for this bondage to be 

broken was a revelation of God in two forms-Law and Gospel? Hence, 

Melanchthon's method must find a median between the axis of human common 

experience and divine revelation in the Bible and Incarnation. For Melanchthon, the 

key was the supremacy of rhetoric-the Lutheran Law-Gospel movement to action- 

over dialectic; but also a method that uses dialectic as a limiting boundary, navigating 

dialectic must not only be joined to rhetoric, but must also be su bordinated to rhetoric. 
Breen, "The Subordination of Philosophy to Rhetoric in Melanchthon," ARG 43 (1952) : 
15. 

"" Quae Hii irae nascim ur, h'f ut sine spiritu dei nascam ur. Quandqw'dem ii, 
homine non estspinnhs dei, nifil nisi c a r d a  sa* amat et quaenlm LC (1521) CR 21: 
114. 

=There is a two step process in conversion: First, God temfies the conscience 
through Law; and then, God reveals mecy in Christ and consoles the sinner with Christ 
This is the Lutheran Law-Gospel dialectic. 

"Duplex est con versio dei ad nos, a l h a  praeit respiscentiae nosbae, 
a l k a  qu i tur .  Quae praeit ea fit cum deus non msipiscexe ficit 
adnatu spikitus s u i  cum oslensio percato nos conturbatgue. 
At quae squitur con vers&, fit cum modum finemque poenarum 
buens, consola fur nos derlaratque palam sese fa vere nobis.." 

LC (1521) CR 21: 111. 



between the boundaries 

This method was 

acquwd most probably 
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of sacred Srriphire and creeds?' 

Melanchthon's humankt inheritance via Rudolph Agricola, 

while study ing in HeidelbergO3 The application of 

Melanchthon's 1519 humanistically derived De Rhefotica provided the " . . . scaffolding 

around the new edifice of Lutheran Uieology . . ." encountered at Wittenberg? 

Melanchthon's approach to rhetoric was clearly ideal for his new role as a 

systematician of Luther's the~logy.'~ Melanchthon stated that the proper approach to 

rhetoric had three components: invenho, disposiao, and elocuoowM The inventio was 

the defining of the question to be investigated and then distillecl out in a concrete 

action. In this sense, the hventio coincided with Aristotle's predicates or categories as 

universals to be explored (but also differed in appli~ation).~' However, the lociof the 

in ven~o, unlike Aristotelian rhetoric were, for Melanchthon, universals no t restricted 

261n the second and third editions of the Locf, Melanchthon will include the 
creeds (Nicene, Apostles', and Chalcedonian) as sources of dialectical boundaries. See 
CR 21: 255 and 21: 606. 

"Schneider 13-20. 

qexts  on Melanchthon's rhetorical approach include: Frank Gunter, Die 
Ziheoiomsche Pliilosophie P. MeIanchUions (Leipzig:  MO, 1990); Joachim Knape, 
Rhetork Phill i~ Melanchthon (Tu bingen: Niemayer, 1993); Peter Fraenkel, TeJtimonia 
Pabum: The Function of the Patristic Argument - in the Thedom of Melanchthon 
(Geneva: Dros, 1961), and previously cited works of Schneider and Mack. 

3 1 ~ h i s  is the role of dialectics in Aristotie. Quirinus Breen, "The Tem Loci 
Communesand Lociin Melanchthon," Church Historv 16 (1947) : 200-201. 



merely to Iogical syllogisms but could also include reference to 'real things' such as 

common literary (res gestte) and historical naratives (usus hr'stonam)? Thus, the 

loci communes of the Ul vmüo extends beyond Aristotle, reaching back to Plato, and 

picks up Cicero in holding the lon'to be basic human realities or human threads of 

experience which must be shown to be probable.u The functions of the dispositib and 

elocubb are to explicate and encourage actions according to the truth of the laci-to 

engage the heart and the mind. 

Almost immediately, one can see the attraction of such a system to 

Melanchthon's nimble mind. Particularly appealing was the indusiveness of the 

method. It attached itself to heart and mind even as he felt that the sermo et verbo of 

Christ engaged both heart and mind. Furthemore, it  allowed the Bible to be viewed as 

a grand unified history telling of the bue will of God in Christ and was found to be 

echoed, or shaded, in the common experience of al1 humanity. For example, the scops 

of the Bible was the book of Romans-the crux inkrpretum-from which al1 of salvation 

or H&Y#geschr'chte history could be interpreted." In the Romans text was the seed from 

32Peter Mack, in his chapter on Melanchthon's rhetoric, points out that 
Melachthon has broadly Aristotelian topoior Iocibut like Valla and Agricola expands 
the loci to broader categories of demonstation (genus demonstra vium), and authority 
(genus dekbaratium). This allows the 'common places' to be truly common. Mack 35& 
363. Unfortunately, this also denatures Breen's 1947 argument above that Melanchthon 
is using the term luciin an exclusively Aristotelian sense. 

"Schneider 74. 

"Maurer shows that Melanchthon's 1521 Loçievolved from a 1520 obelisk of the 
Sentences and Melanchthon's Commentarv on Romans; Schneider 206. Cf CRI: 155, CR 
21: 85. 



which Melanchthon's entire Uieological system grew: Law and Gospel. Furthemore, 

such a Heüsgesctu'chte allowed the entire history of humanity to serve also as an 

exploration of the rhetorïst's loci. Ln such a great history as God's, stretching ftom 

creation to the present day of al1 nations, was the providential hand of God seen-a 

single uniwing wül-which culminateci in Jesus revealed as God's final word." Thus 

al1 of history, but especiall the corrective revelation of God, becomes a /on'communes 

for the oratio of God to a fallen world with the hermeneutical scopus king justification 

in C h r i s t  

However, Melanchthon does not simply make al1 loci equal. There is a two 

tiered system of buth, revelation and human penetration into that greater reality? For 

Melanchthon, the hierarchy i s  ranked with revelation (or Christocentrism) over reason 

and experience: 

Nam demonstrativa methodus progreditur ab  fis, quae seinsui subiech 
sunc etapnmisnotitr&, quae r~ocantwpryicipa. m i n  ductnha 
Ecclesia tantum ordo quaeritur, non illa methodus demonsh-ativa. 
Nam haer docbina Ecdesia non demonsb-abunibus sumitur, sed 
ex dictis, quae B u s  certis et illusbibus ks12cnoluis tradfi'tgeneri 
humano, per quae immensa bonitate se et suam vofunîatem pa fiofmit 

' m e  issue of the two wills of God-ordYata and revelatb-is explored later. 
Bnefly stated, Melanchthon rejeds such a duality of purpose in God's providence and 
instead sees an obscured ability to see the deus abKondihrs of the cross because of 
human sin. Humanity can see the natural revelation of God (deus mvelah) but not 
the full glory of God. Hence, only the 'backsidef of God is seen. This is typicallv 
Lutheran in approach. See Paul Althaus, The Theolow of Martin Luther, trans. R. 
Schultz (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1966) 25-32. 

""Ni sciks in quem u s m  carnem induerit et cruci adfixus sit C/uitus, q u i ,  
proden? eius his fonam no visse?''LC (1 521) CR 21: 85. 



Nonetheless, he is free in method to look to al1 the witness of God which ultïmately 

corresponds to the final word of God in Christ Jesus. Thus, Melanchthon must find a 

limit from which to evaluate these other sources of 'revelation' in human history and 

experience. Still, what is this limit? The ümit, or at least the human component to this 

question, is fond  in his doctrine of original sin and the effectî of sin on reason, and 

Natural Law? The roots of his methodology and doctrine of original sin are seen 

clearly even in his 1521 Lari  Communes, but are especially pronounced in the late 

editions of the Luci To these last editions we now hm to examine the function of the 

doctrine of original sin. 

37LC (1543) CR 21:603. Note the correlation Melanchthon makes in subsuming 
the lociphiiosophia into loci revelatii. For Melanchthon, there is not two truths, but 
only one which is set forward in Scripture and Christ However, Brumer and Barth are 
correct in that Melanchthon does start with the human operation of knowing. The 
charge of anthropocentrism perhaps is too strong in Melanchthon, but is expanded later 
in Protestant thought 

'*The hvo-fold truth theory of modernity has in its basic agenda an over 
optimistic view of the powers or limits of human rationality and an underestimation of 
the role of sin or evil. It is deliciously ironic that the great keeper of the modem ideal- 
Kant-has to mort to a form of original sin in his epistemology to account for evil. 
Goethe summarizes Kant's folly: "Having spent a long life cleansing his phiiosophef s 
cloak of many a prejudice, he soiled it sharnefully with the stain of radical evil so that 
Christians too might feel themselves obliged to kiss his hem." Quoted in Henri Rondet, 
Orianal Sin, trans. C. Finegan (Shannon: Ecclesia Press, 1972) 200. 



Chapter Four 
Original Sin and Sin as a Boundary Condition: "Nomo est Spolrgfus in 

Gra fru0tis et Vherafus in NafUTalibusg' 

It is perhaps strange in a diachronie study, to start with Melanchthon's most 

mature discussions of original sin-those wrîtten in his third edition family of the Loci 

Communes and other texts after 1543. However, only by beginning with the fullest 

blossom of his thought and then tracing its development from 1521 will he be 

exonerated him from the accusation of the "Melanchthon Blight" For many, 

Melanchthon undenvent two crises of thought which created the blight The first crisis 

was the radical shift from humanist to reformer or humanist to Lutheran. According to 

Maurer, this occurred sometime after amving at Wittenberg and lasted until a t  least the 

Iate 1521 Zwickau prophet controver~y.~ Melanchthon's failed leadership in the crisis 

'Maurer Vol. 1 67-102. Maurer's thesis is that sometime afier the amval and 
crisis of the Zwickau Prophets, Melanchthon, having had his leadership shaken, 
retreated to the arts. This begins Melanchthon's return to humanism. Others who 
foilow the thesis include: Kukasawa 53-64; and Wengert 57-59. However, others such 
as Sperl see not a loss of confidence in Melanchthon as theologian per se, but rather a 
concem by Melanchthon to help found an ethical base for the Lutheran theology over 
student rioting and Antinomian tendencies. Sperl171-179. Regardless of the reason for 
the shift-an area to be more closely explored-Melanchthon does not abandon his 
teaching of theology nor his publication of theological texts. For example, his 1533 
second edition of the Lociwas occasioned by new insights from his Commentary on 
Colossians (CR 12: 691-6; CR 2: 457). In addition, Wengert (32) points out that in 1522- 
23, Melanchthon lectureci on Romans, Corinthians, Matthew, John, and Genesis. 
However, Melanchthon does refuse the Elector's request of 1524 to teach theology full 
time (Brecht 105). Melanchthon's shift to a more humanistic teaching load can be 
explained in at least three ways: (1) a desire to retum to a vacant and needed area 
within the university; (2) a deference to Luther and other ordained professon; (3) a 
decided lack of confidence and an interna1 intellectural shift to humanism. Since he 
never abandoned theology-neither writing nor lechiring (via notes for others such as 
Caspar Crucigar)-it seems that Mauref s hypothesis is the least forceful. When one 



resulted in his d@ded recornmitment to his hidden humanistic thought and eventually 

lead to a synergism of humanism and Lutheranism-forever sabotaging, according to 

the Gnesio-Lutherans, the Lutheran Church. Hence the blight, as the hyper-rationality 

or naturalism of the humanists surrounded a Lutheran orthodoxy which never quite 

coherently sustained itself. However, if what Melanchthon did was to use a humanistic 

methodology to organize the Lutheran theological emphasis, and if the doctrine of 

original sin provides an important 'boundary condition' in that intellectual xaffolding, 

then looking at the end point and moving backwards to the initial works of 1521 can 

show unity without the charge of a subversive synergism. If such a diachronic unity is 

manifest, then the dual crisis hypothesis fails, and Melanchthon is exonerated. 

As Melanchthon's method is a humanistic appeal to the loci communes of 

human reality, but framed in the a prr'oricertitude of the Scriptural revelation', then the 

dogrna of original sin plays an important role in establishing a boundary between the 

"reality of our senses" and the "reality of God." However, as we shall see in his use of 

the doctrine of original sin, the two "realities" are not competing, but the revelational 

true reality of God subsumes the rationality of even the philosophers who ignore the 

locus of sinfulness: 

considers the training of Phillip, his deference to Luther, and the socio-political reality 
surrounding the mid-1520's (cf. Antinomianism, Ana baptistism, Orlamunde and the 
other visitations of 15244528; Brecht 259-73), it seems reasonable to understand the 
humanist shift in a different light. 

*" Ut cerh est cw'Iibet sano haec sententia: Bis quatuor sunt octo, est enUn 
na furahs nooba ut prhcipiorum; ih sint rem' nobis et immoti articui hdei, 
cornminationes etpromissiones divinae. . . ."LC (1543) CR 21: 604. 



S d  quia e s  sunt e&a iudicium humanae mentis positae, languidm est 
assensio, quae fit quia ? mens mu vetur illis &&mononEs et miracuh et 
iu vahv a Spritu Sàncto ad  assentiendum. Ebi autan Pliüosophha ddocet 
dubitandm esse de hi$, quae non sunt sensu comperh, nec suntp~upia,  
ner sunt demonstrabone c o h a h ,  ut ficet dubiiam seu eperheils . . . . Haer- 
et aliquo in menbhs in hac nahrrae humanae comptrune ingens conhsiio 
dubitaiionam de Deo, quibus repugnandum est et opponendae suntsenknbae 
a Deo traditae? 

For Melanchthon, the overcoming of such confusion is a proper rnethod-obse~ed in 

the HdsgeschichtP of the Bible4-and understood by a proper understanding of the 

Law-Gospel dialectic. In unwrapping the dialectic, he must first appeal to the essential 

problem of why revelation is needed. 

In order to avoid a Manichean-style dualism5 or a double will in Gad: 

Melanchthon must first prove that God's providential design has always been self- 

disclosure, and that sin-concrete and real-has made Our own attempts to find evidence 

of that g& impossible. In short, reason or human intuition of God can be of some use 

'LC (1543) CR 21: 606. 

5Melanchthon felt that many Anabaptists or Enthusiasts were such Manichean 
dualists: LC (1543) CR 21: 658. 

6Melanchthon is aware of the danger of positing a dual will in Cod such as is 
found in the Reformecl tradition. He will rehse to hold a "voluntas a m n a  or 
beneplacti"which discloses God's true will (eledion) and a "voJunhs revelata or signi" 
in which God wills sin (reprobation). Instead, Melanchthon will hold that there is but 
one single will in God-hence hie marriage of Natural Law, the Decalogue, and God's 
will. Çee G. Berkouwer, Sin: Studies in Dogmatics, trans. P. Holtrop (Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans, 1971) 56-60. 



but must be framed or parsed accordingly:' 

Condr'fum estgenus humanum ac deinceps Ïdeo demptum esl: ut sit imago 
et liompIum Dei cdebrans. V i l .  enim Deus agnosci et celebrari, et hfsisset 
iflusfn's et 6Ïma notitta Biin menb3us hominum, sinatura hominum 
mansisset liifilgra* . . . Sed humane mentes in hac comptr'one nafura in magna 
et biso ca/gae vaganttu guaemiks, an sitprovidéntia et quae sit Dei voluntas? 

Having explaineci his central thesis-that something has impeded the ability of 

humanity's knowledge and experience of Cod-Melanchthon moves to provide proof of 

his statement in sin. However, in doing so, he must also explain the "biblical a pnod' 

of sin-that "Deus non est causa p c c a ~ i . " ~  

The exoneration of God from causing sin-either directiy or indirectly-is never 

shown by Melanchthon to be a rationally or naturally derived proof. Instead, it is a 

Scriptural witness that stands above the scmtiny of human minds and is only seen 

backwards through the doctrine of original sin, through the reality of sin, and through 

the Christological lem of human history. In fact, what can be naturdy known of God's 

relationship to humanity is the wrath of God, which is seen through the Law: "Et 

quanquam ukunque mens humana agnoscir Deum punire son&, timen de 

7 Participation theology, rekindled by interest in Augustine and Eriugena's 

understanding of seIf-participation within the Trinity, similarly attempts to b ~ g  God 
back into a positive relationship in creation without blurring human sinfulness. This 
reduces the-tendenq to see ~ h n s t  in either intewentionist exemplarist terms. See 
John Mübank, Theolom and Social Theorv: Bevond Secular Reason (Oxford: Blackwell, 
1990) 42.2-431. 
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msonulia tione ni&I no vit sine revelatime divinae promissioms."lo 

How Melanchthon moves from the "mystMum imquiitab3' and its effect on the 

shaded human mind (tenebrae humanae mentis) to the biblical a pnb+Bus non est 

causa pewatt-is by appeaiing from loci communes to explain both the existential and 

rational histories of individuais and even humanity. Once he has established his 

invenbb, he then moves to the Scriptural revelation and Chrïstological explanation in 

order to move the hearer to faith. Hence, method m e t s  theology. 

In his 1543 Lori text, Melanchthon's experiential lociare sub-boundaries in his 

greater boundary of sin. The lou'hinction as rhetorical access points of common 

agreement from which Phillip is able to build a suprastructure of Biblical and creedal 

witness. They are fiamed even in the structure of the text itself as witnessed in the 

following figure. 

See Figure A 
As the figure illustrates, Melanchthon uses a developing structure in his topics, movuig 

the reader from the self evident to the revealed. He begins with naturaliy deducible 

daims in De Deo and De Geatione. The daim "God exists" is examined and followed 



Figure A 

Locus 
Experience 

(Human sesory 
reality-gift of 
vestigal glory) 

A. De Deo, 
De Crentiorre 
"Knowledge 
that God is, but 
not of God as 
merciful" (609). 

B. De Cnrtsn 
Peccntinn et de 
confingrnit ici 
1 .  Evil exists; 
2. W e  are free to 
do evil; 
3. W e  know evil 
to be wrong. 

Boundary 
Condition 

(Status of 
existential and 

intellectual 
confision. Source 

of human 
multiplicity and 

chaos.) 

Fallen 
humanity's 
inabili tv to see/ 
undersiand God 
except through 
revela tion and 
Christ. 

Divine 
Revelation on 
Real Nahm of 

Realitv 

C. De Ttibtrs 
Pmmris 
Dioilrifrttis 
God is mercy in 
Christ (6%). 

E. De Peccnto 

"Murzstre t nobis 
bene@in jîlii Dei, 
qui ~nissrïs est, i i t  
destrimt opern 
Dinboli, qiri triste 
orrlntrsfént in 
hrrrrnnn nn frira" 

LAW- 
GOSPEL 

DIALECTIC LAW 
1 
1 
l 
l 
l GOSPEL e 

\ (Romans 5: 8-21) 
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by a second naturaily deducible claim that human evil exists (a Causa Peccnfum). 

These experiential topics (loricommunes) lead to a knowledge of what Melanchthon 

c d s  the function of the Law-the understanding that "God is, but not that God is 

mercihil." Hence, true knowledge of God as merciful in Christ (Gospel) hits a limit 

boundary which is not able to be penetrated by reason. The next sections of the text 

explain the reason for this same limit (De Tnbus Persomis Divinihtis, L2 VHCrYibus et 

L i k o  arbibio, De Pkcca f i ,  De Peccato Ongims, and De Lege). As  a aesult, revealed 

truths found in the latter topics function to explain the hue nature of the experiential 

loci His finaï section-De FiIim-links the two seemingly disparate I d o f  reason and 

revelation backwards in time in a vast Christological Heiisgeschiichk Thus, the 

Lutheran Law-Gospel dialectic is seen even in Melanchthon's structural approach. 

Another danger Melanchthon rnust, in his explanation of sin and its origin, 

carefully avoid is the Pelagian tendency of positing a passive source for human 

irresponsibility. He recognizes that the Pelagian claim that we are merely chers-not 

participants-of a mortal disease contracted by a long past ancestor potentially 

undercuts the supremacy of ChrisYs work. For Melanchthon, the gospel means we are 

sinners, not merely potential sinners. In short, sin can have no alibi, it must be owned 

and claimed by each person according to the biblical witness (Romans 5: 12). 

Furthemore, Melanchthon must prove that sin-its total reality as a senseless 

nothingness-can only be understood from the perspective p s t  Uin'sfum. Thus, like 



Barth," the foimal or noetic component of sin is only ever tnily understood when w e  

know Jesus Christ: 

Vera etpia sentenbk: . . . , Ikum non eue caussam pefcab; ner velle peçcahun, 
nec Apelle voluntales ad percandum, ner approbare percahun. h o  ikam 
adveitsus peçcatum ma-e ostendit m u s  k; qui appamit ut viciuna fieret 

pro percato et ostendexet Dia bo/um esse a uctom peccati et sua morfe &am 
ingenhrn Pabrsplacewk Non igitur Deus caussa estpecca0, necpeccatum est- 
condita aut ordinata a &, sed est hombdis destiuctio op& et ordins di*? 

However, also like Barth, Melanchthon understands sin materïally as both real and an 

"impossible p~ssibility."~~ Hence, sin is a human reality, self evident but apparently 

without meaning unless explained fiom the lens of God. 

Nonetheless, Melanchthon also desires to be clear in another respect Seeing the 

danger of dualism in the Anabaptist camps and the resultant 'election' concepts which 

permitted al1 manner of Antinomianism, Melanchthon also does not want to create a 

"John Webster, "The Firmest Grasp of the Real: Barth on Original Sin," Toronto 
Tourna1 of Theoloa Vol. 4-1 (1988) : 20. 

131t is a tribute to the genius of Thomas Aquinas that this very same point is 
explored in Thomas' synthesis in his Senhwtianrm and later Summa of Anselm's and 
Lombard's definition of original sin's material and formal components. Melanchthon 
in his 1530 Augsbur~ - Confession would indicate his own agreement to Aquinas' 
definition by directly quoting Aquinas. See Peter Lombard, Libn NSntentiamm 
(Florence: Bonaventure Press, 1916) LI1 d.26 c.4-5 and Anselm, De Concepfu VU.~inaIi et  
Orkihafi - Peccato Cap. 27 (Migne: P1158) 461. For Aquinas, see Summa ZheoIo~iae 
(Rome: Marietti, 1950) 1-11 82-3c. Melanchthon's agreement: Heinz Mackensen, "The 
Debate between Eck and Melanchthon or Original Sin in the Colloquy of Worms," 
Lutheran Quarterlv 11-1 (February 1959) : 42; and Phillip Melanchthon, "The Apology of 
the Augsberg Confession", The Book of Concord: Confessions of The Evangelical - 

Lutheran Church, trans. T. Tappert (Philadelphia: Muhlenberg Press, 1959) II.28. 



present world which is a theological doppelganger" of a greater ultimate reality in 

Jesus Quist. This world, its ethos and praxis, is real as well. Instead, he wants to unQ 

the two "realities" but explain the rnaterial world through the pnsm of revelation so as 

neither to negled this world nor make it irrelevant in the life of God. Thus, he starts 

with the doctrine of God in his explanation of sin. 

Utüizing his orabo sacra approach-a fusion of experiential lociand revelation- 

Melanchthon asks what can be known about God. Instantly, he encounters the fint 

dialectical problem-the ancients al1 admit something of God, but share little accord as 

to the true nature of God." Thus, God is both "self-evident and hidden."16 

Nonetheless, it stands that God may be known by divine acts-in natural aeation and 

history and in saivation history. In UUs sense, God's acts are predicates of divine 

nature." Avoiding the question of revelation, Melanchthon tums his thought to 

" While the fallen world is bue folly and blotted by sin, for Melanchthon, it is not 
deceptive in the appropiate areas of the natural sciences. Thus, the world has true 
natural epistemological content (Le., two times four equals eight), but due to our sin 
vitiated reasoning capabilities, it also provides the source for our spiritual existential 
crisis. Therefore it is a source of multiplicity and chaos despite continuity in the 
natural realrn to Natural Laws. This is akin to the Thomistic conception that paradise 
was not substantially (i.e., in areas of the laws of Nature)=-àifferent fiom present 
reality. In this sense the same physical laws apply then and now. The human 
component to knowledge is the source of confusion especially when applied to the 
reality that is God. This is the anthropocenhic HedsgeSchichtP-the descent of the 
human sou1 to despair-not an epistemological or sceptical aisis. 

"LC (1543) 21: 638. 



39 

various loci communes of human expetience. What does corn mon human experience 

refer to when it refers to God? There are several "self-evident" truths: first, God must 

exist Second, this God is an "othei' who sustains and mates. Third, this God 

punishes evil. In summary, the natural person has a "knowledge that God is, but not of 

God as mer~iful."'~ 

God's existence is a self-manifesting truth in Melanchthon's thinking. AU of 

human history-from literature to philosophy and everyday superstition-bears 

evidence, pure and irresistible, to this simple truth. This truth is the result of gift,  a gift 

which remains even in the darkest heart and testifies to the conscience of the presence 

of "an other." This is the imago deiin h~rnanity. '~ Still this inchoate gift, even as a gift, 

leaves the recipient in a temble state simply because the knowledge of the other is 

incomplete. In fact, it is a knowledge that ultimately temfies because it deduces that 

this "othef must be so uniike the human mind that it must, in fact, be a perfect mind. 

Here Plato is introduced: "Platmka haec est  Deus est mens aeterna, caussa boni lii 

natura."" Hence the first common place-that 'God is'-is attested to by the greatest of 

human thinkers. 

Were Melanchthon to stop at this juncture, he would be guilty of 

"LC (1543) 21: 609,642. This manifests itself in Paul's Romans 1: 18-23 text, 
according to Melanchthon. 

19Melanchthon returns to the imago deiin the De Uribus et Likro Arbitrio sub- 
section. 



anthropocentricism by making Cod in human likeness. Instead, he proceeds to use the 

"common placef'40d is the eternal mind and cause of good-to iilustrate the Law- 

Gospel dialectic. This knowledge of God as eternal mind and cause of goodness needs 

additional unpacking to be undentood correctly: 

Quanguam autem Platonka d w t i o  adeo enrdie composita es4 . . . , tamen 
quia nondum ib descn3it Dkum, ut se pakfecl't ipse, q u h n d a  est alia 
flusfnor etpropior descriptio. . . . Sit iqiïur haec all'era d-nPtio: Deus est 
essentia sprir'fuafis, . . .. Pater aefemus quifi/im imaginem suam ab aeterno 
genuit . . . W descrfptio propius mita6 qurS sit &us, et deduci? nos ad 
pa&hcfronm divinam, sicut in Eccllesia semper haer dochha badita estZf 

To explain why more revelatory information is required, Melanchthon explores the 

nature of this simple statement God exists. Creation, as seen in Romans 1: 18-23, 

testifies to God's existence just as Plato indicated. However, because of human sin in 

reason, Plato could not explain who God is in character and nature just as the Stoics 

failed to explain the nature of God's reality: 

UrlLj'rmitas humana, etiamsi cogita t Deum esse conditorem, tamen postea 
imagina fur, ut faber discedit a na vi extructa et dinquit eam mu&, iita 
Deum d i scede  a suo opere, etrefinqui creahrras tanhrm pruphegu&rnaa'onL 
Haec imagiiaüù magnam caliginw ofindit animis etpri t  dubitabones.." 

Thus, even the simplest consideration of God's existence and necessary character then 

creates the confusion that eventually terrifies the human psyche. The various 

philosophical opinions in this matter, the best of any philosophical school, instead leads 

to either a dejected fatalism or a moral disinterest when attempting to grapple with 
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God's charader and interest in humanity and human history3 Melanchthon shows 

that the simplest locus commums, of the existence of God, instead of bringing comfort, 

brings both exktential confusion as to the nature of that omnipotent being, and 

epistemological confusion as to the nature of this world. It is this second concem to 

which he tums his thoughts next 

The second "cornmon experience" addressed is not only that God exists, but 

also that that God must be both sustainer and cause of this world. Or, put another way, 

that whatever has corne to exist is decided by God, who brings and sustains order from 

chaos." It follows, then, that if God were capricious, natural order would be equally 

capricious, rendering human society untenable or unlivable. Chaos or entropy camot 

d e  the cosmos. Thus, natural reality must be somehow related to an archetypal mind 

(men- a~~fitecfatn'cem)~ fmm which Natural Law derives its root God cannot be 

wholly abstraded from creation; natural laws cannot be capriciously ordered, nor can 

the moral fibre of the universe. Instead, some natural knowledge of Cod in creation 

must remain to avoid epistemological and moral chaos: 

Notiûae na tudes  sunt verae. Esse Deum naturalitr omnes htenhrr; Ergo 
haec notiba vera est Haec minor essetdlusfrr'or, si na fura non esset comupta, 
sed cofimanda est ceteris argumenhs quae mihri . . ? 

=The Stoic and Epicurean options. LC (1543) 21: 638. 

*'LC (1543) 21: 641. 

=LC (1543) 21: 642. 

"LC (1543) 21: 642. 
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Knowledge of God "ex &ecii'bud' includes two more common places: the natural order 

and the moral law. 

Both concepts flow from the overarching concept that G o d  is", and are easily 

seen as necessary and self-evident in human culture, even fallen human culture. For 

Melanchthon, there is no sense in denying what is true-that two multiplied by four 

equals eight, or that human or civil life demands certain moral tenets to be wversally 

held, for instance. These are examples of "notitiae zzaturales," held deeply in the imago 

dei of the human mind, and found in the archety pical mind of God. Furthemore, there 

is a unity of the cosmos, and this unity is God's providential hand: ". . . sunth~diciia 

pro videnttae quod Deus W c i a  t homines, pu& t abwia  scefera et aliquibus 

opifuletur, ut foecunditas terrae indicat h u m  hominium vitae consu~ere."" This u ~ t y  

is seen in the achievements of hurnan history, in God's interaction with and freedom 

within that historyfa h m  which truths of natural and moral order are echoed. Here 

are common places of a different type of Neilgeschiichte, of a witness to God's king as 

a guarantor of natural and moral order given to al1 generations across al1 time and in al1 

places. 

However, this knowledge of God, although fundamental and rudimentary, fails 

in yet another decidedly Lutheran Iorus cornmunis. This common experience is the 

failure of such knowledge-albeit necessary-to explain or disclose the evil, disorder 

*"' &us est likrrimum agens, servat sui openj ordinem, et hmen multa propter 
homines mit@# LC (1543) CR 21: 639. 



and wickedness in our world." In fa&, this knowledge creates a false testimony of 

ourselves and of God. Regarding ourselves, it permits us to consider God as either 

purely transcendent or disinterested, and permits us to think that human powers can 

merit God's obligation? This results in a confusion of one's justification between 

"coram hominé' or "cor= deo."" In addition, such thinking also views Gad as either 

the cause of evil in a cosmos divinely dictated without any true human freedom to ad.' 

or as a powerful enemy whose wrath regarding Our evil threatens us with each passing 

moment Thus, human beings are either puppets, or free from a "shipbuilder who has 

abandoned the projd'," or in terror of a God who exacts punishment for crimes 

against natural order. Of course, al1 options are finally existential crises- 

Ankhhrngen-which either render life unpalatabie or unkarable? Ail this is the 

3oMelancthon's critique of the Pelagian nahire of Scholastic theology or 
"Bielism" : LC 21: 663-64. 

"The two-fold process of self-justification is not only in tenns of meriting etemal 
Me, but also whether one's conscience is cleared before human witness or divine 
witness. Melanchthon cites the case of Alexander the Great% murder of CLitus as proof 
of the folly of self-justification even before human witness. Alexander, who grieved his 
crime, was still guilty because the focus of his guilt was his breaking of human law, not 
divine law. LC (1543) 21: 665. 

"toical resolve to a fatalistic universe is both against common sense, and the 
Chuch. LC (1543) 21: 650-652. 

"Id enim estin mente tenebrae, hac esl: non h a k m  iflusbem notibam e t h u m  
assensum de providenbd, comminaaonibus et promissiom'bus divims; Eh in 

vuim fak 

est a v d o ,  id esl: sine metu, liduciia, ddiltione Dei esse, . . . , quae congruebat 



function of the Law, largely bracketed out as the remnant of God's order within fallen 

creation and humanity which speaks partially of God's being, but not of divine 

character. Hence, he says " Lex est ~aedago~us.."~' 

The first set of lou'communes, a common experience of Natural Law, referring 

to God's king and freedom, then hits another set of locicommunes-the problem of 

evil and of rational deductions of God. The vestigal gift of God in humanity and 

creation creates an existential crisis when human rationality attempts to equate self- 

evidential truth to truths of the divine nature. The final result of these attempts-as 

witnessed to in the common histow of human culture"6-are idolatry, multiplicity, and 

chaos. For Melanchthon, human reality, apart from revelation, is then truly the sphere 

in which fantasy or fantastical opinions operate, if taken solely from an anthropocentric 

point of view. Thus, Melanchthon sees in human mental operations a built-in law of 

failure whose only function, aside from the divine gift of some cognition of Natural 

Law to permit some form of human society, is to prompt the greater question of al1 

people of conscience throughout history-"is this al1 that there is?" Fallen humanity 

simply is incapable of plaàng God's providentiai hand, as dimly seen by Natural Law 

legi 
nafuree, sed va@ et errantibus inclinaiiom'bus fernn exba ordnem con& Deum. 

LC (1543) 21: 645. 

% n e  of Phillipfs favorite techniques is to cite classicai examples of human folly 
or misconstrual of the gospel. This occurs frequently in the last two edition families of 
the LoY, but rarely in the 1521 edition. This is the "ES ges&é' and " usus /ustoriarumf' 
of his rhetorical approach of "oram sacra." 
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and order, into a proper understanding of God's character and purposes without divine 

aid." Nonetheless, before moving to the fortress of revealed trutihs whereby Christ on 

the cross makes sense of the apparently ~enseless,~ Melanchthon must also explain 

another common experience-that we, with free will, do evii. 

If the divine reality is that Cod is merciful but also d l  powerful, then how does 

one explain the problem of sin? Human responsibility in performing evil acts is a locus 

c o m m ~ ~ ~ s ,  borne out in countless accounts of history and tragedy. Thete is no dispute 

that when humans do evil, it is humans who, freely and willingly, participate in the act 

This is the basis of the entire jurisprudence system, and the foundation of civil society. 

Nonetheless, the biblical claim of original sin potentially has a moral escape hatch, a 

way of placing blame not on our willing actions, but on our This notion of 

original sin must also combine with the biblical claim of Providence so as to exonerate 

God's possible causation of sin?' Of course, for Melanchthon, the only sat ismg 

answer to such a dilemma is the Christological lens of the cross which explains the 

history of God's acts within a world riddled with sin and the dodrine of original sin. 

However, before he brings revelation to bear, he must find traces of locicommunes 

which prepare the hearer to receive the good news of the cross. The image of a shaded 

39Quotuig Romans 5: 12, " Hebraka phrasis esc pecca verune id e g  s m t  et 
habent~catvm, mm malum et daarnatum." LC (1543) 21: 670. Emphasis mine. 

%e biblical a pnorSod  does not cause sin. 
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or wounded mind is the chosen metaphor by which Melanchthon wiii examine the 

limits of the three experiential or phenomenal /ocicommunes: first, evil exists; second, 

we freely do evil; and third, we know evil to be wrong. 

Indisputable from human history is the existence of evil. However, the truly 

wise question the order of this evil-whence the confusion, wickedness, calamity, and 

death?' The various opinions in answering that question include that the materid 

world is itself evil, or human nature is itself intrinsically evil, or that things simply are 

because of blind fate or luck without rhyme or reason." If these options are combined 

with the universally held notion that "God is," then God-bound by necessity as the 

first cause-is the author of evil. Once again, this possibility of a mad or dualist God 

whose own will is the source of evil renders existence not only dangerous but 

meaningless; it creates an "inlFrm'tos la@nirdr>o.f of the psyche and terrorizes the soul. 

The human mind peering into the chasm of evil is faced with the possibility that God is 

the author of evil. The very same Being on whom life relies is now revealed as a 

capricious or malevolent demon. Human deduction on evil without Revelation has a 

lethal effect on the inner life of a person. Furthemore, if the other locus communi3-- 

we do evil-is also bue, and if God is not the cause of evil, but of goodness as 

postulatecl by Plato and others, then the human relationship to that God is one of wrath 

*'"Ac PMosoplu'partim in materia, partiin in volunlate humana causas 
coUucanl: partim ad htum transférunt, quod dicunt esse necessmàm connexionem 
ptimae caussae et omnium secundarum, Physicaruzn et vofuzthtem." LC (1543) 21: 644. 
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and ire. Once more, humanity is caught in a crisis without additionai information-that 

God neither wills nor causes sin, hates sin, but also has rectified the "hom'bfis 

destructi'd' of its eHecfS through Christ In Christ, sin is explainedDu 

The second and third lmiof common experience-that we freely do evil, and that 

evil is wrong-are also self-evident, again both in conscience and in human concepts of 

justice. However, once again this natural h t h  butts against an invisible barrier. With 

his continual appeal to the resgeshe of history and the arts, Melanchthon repeatedly 

points out that ail nations see the confusion and reality of sin: "Ebi omnesgenks 

v~~dmthomendam confusionem, viba et calamifab bistt'ssimasgenens humam; ac 

sentiunt onus peccah: . . Thus, Alexander mourned the murder of m lit us,^ 

Oedipus his own actions;& and, Achilles' self-glorification is universally denounceci." 

The reality of Our participation in evil is also found in the tenets of civil or political Law- 

-a divine gift left inchoate.' Were hurnans not the agents of evil, then morality would 

not need to be enforced, but instead would be nahïral and uniformly pradised. 

Human law (ïusgentium) witnesses to Our participation in evil. However, once more, 



this truism flows into a crisis, hits a boundary condition of both rationality and 

conscience. Here only " . . . Ecdesia doce6 et unde sit et quid percatum et audit 

verbum dei de Va dimira et de poeirus praeseintibus et a e & . i ~ . " ~ ~  The b i t s  of the 

"shaded mind" can only see sin in terms of punishment and extemal deeds with regard 

to civil moraüty: 

Ner arguit Ecdesia tanhm exfernas acbone$ ppugnanles cum Lege Lkiaut 
rabbne, sicut Philosopfia, secf arguit radicem et htctus, Ïntenoreim cafiginem 
ment&, dubitai5ones de voiunfate Lkr; a vdunem vuluittabj humanae a Deo. 
. . . Haer est concio prosus ahena a poiiticis iudiiij.." 

Once more, the question of the very first locus commu~+-"who is this God?"-raises its 

existential head. Certainly human reason can axertain both its own participation in, 

and cause of sin, and even posit that evil acts should be punished for the good of civil 

society. Nonetheless, what if this God, at least, has the same standards as human &il 

society-can anyone stand under the divine indidment? On both accounts-external 

good and interna1 motivations (shared by the peripatic phi1osophers)-humanity falls 

miserably short. The result is easiiy comprehended, ei ther ignore God or fear God. In 

either case, one falls into idolatry because God's true purpose in creation4od's mercy 

in Christ-is hidden from the scrutiny of human reason beyond an existential black 

hole. 

Melanchthon holds out the classical Lutheran concept of Law-Gospel dialedic in 

his use of iuci communes gleaned from human history. By seizing ont0 the common 



history of human culture and its universal affirmation of God's existence, and the 

presence of, and our participation in, evil, he is able to show that reason, if left alone, 

will never be able to solve the grand existential crisis that must fall to each thinking 

individual regarding the tme nature of God. Thus, in a very real sense, this sensory 

realm is the realm of fantasy that raises more questions than answers, that creates long 

dark "tea times" of the soul, and finally is only unrïddled when explained through the 

Chnstological reality of God's providential hand in the Herïsgesccluchik of redemption. 

Only here is manifest the " beneit4'uk fiii Del' painted across the great canvas of human 

history. In this sense, Melanchthon fits very neatiy into the Lutheran camp as he 

expands Law to be an inclusive human /ocicomn~unes left inchoate in human nature 

by divine providence so that humanity can adduce certain natural truths-God exists, as 

do moral and natural order. However, like al1 functions of Lutheran Law concepts, this 

nahiral or vestigal imago deiis both mirror and hammer in reflecting a tiny sliver of 

God's reality, but smashing human pretension regarding true knowledge of God. In 

short, Law creates a punishing or malevolent God to whom obedience must be 

woodenly given, but for whom al1 efforts must ultimately fail. Luther's words-where 

can 1 find a merciful Gad?"-function well in Melanchthon's use of the loUcommunes. 

Of course, only the gospel provides the answer. 

Thus far we have examined, from the last family of Melanchthon's Los]; the 

function of the doctrine of original sin and sin in the application of his appeal to 

"Wie kriege ich ehen gnadgen GoW Source not identified by Alister 
McGrath, Reformation Thought (Oxford: Blackwell, 1988) 72. 
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Ciceronian rhetoric. We  have seen how Melanchthon posits not a two-tiered system of 

truth, but a single system explained fiom the viewpoint of revelation into human 

epistemology because of the presence of sin in the rational powers. For Melanchthon, 

ody Christ provides the answer to the Ankhtungraised in the human ordering of 

reality. It now falls to examine the fundion of the doctrine of original sin within the 

realm of revelational truths, how the doctrine manifests both in historical and 

systematic terms diachronically across his works and thought. Once more, here 

questions of the Melanchthon blight will be raised-whether he detracteci from 

Lutheran orthodoxy in either a syncretist or rationalist manner. In order to examine 

these concerns, we return to the natural chronological order of the Laci Communes, 

beginning in 1521. 



Chapter Five: 1521 Loci Communes 
"Est lpse, pene ut ita dkeiarn, zpso Lutheio lutherm0f"asrnus on 

Melanchthon 

The first edition of the Lori Communes, which includes the family of texts 

widely published kom 1521 to 1530, was the first systematic theology of the Lutheran 

movement Their authorship was surprising in that they were written neither by 

Luther nor Wittenberg's other biblical scholars nor theologians, but rather by the pung 

humanist-philogist Melanchthon who had, himself, just h o  years earlier received his 

own theological Baccaulaurate training. Over Melanchthon's Iifetime he would 

substantially revise the Lou' Communes-twice in 1530-1533, and again in 1543. Thus, 

the Loci Communes have a family resemblance in one of three periods.' The expansion 

of the Loci Communes through the three editions is substantial, as is the general 

structural loci; with Melanchthon adding more biblical and classical citations. The 1521 

edition is heavily indebted to Melanchthon's reliance on the Pauline Romans text in 

form and outline,' while the 1530/33 edition emulates the order of the Church creeds3 

'Remember that Melanchthon's Latin te& are easily grouped into Uuee editions, 
but his Geman tex6 are not so easily placed. As mentioned earlier, several editions of 
the German texts seem to be translated by another, then Melanchthon, and on close 
scrutiny bear little semblance to the Latin texts. Nonetheless, the three 'families' of 
text are: 1521-1530; 1530/33-1543; 15411560. Some work is needed to be done on the 
texfs transmission and variant editions, especially the Geman texts. 
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and adds additional Pauline glosses from Colossians? The final edition, the lengthiest, 

foilows the second in structure, but with material added in various sections. In each 

period, Melanchthon will elucidate, clarify, and expand the central tenets laid out in the 

1521 edition as he, and the Wittenberg movement, both encounter extemal opposition 

and answer internai inconsistencies. In this sense, Melanchthon's theology is 

occasioned by extemal forces beyond his personai theologicd growth. However, 

whether his theology alters so as to be either markedly non-Lutheran or synthetic to 

either Catholicism or other theological systems, is open to debate. It appears that once 

his methodological approach is exposed and then combined with an awareness of his 

historical context, Melanchthon is found to be consistent across the three editions-at 

least in the doctrines or boundary condition of original sin, and sin in general, which 

concern us. It is essentially a Lutheran doctrine. 

The basic structure concerning sin is consistent across ail three editions, even 

accounting for Melanchthon's additional topical indices of De Deo and De Ckab'one in 

the second edition of the Loci because of his appeal to the creeds: 



The 1530/33 structural dissimilari ty, accounting for the creedal import of De Deo and 

De Creabone, is simply the reversa1 of the sections on sin and law following the powers 

of human freedom, and the addition of a section before human freedom which deals 

with the cause of sin. As Melanchthon in 1521 is heavily dependent on the Pauüne 

structure of Romans, it is quite apparent that his order of exposition would be similar 

with human freedom, human sinfulness, the Law and the GospeL5 The 1530 

'According to Melanchthon's exegesis the cmx interprefum of Romans was the 
text Romans 1: 18-23, which Melanchthon regarded as the scopus of the entire 
document In his propositiones of the text, Melanchthon-based on the scopus text of 
Romans 1:18-23- sees the order of the text as: The Gospel accuses al1 people to be freelv 
under God's wrath, and then aquittal for the repentent by the Gospel. Hence, the ordei 
is accusation-repentance-justification. Of course, Melanchthon also picks up the 
Abrahamic and Law theme of chapters 2-5 of Romans. Therefore, the greater theme of 
justification (W&gesc.chte) is marked out not only in terms of wrath-forgiveness 
(Law and Gospel dialectic) but also in regard to sin's reality and the Law's failure to 
achieve what Christ has achieved. In this sense Melanchthon, based on Romans, needs 
both the experiential-the failure of the Law in light of sin-and the revealed. T.H.L. 
Parker, C c  (Edinburgh: T&T 
Clark, 1986) 2-3,s-99. 
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introduction of the articles of faith in the creeds, attempting to legitimize the Lutheran 

movement in wake of the late 1520's and early 1530'~~ necessitates, after De G e a t i i e ,  a 

section briefly to explain the fatal flaw of creation-sin- in order to absolve God of its 

authorship. The reversal of law and sin is also explainable by the Lutheran dialectic of 

Law-Gospel, reversing the Romans structure so that Law preceeds Gospel. The final 

strudure, with the reversal to the 1521 structure of sin then Law, is perhaps the 

anomaly which needs most explanation. Nonetheless, what one discovers, even with a 

casud glance at the structure of al1 three editions, is Melanchthon's programme of 

using the Lutheran Law-Gospel dialectic and his own rhetoricial methodology of loci 

communes for a consistent approach to theological method, the Scripture, the role of 

reason, and revelation. Once again, foundational to his theological approach is his 

understanding of the doctrine of original sin and sin: "Relquos vem lacos, peccilo' vim, 

legem, gratiam quiignoranz non video quomodo Chrisbnum vocem. Nam ex /uS 

proprie Christus cognoscitur, '4 

Melanchthon begins his 1521 Lociwith a discussion of the powen of the human 

will or person. Having accepted the Romans sub-theme that al1 are under the wrath of 

God, he begins his discussion with an explanation of human freedom in light of God's 

sovereignty, and the biblical a prion: His goal is a combination of two ideas, human 

responsibility understood €rom experiential loci communes and God's sovereignty 

understood through revelation. In short, he asks how humans are responsible for their 



own sin in a providential cosmos. In the backdrop of his thought, he is also aware that 

it is exactly at  this juncture-the conjoining of God's and human freedom-that much of 

the dominant semi-Pelagianism of his time derives its own justification.' In his typical 

mood of 1521, Melanchthon simply refuses to speculate on the nature of human-divine 

freedom, but rather simply states that some human a& are free a&. Moreover, as free 

acts, they are then acts which are indeed worthy of condemnation and reproach. 

Melanchthon is prïmarily concemed with the Pauline daim that we are sinners by 

nature (Romans 5: 12); hence speculation on contingency in action or separation of 

human powers is ultimately irrelevant: 

Parum Ovile wCrldebahrr doce  necessario p c a r e  hominem; uudde wVIdebatur 
repdeiliendi volunÉihn, si non posset se a v i ~ o  ad wC/Irfutern con vertkm Ideo 
etphma viir'bus humanis, quam par erat bibuere et mire vanhrunt cum 
ra tiomS iudiuu nkierent ubique &agari scnj7h.a~: 

Here Melanchthon carves out one tenet of his methodological approach: human 

speculation cannot explain the reality of God in revelation. He refuses to engage in 

'The issue of human freedom can be considered the cause of the Scholastic 
maxim, "si homo hcit quod in se est, Deus ei non denega f gratiam", popularized in the 
work of Biel and others. According to the Scholastics, in order to absolve God's 
causation in hurnan sin, human freedom must be a given. Thus, as Ockham posited, 
avoiding the Avemist threat, God's necessary freedom and human necessary freedorn 
can oniy be explained in a dual polentih/ ordinatio in Cod; the pohtia absoiuk dei 
and potentia ordinatia dei In the absolute power of God, al1 is causal while in the 
ordained power of God, what is ordained is the salvific mechanism of cooperating and 
operating grace (neessikas coactionis). Here, humanity is free, but Cod "bound. See 
Lawrence Murphy, "Gabriel Biel and Ignorence as an Effect of Original Sin in his 
Cano& Mssae Expositid' ARG 74 (1983) : 5-57; Marilyn McCord Adams, William 
Ockham. Vol 2. (Indiana: Notre Dame, 1987): 1267-1337; and Rondet 122-175. 



speculation on the nature of human powers with the Scholastic tools of appetik and 

the separated powers of cognition and will? Instead, he chooses to collapse the human 

into two components which explain the Scriptural teneb of Law-Gospel, freedom and 

nature. 

Melanchthon collapses human nature into two parts-the faculty of cognition 

(vim cognoscend~) and the faculty of affections (vim adferb'bus). In these two powers 

are explained the Law-Gospel dialectic, and whether it can be said, or in what manner, 

that humanity is fke: " Haec oporfuit monere quo hciiius pos&a ihdicm*psset le ac 

gratiae discrimen, imo quo c&s ebèm cognoso'posset non qua sitpenes homheim 

liber fa^."'^ The faculty of knowing, which will later be fully developed as the inchoate 

gift of natural law, is the mind's ability to know what deeds ought to be done: 

" P ' e n t  auhm ad vim cognescendi lex, id est cugmiao fa~iendom."~' Here the 

human person is free to choose acts within the power of their will"-tto eat or to üve in 

good society, for example. This type of freedom-to choose external deeds-is what the 

philosophers nghtly teach on the subject of human freedom and ~ontingency.~ From 

I2Freedom properly belongs not to cognition, but to conforming to the will 
informed by cognition-the power of choice. LC (1521) 21: 87. 

13" Et in hanc exhnorum operum conhhgentiam defixerunt OCUIOS 
pMosophasfri, qui Ilibeirlcaikm voluntati bibuere.." LC (1521) 21: 90. 
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the perspective of natural judgements-the cognition's informing of the will as to the 

end of an act-a person can be said to be kee: "si ad opera exferna r&ms voluntatem, 

quaedam vide fur esse iudicio na furae /ibarfa~.'"'~ 

The second distinction made by Melanchthon is the faculty or powers of the 

affections (vim adfeduum). It is in the affections, the orientation of motive, the 

fundamental disposition of the individual towards God and othen, that humanity is 

not free. Here is the locus of both sin and virtue. The will is tom between two poles. 

The first is the cognition which informs it as to an action, while the second pole consists 

of the affections or, as the Scripture names the affections, the heart Hence, the inner 

workings of human affection is the bibiical equivalent to the heart15 Here in the heart, 

humanity is not free but bound by selfish desire (self-love) so that even apparently 

externally evident good acts such as charity are merely guises for misdireded self- 

love? Interna1 affections-marred by original sin1:- are neither in our power (nego in 

IS Vwum quia deus non mspicit opera extema, sed inter~os cordis motus, 
ideo Suiptura nilri/prodidt de ish liberfate. . . . Quid enùn est voluntas, 
si non adktuum fons est? Et cur non pro voluntabk voca bulo CO& 

nomen usurpam us? Siquidem Skriptura pobssimam horninr5 parlem cor 
vocat, adeoque eam in qua narcunlur adfertus. 

LC (1521) 21: 90. 

17" Dicem us a u km de a dfit~ibus phra m OA; ubi de pecca to unginali agem us." 
LC (1521) 21: 93. 
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poiiosfate nosba es& nor capable of rendering us justified before God agaimt whom 

they ultimately rebel. 

For Melanchthon, the Çcholastic error was the confusion of the affections- 

fundamental disposition of the heart-with the Anstotelian concept of an independent 

or autonomous wiil.19 If the will is bound or held hostage to the affections and not held 

to be independent of "the heart!', then one easily sees that no person is free in avoiding 

the curse of sin. For, the inici'rmi&tem naturae is not a cognitive process-this is stili 

intact in the ability to choose elicîted acts-but rather an internal disposition which 

fights against the good or God. Even if an act has a good end, it is still ontologically 

evil because of our hearts' intemal root of sin." The affections, the seat of sin, mle over 

the will and, in this sense, the will is bound. 

Four components can be seen in Melanchthon's first foray into the nature of 

humanity. First, is his rejection of reason-in this case Aristotle and Scholasticism- 

when the intellectual paradigm opposes Scriptural revelation. For Melanchthon, the 

failure of Anstotelian anthropology was the decided omission (or optimism) in the key 

area of the internal or the heads disposition to sin-a biblical tenet Thus, he 

reinterpets Çcholastic notions as to the faculties and powers of humanity. Secondly, he 

uses the Law-Gospel dialectic in showing that mental or cognitive awareness of right 

lg" Quod si vocabdo cordis . . . quam Aristo&l"co vocabulo voluntstis, facile 
ca vl'sseimus hos tam pingues bm crassos errms." LC (1521) 21: 92. 



and wrong is somehow remnant or vestigal in the human person functioning to convict 

or terrorize the conscience. Therefore, a person is both sinner and sinned against, or 

violator and victun. Thirdly, Melanchthon does not dismiss testimony from non- 

biblical sources when they explain or buttress a biblical testimony. Here we see his use 

of experiential or historical locus commun&? FUially, Melanchthon avoids dualism in 

positing either two wills in God or a present dual reality. This reaiity is both the one 

fiom which we are judged faithful or not, as well as the location of God's providential 

Hdsgescfichk. Predestination, in particdar, is not a source of exphnation but a 

s o u e  of arcane mystery." Instead, this reality into which revelation history bursts, is 

the place from which the limits and con€ines of human inquiry of God and self are to be 

explored. The present world is the world of the Law, not to be wholly scorned but 

limited; the reality of God is the intrusion of divine k i n g  into the fallen world so as to 

illuminate darkened minds. Hence, there is no true analogia enbs, but only a limited 

horizon requiring analogia fide, or, perhaps, reveiah. 

Following his discussion on the nature of the human person, Melanchthon 

moves to sin. Once again, he starts by juxtaposing human inquiry and biblical 

confession regarding sin. The sophist-Scholastic distinction between actual and 

21Melanchthon picks up on the Greek classical theme of hubris in explaïning self- 
love, using Alexander as an example. LC (1521) 21: 90-91. 

nLC (1521) 21: 93. Here Melanchthon finds Company in the overarching 
Nominalist refuge of Predestination. The rationale for the stress is to maintain divine 
and human freedom, and also to rescue Christology from Averroist-derived 
Nestorianism or Docetism. Alister McGrath. "Anti-Pelagian Structures of 'Nominalist' 
Doctrines of Justification", Ephemerides Theolonicae Lovaniensis 57 (1981) 107-1 19. 



original sin have obmired the understanding of sin and ib eff& in the Church. 

Hence Melanchthon's critique of his Roman Catholic contemporary's (especially Eck) 

understanding of ba~tism." Instead, the Scriptural witness-found in the doctrine of 

original sin-is that fallen humanity is, and does, sin: "Est enim et onghaie peccafum 

plane acfualrj quaedam prava c~pidihs."'~ If one wishes to introduce any concept of 

distinction between original sin and concupiscence, then the only Scriptural application 

is that original sin is the source or propensity" from which we are dragged to sin. 

Actual sins, borne out of concupiscence, are the h i t  of Our sinfulness of nature: 

"Sed aim actuaie quam ongfide vitium, peccatum simpliciter vocal: quanquam 

nonquam ea quae nos actualia percata, vocet frucfus peccab; ut ad Romanos Paulus 

s~ie t ;"~~ The seat of this impulse to sin is the heart, which earlier was argued to be the 

seat of our affections influencing the will. Since the root of our sin is Our heart, it 

follows that our primary sin must be directed against the Law of God. Sin is a 

"Melanchthon undentood the Roman Catholic sacrament of Baptism as 
maintaining that in the baptized, not only is the guilt of original sin remitted, but also 
that the baptized has the remission of actual sins, although concupiscence remains. The 
remnant concupiscence, however, " . . . cannot injure those who consent not, but resist 
aided by the grace of the Lord Jesus Christ" Canons and k e s s  of Sacred and 
Eaunenical Council of Trent, Session V, Canon V (London: Burns & Oats, 1848). The 
Lutheran position holds that since concupiscence is always an a d  of rebellion or 
mistrust of God, it is always an adual or punishable sin. Melanchthon, 'The Apology 
of the Augsburg Confession"II.28 in Tappert. 

Ut'Perratvm onghale est nativa propensio et quidem grnialis hpetus et 
ernerrgia, qua ad peccandum bahim ur. . . ." LC (1521) 21: 97. 



depraved affection, a disordering of the heart, (and subsequently the mind) away h m  

the knowledge of God revealed in God's Law? Of course, this raises additional 

inquiries: "What is the source of this sinful disposition?"; and, "How does it relate to 

God and to God's Law?" 

The source of this sinful disposition is the inheritance of Adam's sin? This 

biblical truth of Adamic imputation (Genesis 6: 5, Psaim 50: 7) has both a phenomenal 

and nournenal component to its claim. The phenomenal component is the self-evident 

truth of evil and sin in the world. The presence and recognition by Phüosophy and 

civil law, of the necessity for Law (civil or human) spealcs also of the reality of sin. If 

sin were not a reality, the Law and tenets of civil justice would not be necessary. 

Instead, people would nahua- always do what is right. Thus, the phenomenal 

evidence of original sin-actual sin-manifests itself in the first use of the Law as the 

coercion of the conscience." The understanding of Law-the divine ought-remains as a 

"shadow virtue'' (viktutem umbrae) poured out on al1 nations and peoples despite the 

noumenal component of original sineM The noumenal or revelational component to 

''" Pra MIS adkfus8 pra wsque cords motus est conba Iegem der; percahrm:' LC 
(1521) 21: 97. 

281tScutin Adam omnes moriunfer, ita in Clusto omnes vivficabuntm . . . 
Praeferea si omne desiderhm cogitabonem hmanicord'ks vanum estetparvum omni 
lempure. . . necesse est cum peccato nascamur." LC (1521) 21: 102. 

î9n Quis est aulem omnium humhum, secundum naCuram8 quinon aegm ferat 
coher ceti legi. Quod si nunc non sentis, nzM1 neferfi erit emm quam cerassime senbes8 
quam indigne& a& us cupidita tes suas Ieges cohwce~i" LC (1521) 21: 102. 



understanding original sin is the Chnstological focus in Melanchthon. His exegesis of 1 

Corinthians 15: 22 and Romans 5: 12-13 refer h th  to the end of sin in Christ and to the 

solidarity of the hcarnation with humanity. Original sin must be inherited because it 

ends and is defeated in Christ The blessing and soüdarity (humanitas ass~mpta)~* of 

Christ to faen humanity is archetypal of the curse and soüdarity of humanity in 

Adam: "Quod si non est obnoxla pwcato p h a  nativibs, quid affinet renam*? h o  si 

carms natiwhs bona est quid attrhet renasci ex spirifu13' Original sin, in its xope, is 

tlen only really explicated in revelation Reason sees its effectr, but always, because 

reason is itseif impaired, confuses the extent and source of sin. Since original sin is a 

sin of nature, which will need further nuancing to hold Christ's solidarity in the 

Incarnation, it is also a sin of inner disposition. It can neither be controlled, nor atoned 

for by the infected. It must be excised and its nature replaced by another's perfect 

obedience-imputed or forensic justification. 

Now Melanchthon can provide a broad summary of the doctrine of sin and 

onginal sin. The popular "confusion" or teaching on evil acts camed in the collective 

culture and minds of Philosophers are partly correct in acknowledging the reality of 

"The Nominalist rejection of al1 extra-mental univemals specifically challenged 
the orthodox consideration of the hypostatic union. Ockham avoided Nestorianism or 
Docetism by making the particular homu-Jesus the Nazarene -the substance of the 
union while the logos assumed the form of humam'tas. Hence the univenality of the 
Incarnation into a particular man. Melanchthon also has a similar viewpoint, derived 
from Romans 512, that one man created sin while another redeems i t  Alister McGrath, 
"Homo Assmpfus, A Study in the Christology of the Via Modema", Ephemen'des 
Theulo~icae hvanknsis 60 (19&) 283-97. 



sin. However, since they choose to partition human nature into a hierarchy of intellect, 

will, and sensitive a p p e t i e  they confuse the intellect% ability to choose the good 

with moral rectitude before God. Hence the preoccupation with extemal action. 

However, if the bibiical witness is considered, then one realizes that both 

H e i l g ~ ~ t e  and expiicit reference argue against the natutal deductions. The 

heavedy history of God in Christ Jesus-the purposed and atemporal solidarity of the 

Incarnation with humanity-means that human nature is sin, inherited h m  Adam. 

Furthermore, the biblical paadigm of heart, will, and intellect means that even 

properly deduced moral decisionsY are still vitiated with sin because the heart itself-as 

the seat of the human soul-is in rebellion to God's Law. Reason or intellect is flesh, 

and flesh is sin-vitiated. 

The extent of human sinfulness is total in scope and effect; however, it must also 

be carefully differentiated so as not to be total in substance. Because Melanchthon 

argues that we are sin, he needs to delineate between humanity as substantiaily sinful 

and sinful in substance. This will become a major issue for him in the later Flacian 

controversy of 1549.~ Nonetheless, in 1521 Melanchthon does allude to the difference 

"Even properly deduced moral decisions are incapable of being justwing 
because they assume an improper motive. Instead of seeking to please God, the choices 
are rooted in self-love, manifesting as human tenets of virtue. LC (1521) 21: 102. 

3SMatthieus Flacius Ilyricus broke with Melanchthon and Wittenberg in 1549 
over several issues, summarily accusing Melanchthon of syncretism and Lutheran 
heterodoxy. Among the chief concerns of Flacius was that original sin meant that the 
will was totally bound and that sin is the core of human substance and not an accident 



of original sin as king "canenbhm iustioa onjyhaiif, and not "tobirs comzptzzsSf"' 

Although he needs not address the Christological implications of sin k i n g  human 

substance, in the 1521 edition, he does demonstrate a familiarity with the oieological 

implications with his tacit approval of the Scholastic (and traditional) claim that 

original sin was a privation (hence accident) of original justice. It is enough, and 

perhaps slightly naive, that in his 1521 edition he merely refers to the biblical daim of 

our natures king in reMion  to the order of God witnessed on two accounts- 

Christologicaliy and phenomenologically, or via the Bible and experïence. 

If, as our thesis maintains, part of Melanchthon's theological method dowed for 

a prominent role-but one subordinated to revelation-for both locicommunes in the 

broad Ciceronian sense, as well as for reason, then Melanchthon must account for a 

consistency between Natural and Divine Law (will). Undergirding this 

methodological approach is a deeper theological conviction, borne out of his exegesis of 

Romans 1: 18-23, that God has not lefl this world without a witness of divine will. 

Combined with the additional biblical testimony of chapters 2-5 of Romans dealing 

with Natural Law (Romans 2: 14-16) and Mosaic Law (chapters 3-5), he must find an 

anthropocentric answer to the biblical claim of universal witness, sin, and finally 

He was condemned by later Lutheran councils as heretical in this view. Oiiver Olson, 
"Flacius Illyricus," Shapen - of Relidous Traditions in Germanv, Switzerland, and 
Poland, ed. J. Raitt (New Haven: Yale Press, 1981) 2 - 13. 

xNote the implicit agreement but qualification as well: "Proinde cum SQphstae 
docenc percatum ongu1aIe esse, excisside fi vom de* et c a m  ongnale iusotia, debeant 
addere quod cum absit a nobis Dei Spiritus et bened.ctio,mafedicb* sim W." LC (1521) 
21: 106. 
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responsibility. Thus, after discussing the nature and cause of original sin, he tums to 

its corollary-Natural Law. 

Paradoxicaily. Law-as in the Lutheran synthesis-functions primarily to show 

what reason cannot possibly know: " Quae sit iUa cognata cordi Ioipuriés, pra w'fias, 

nqiuLCItia, quam peccatum onginale vocam us, deplorantque omnes S~JI& ut non senbat 

rabo, palam fiet cum lex ~ v e l a b i t u r . ' ~ ~ ~  Or, put in another form. the "topicff of Law, in 

Melanchthon's system, is to dearly show the extent and power of sin, or to show a 

knowledge that sin is: "Locus de legibus non pa ulo d a r u s  apeinet vlin rationemque 

peccab; siguidem peccab' cogmtio lex esse dicrr't~r.'."~ 

The first step in understanding Law is to understand the differentiated 

manifestations of the single orïginating will from which Law as a genusderives. In the 

greater context, Law is the will of a good, perfect and omnipotent divinity. However, 

in the creation, from an anthropocentric judgement. it manifests itself in a threefold 

marner. The 1521 edition posits the divine will as Law; and, predicated in God's acts 

in human and creation history, assumes tluee forrns: Natural Law (legum nafurales); 

Divine Law (legum divinae); and Human Law (legum hwnanae or ius genb-~m).~~ 

However, with his introduction of the three nomenclatures. Melanchthon also 

introduces the problem of Law-if natural, then why is Godfs true WU ( i.e.. his salvific 



66 

m e q )  not able to be deduced by reason. Of course, his answer w u  be that Law 

functions to show precisely the Limits of reason. 

Natual Law is found in humanity in the f o m  of conscience. It is the vestigal 

gift of God and functions, at least partially, to shape character and permit human 

Est in gentibus consu*'entia Iractum ddmdens vel adcusans, est igitur lex. 
. . . Estitque Lex na turae sen fentia cornmunis cui omnes homjms pari& 
adsetthmur, adeo quam Deo ioscuIpsit cuiusgue aniino, ad fomandos 
m o m  adcommodata? 

Appealing once more to the lou'communes of human learnedness, Melanchthon points 

out that this concept was shared both by Plato and ~icero." Thus, a common 

consensus of first principles-either in mathematics or morals-derive, even for the 

pagan mind, from a conviction that there exists an inchoate knowledge of some moral 

law (or physical law) in the "menhïws h~mirus.."~ However, Melanchthon also adds 

that Cicero and Plato both refused to acknowledge the limitations of human reflection 

on the exact content, or sense of the divine character, behind the gift of Naturd Law-an 

'ONam cum nahrrales dicantur, oporfebat a rationis humanae methodo earum 
fom ulas coIlli'giper nafuraIem syllogism um. Id quod nondum video a ququam 
facium, et haud scio an ommb possit fieri nempe usgue adeo capta, 

occaera taque 
ratione humana. 

LC (1521) 21: 116. 



underestimation of sin4 

Natural law can be distilled down to three basic tenets that, in essence, are 

concrete habits (habitus ~oncreatus)~ not invented by human ingenuity but instilled in 

the mind by divine intemention. Once again, classical thought mets  Scriptural 

revelation in holding that: (1) Cod is to be wonhipped; (2) Life should be valued and 

persemed; and (3) Human society should be direded for the good of dl.& The classical 

lou'communes include Aristotle (quoted) and Cicero in Melanchthon's choice of 

"colendus estff derived from Cicero's De Deorum Nahrra." The biblical witness is the 

cruxinlerpretum of Romans 1: 18-23, and, as we shall see, the Dedogue. In addition, 

these three natural Laws generate the iusgentium of human culture." Thus, as 

Aristotle, Plato and others have pointed out, the basis of human laws-iusgentium or 

ius civZIe~-are refledions on each of these three greater Natural Laws." Of course, the 

"Note Melanchthon's borrowing of the Scholastic vocabulary of habitus. This 
could imply, as 1 think, that Melanchthon sees Natural Law as a gift of grace. 

a" &us colendus est Quia nasamur in quaedam vitae sociehtim, nemo 
laedendus est PosUf humanas souetas, ut omm'bus =bus comm mLUll& utam ur." LC 
(1521) 21: 117. 

"It is noteworthy that Melanchthon chose neither the Vulgate's Romans text 
rendering "gionof (cf Romans 1: 21), nor the Decdogue's "adord' in referring to the 
first duty of humanity. His choice of Cicero's "cold' is a conscious attempt to build a 
bridge between revelation and reason. (c.f. Deut 11:l "amo"). 
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refletion or application of the ius gentiwn can be confused so as to obsfuscate the 

founding precept-hence the iusgen~um is not infdlible nor capable of any direct 

indications of the salvific will of 

The approach or similitude of the Natural Laws to the specific manifestations of 

God's will in the Decalogue of the Old Testament allows Melanchthon to investigate 

what he denotes Divine Laws. Divine Laws are those laws ordained-reveded-in the 

Sdptures, especially in the Old Testament, regarding human duty to God and others. 

In a very real sense, Divine Laws are glosses on the larger metanarrative of the Natural 

Law, in that Divine Laws expiicate the specific nature of the Natural Law. Divine Law 

categorically defines the content of Natural Law. Divine Law breaks into three 

subcategories: moral, juridicial, and ceremonial: " Divuae kges  sune quae per 

morales, ahae iudiuales, aliae cerem oma~es.''~ 

Mord laws consist of the Decalogue (quae Decalugoprae~riptae) and are 

extensions of the first command to worship God. However, because the implication 

that worshipping God entails trusting and loving God, the fdfillment of the first 

command is impossible without divine aid." The Decalogue, then, is really two tables: 

the first speaks of the divine-human relationship; while the second speaks of the 

'OLC (1521) 21: 131. 

"LC (1521) 21: 120. 

"LC (1521) 21: 121-122. 
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deontological human-human relationship. The parallels to the Natual Law are as 

follows: 

As the above table illustrates, Divine Law flows in congniity with Natural Law on two 

points. The first convergence speaks of the human ability to deduce that civil society 

requires basic laws of self preservation, and rnutual cooperation. Although the 

Decalogue most clearly speaks to the content of the laws in the second table, human 

reason is capable, via inchoate divine gift, of deducing the form of the Laws. As a 

result, the second table is concerned with the extemal act, or the restraint of evil. The 

second convergence is the convergence of the first table and the fïrst Natural Law-that 

God is to be wonhipped. Here, according to Melanchthon, is where sin affects reason's 

ability to properly deduce and apply the laws." Since true worship of God, as revealed 

in the Decalogue and Scripture, involves love for, and trust in God, it then foilows that 

in humaniYs fallen state it is impossible to fulfill. Or, simply put, in order to hilfill the 

first table of Divine Law, one must have divine aid to overcome sin. Nonetheless, if the 

content cannot be comprehended by reason, the deontic form rernains in the natural 
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understanding that "God is". At this point, the dialectic of Law-Gospel resurnes so that 

Law breeds a knowledge of Mure to meet the command and this, in tum, leads to the 

Gospel. Thus classical üiought mames the Lutheran understanding of the Law-Gospel 

dialectic. Even in Melanchthon's convergence of Naturaï Law and the Dedogue, he is 

able to maintain what would becorne Lutheran-style orthodoxy. 

The remaining subcategories of divine Law-juridicial and ceremonid-are 

enveloped as adumbrata. Both pertain to the pre-gospel Jewish people and regdate the 

worship and civil life of the Jewish cultus. These laws are now abrogated in particular, 

but stand as guiding precep t~ .~  The remaining category of human laws-ius genbum 

or ius civie (includes iuspontificae)~fall under the derivation of the greater Natural 

Law. These Laws, when consistent with Nahiral (and Divine) Law, are then able to be 

held as divinely ordained, and their instrument in the magistrates are equdly 

ordained? This prefigures Lu the< s hvo kingdom theology . 

Melanchthon's conception of the interrelationship of Law in its components of 

nahiral, divine? and human can be hierarchically arranged as follows: 

%CC (1521) 21: 128-129. The moral Divine Law is not abrogated (21: 193). 

placing Papal laws into the category of iusgentium, Melanchthon is able to 
maintain that the Pope is under a greater law in both Divine and Natural Law. Clearly, 
Papal suppression of emergent Lutheran orthodoxy goes against both. Hence, 
Lutherans are able to justi* schism and self-defense. LC (1521) 21: 130. 

56LC (1521) 21: 130. Melanchthon quotes Romans 13: 1-3 as a juse ing  text. 



II Realm of Revelation I Realrn of Reason 
: 

1st Table 
I Natural Law 

What is surprising in the 1521 edition is Melanchthon's understanding of the 

transmission of the Divine Law into the greater civil international society. He seems to 

postdate an almost continual active historical consciousness of the origin of humanity 

through human agency. He contends that the story of Adam and Eve was orally 

passed to all nations so that along with a vestigal Natural Law, human society 

uniformly has a collective memory of Genesis: 

Vides d m  praekr nahralem Legem, quae impressa estmmbhs humanis, 
ut opinor, etiam leges latas esse a deo Adamo. . . . h hunc modum legis 
naturae cogmionem instwrabatpraedicabone conmua SpUr'tus dei, quae 
iam ob~urabaîur excaecabs pmcato mentibus huma&, iîà utmihipene 
b a t  vocam legem nafurae non aliquod conpniifum iudicium, seu hsitum 
et UIsculpturn natura menbks hominum, sed Ieges acceptas a pab.ibus et 
quasiper manus haditas subinde posiiolsitatz? 

In this concept of both adive revelation by the Holy Spirit and human oral tradition is 

the prefiguring of Melanchthon's later developing concept of HeilsgescfiCh&the 

single strand of God's providential hand in Law and Gospel. AIready Melanchthon 

begins to dismiss the possibility of a double will in God and instead moves to a single 

"LC (1521) 21: 140. 
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uniform will and continuity in God. 

FinaUy, what does the Law do? For Melanchthon, it provides the basis for civil 

societv, even in the fallen world, and provides the rock on which human pretences are 

srnashed. Regarding the proper function of the Law, it is to reveal sin. Since none are 

able to fulfill the Law-human or divinethe Law accuses and terrifies the conscience: 

" Legis ptopiwn ese oskndere peccatum, adeoque coîtfùndere consciénûhm. Ad Rom. 

3.20 Per Legem cogm'b'o pecca 0. Conscienhke agnoscenti peccahm, et confusae per 

legam, Evangelim ostendit ~h/istw."" The limit to a proper knowledge of the Law 

is sin. Sin is the h i t  of onginai sin and manifests as a fundamental disordering of the 

humamdivine relationship. Humanity was created to love God, but failen humanity 

camot Hence in the inchoate remnant of the intended relationship is the gift of the 

ioiago deka knowledge of the Law. This knowledge, however, allows deduction that 

"God is", but not that "God is merciful". This is the human dilemma and the function 

of original sin as a boundary condition. 

In surnmary, Melanchthon's 1521 Loci Communes clearly demonstrate the 

rnethodological and theological approaches that will identify Melanchthon as 

consistently Lutheran and coherent throughout his career in the doctrine of original 

sin. First, his methodology posits a hierarchy of revelation over reason, but permits 

access to lori communes in the Ciceronian sense in order to demonstrate his concept of 

God's providence and nearness in history. Second, the reality of sin is alwavs 



73 

explained through the Chnstologicai lens of the Incarnation as the doctrine of original 

sin must then be inherited, and not imitated. For Melanchthon, as Christ is the last 

Adam, then Adam must be the progenitor of Our sin. In this way, only Christ gives 

meanuig to the summation of human experience and reality by explaining God's 

relationship to sin. Las*, the point of contact between the two realms of revelation 

and reason is a limit horizon in which the contact point is primarily an existential 

experience of conviction andnot an intellechial assent It therefore appears that 

Schleiermacher was correct-Melanchthon was a "pietist of a higher type'? 

"c.f. footnote 17, chapter 2. 



Chapter Six: 1530,1533 Loci Communes 
"Sed meo iudiao necesse est in methodo ven'ta fiî dogmatibus m d e  

consaéntias ~ p h v a e  testiinonk " 

Despite the success of his 1521 Loci Communes, Melanchthon began the task of 

expanding and revising it sometime in the late 1520's.' A semi-completed text was 

extant in 1530,' but not until1533 was the completed work published in Wittenberg. 

The 1533 edition, and its subsequent thirteen editions to 1541, were, in Melanchthon's 

view, his theological masterwork. In his November 1539 Testamentum, fearing death 

from ihess, he wrote: " Ut ~r~jpSi jlj) hcis  Comm unibus, et Romam5 posbemae 

edihunes, in quibus explicam de sihgdis arb'cufis she amiguitate conahrs sum dicere, 

q~odsentio."~ Clearly, hvo questions arise from the publication of the newest edition: 

"Why the new work?"; and, "Did Melanchthon change his the~logy?''~ 

The marks of his 1521 family of editions can be generally summarized in broad 

categorïes. First, there is a decided reluctance by Melanchthon to enter into speculative 

theology. htead,  his methodology will centre on the biblical witness and general 

'CR 2: 456. 

rThe 1530 edition of the partial Loci Communsran be found in CR 21: 253334. 

'The changes of his theology can be broken down into several smaller pieces 
(e.g., views on specific sacraments), or examined as a whole. 1 will try to examine the 
doctrine of original sin specifically, and determine whether his whole methodology 
had been altered. 



accessible selfsvident truthsm5 Secondly, in the area of the dodrine of original sin, he 

tends to view original sin as primariiy concupiscence. Certainly, he tacitly 

acknowledges the medieval distinctions regarding its forma1 and material elements, 

but by and large, his primary concern in 1521's Loriis to explain how the dogrna 

practically functions in the life of the believer. The end result was an explanation of the 

doctrine in light of actual sin. The 1530,1533 editions, equally broadly speaking, make 

more of both philosophical analysis and investigate the specific doctrine of original sin 

much more carefully and distinctively. Hence the question arises whether he imports 

illicit philosophicd speculation into his anti-speculative theology of 1521. 

It will be the contention of tfüs chapter that Melanchthon neither abandons nor 

subverts his 1521 methodology nor betrays his emerging Lutheran orthodoxy. Instead, 

what one discovers in the second edition of the Loci, is the Lutheran response to both 

historical and theological controversies which force the Wittenberg faction to begin the 

very difficult work of self-definition. The basic tenets of Melanchthon's methodology- 

the biblical approach as oratio sacra and experiential loci communerlocked together in 

an epistemological hierarchy which aims to demonstrate the providential hand of God 

in human history, remains the same as in 1521. What changes is his appreciation of 

'green (Loci Communes, 204-207); Kusukawa's (70-72) thesis that Melanchthon, 
in this second period, began to use a Ciceronian structure in his epistemology seems to 
be undermined if Melanchthon's rhetorical methodology is shown to be evident even in 
1521. The Ciceronian criterion of certainty: (1) innate prrirc~pium; (2) experience; and 
(3) syllogistic conclusions, are at once operative and limited in Melanchthon's 
theological method. Al1 three are existent in the 1521 edi tion, but limited by the 
doctrine of original sin and the need for revelation. Thus, other reasons besides 
humanistic influence must explain the subsequent editions of the Loci 



method within dogrnatic construction-the attexn pt, within Scriptural boundaries, to 

explicate Christian doctrine. This 'second order theology' neither surplants Christian 

self-description nor qualifies the first order approach and priority of God's speaking to 

us, but ather attempts to fundion as a synthesis of the meta-narrative that is God's 

speech to us in both revelation and reason. The three major challenges to Lutheran self- 

identity were internai management, the Anabaptist Uireat, and the Catholic counter 

response. Of course, one might also add general evangelical self-identity amongst the 

magisterid camps, but this figured less in the 1520's than post 1530m6 

With the dismissal of medievai style Catholicism in the Lutheran sphere of 

influence, many tenets of the medieval world disappeared in civil law, education, and 

general questions of authority. Rejection of Rome meant a like rejection of the Church's 

interpenetration into society as a stabilizing or solid anchor. The Lutherans found 

themselves not only having to present a coherent theological self-description, but also 

having to refound most of the civil structure usurped from medieval Catholicism-law, 

govemance, and even education.' The emergence of the Anabaptist movements, even 

as early as 1521, acutely demonstrated that not only was esoteric theology at stake, but 

%fter the A u ~ s b u r ~  - Confession and the Smalkaldic League's formation, the 
issue of evangelical unity was of paramount importance especially to win England. 
See McNeil1163-188. 

'By 1526 the Lutherans had begun already the ambitious role of refomulating 
the educational system of Lutheran Europe. Melanchthon figured prominently in the 
role of the Arts with his sense of History and Literature as living mernories. For an 
example of Melanchthon's educational programme see In Laudem Novae SchoIae 
(1526) CR 11: 107-11. 
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even social order. The Wittenbergers wore many hats, reforming both C h m h  and 

State. Melanchthon, üke Luther, also engaged in many tasks, including renovating, at 

the Eledofs request, Saxon universities and their educational system. In addition to 

the general need to solidify some measure of civil-educational structure, the Lutheran 

reformers also needed to address the acute problem of their own adherents' failure to 

reform either morally or ethically. The Parish visitations beginning as early as 1524 

(Orlamunde) and contiming to 1527 (Th~nngia)~, revealed that the Lutheran reform 

would not be as simple as "purely preaching" the new theology, but would involve 

much more. 

Moral laxity or indifference and doctrinal ignorance moved Melanchthon to 

tears during his 1527 visit to Thuringia? By 1527, it was clear that Lutheranism needed 

a stronger ethical basis as a way of mollifying nervous Princes (following the 1525 

Peasanfs revolt) and instiliing confidence in Lutheran clergy. The Lutheran response 

was an explosion in the mid-1520's of works dealing with issues such as civil rights, 

political govemance, and catechisms and church articles. It was an intense tirne of 

creative energy as Wittenberg was in the process of identifying the character of the 

Lutheran worldview in all areas, not just theology. The period was a time of 

systematizing and synthesis -a marriage of the new biblical world of Wittenberg with 

the medieval world of the German peoples. 

'Brecht (Vol 1) 259-273; C.S. Meyer, "Melanchthon's Visitation Articles of l528", 
Journal of Ecclesiatical Historv 23-4 (Oct 1978): 309-322. 



Another destabilizing force was the rise of the Anabaptists or Enthusiasts, 

culminating in the disasterous Peasant's Revolt of 1525. Omitting the civil-political 

ramifications of the Anabaptist or "Schwann& groups, they dso posed an uicredibly 

complex question to the magisterial reformers as to the plain sense of the Scripture. 

The issue of tradition or "sensus likralif-the Anabaptist claims to both biblical 

supremacy and individualistic interpretation-underscored the need for self-identity. 

Surely, for many such as Karlstadt, the Anabaptist Scriptural undentandhg was the 

logical and only extension of the 'rediscovery' of the Bible. Doctrinal challenge arose 

from a near enemy, one who claimed the self-same method of biblical wîtness in 

theology. To this, the Wittenbergers were chalienged to defend their theology and 

The thïrd major area of Lutheran self-definition rose quite late in the 1520's, but 

would eclipse the other two threats by the end of 1530. This was the new interest of 

Charles V for an unified Christendom in light of the incursions of Xslamic Turks. The 

Catholic counter threat, until the March 11,1530 summons of the Elector John, was 

always a very real possiblity but was averted by a mentality of "mutually assured 

sense of destruction." Simply put, there was liffle to be gained by warrhg against 

Catholic princes." With the summons, a new mutual enemy presented itself, 

''For a summary of Lutheran-Anabaptist interactions: John Oyer, Lutheran 
Reformers A~ainst the Anabaptists; Luther, Melanchthon, and Menius. (The Hague: 
Nijhoff, 1%4). 

"Brecht summarizes the political landscape of 15254530 (Vol 1: 352-363) as one 
of deadlock between the European princes. 
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threakning all of Europe-Evangelical and Catholic. Peace must now be found, and 

found quickly between the divided theologies. nie Christian princes were united in a 

single purpose-to defend themselves against the threat of foreign incursion-and so the 

theologians were ordered to find an accord in their schisrnatic theologies. The 

Aunsbura Confession was the attempt, orchestrated by Charles V, to find such a 

compromise." Now the Lutherans were forced to find agreement with their decade- 

old foe, a new process of positive definition over the older practice of negative 

definition regarding CathoLicism. 

By 1530, Melanchthon would have pressures from three areas to develop a 

systematic Lutheran theological self-identity. The intemal pressure to replace the 

vacuum left by medieval Catholicism as the foundational stone of society meant that 

theology extmded into politics, education, and economics. The ''Schwanned 

challenged any simplistic recourse to the biblical witness and showed the acute need 

for second order theology in light of 'fundamentalistic' and individual interpertation. 

Here was a crisis of authority. Lastly, the political reality also forced the Wittenbergers 

to consider, perhaps for the first time since the Bull Exsurae Domine, points of 

congruity with Catholic counterparts against a decidedly non-Christian foe. AU of 

these factors, demonstrated by Melanchthon's selfionscious rebuttal and thoughts in 

key areas of the 1530,1533 Loci Comm unes, culminated in Melanchthon's new edi tion 

attempt to demonstrate Lutheran orthodoxy, continuity of the Loci Here would be an 

12Brecht (Vol 1) 365-400. 
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with Rome, and distinction from the Radicals. 

Zn his 1530 edition of the Loci Communes, Melanchthon is quite conscious of the 

need for Lutheranism to have a theological method. This method needed to accomplish 

several t h g s .  First, it needed to be conscious of the Scriptural testimony, and also 

show a continuity with the ancient fathers of the Churcb" The limit to the interadion 

of the Fathers with the Scripture is simply the priority of Scriphire over human 

deductions. Any Church Father (or creecl) must be in agreement with the Scripture, at 

times creating an idiosyncratic use of the Fathers." The rationale for such priority is 

equally simple-only Scriptw is able to teach or inflame the head5 Thus, 

Melanchthon hopes to fond  a method which accomodates the "ordo SViptonrm" and 

human refiection. The ordo Mptomm is the revelation of God in the entire history of 

humanity from Creabo to Evangefio, as primarily understood from the biblical witness. 

Furthemore, this ordo Scrti,torum parallels human reflection on this same history, but 

always faintly and irnperfectly. True method then involves both attention to the 

Scriptural " ordd' and attention to the witness in creation i tseK To ignore one over the 

other is to fall into the trap of the Enthusiasts, or of the moral philosophers.16 The 

13"5ed meo iudicio necesse est methodo ven*kb2 dogrnahous m unire conscientias 
Suipturae liesfimon&, ad haer etiam oskndere quid vetusbssimi scriptore+ u> d e s .  
sensefznt'' LC (1530) 21: 254. 



Enthusiast or Anabaptist's biblicism fails in seeing traces of God's order and signs 

(U'beI) in the natural world, while the philosopher seeks God only as knowledge of the 

ethical iife; neither possesses the true knowledge of God in Christ: 

Ham Methodus non progredr'fur a pnbre, hm es4 ab arcana nafura Dei ad 
cognionem voluntatis Dei; sed cogmxone CChsfi et misencordiae revelatae 
ad cognianan Dei ui bac cognitione exerre  et conlcinnare arimos longe 
m&s est quam phifosophari de arcana natura Dei.." 

What in 1521 was a background understanding of Heilsgesciu'ch& in Melanchthon's 

mind, derived from Romans, now explicitly is declared to be theological method. This 

method is a hierarchical arrangement of knowledge-from revelation to reason, from 

HeisgeKhhte to human history, and from Scnpture to tradition. The need for self- 

description now makes explicit what was implicit in 1521. 

The 1533 edition of the Loci Communes, which expands the incompleted 1530 

edition, stresses the point of distinction and method even more clearly. Once more, 

Melanchthon will follow the methodology gleaned from sacred history regarding the 

nature and dignity of humanity, the origin and punishment of sin, and the promise of 

the ~ o s ~ e l . ' ~  Only in sacred history-revealed Scripture-are God's acts seen clearly to 

'*AC si quis propius considerabit +am serian sacrumm Iibrorum anima vertat 
aptum esse eorum oerunomiam. P M  um im'a'o concionahr de m m  

p h  ordi's, 
docet m undum a Deo condihm esse, describit hominis nahram et diphfern, 
m omtm t inioum, cc usam, et poenas pecca ti. Describit et im'ti;um Evangeh8 
quomodo initia promissum sit semen, quod liheramt nos a tyrranide d.aboIi- 

hoc 
estperca tu et morte. 
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demonstrate the coming promise of Christ which then in turn explains history.19 

Christian self-understanding begins with that history of God (Heilsgescfichfe). 

However, this same God necessarily is in fallen history, rnoving and guiding it with 

divine providential hands so that the empincal history of the senses is a part of the will 

(Law) of God. However, once again these considerations are but a part, blurred and 

marred by sin, of the greater method of Scripture: 

Sed Ckisflaani scim d e h t  efsi hi PYidosopiu'ci loci a d  partem aliquam Legis 
Dei me& &runhrr, tamen rirgens discrlinein inter ducb3am Chn'sbanum et 
Philosophiam esse, et requirendas hic esse alias ES m ulfos maioms, ignotas 
PIUosophiae, ut mox apparebit in catologo luc~mm.'~ 

In the two editions of 1530,1533, Melanchthon has now clearly defined his method of 

theological reflection. The theologian is to begin with Scriptural revelation, but since 

the Scripture itself speaks of a divine providential hand and expanding human 

knowledge of God's will (in Israel), the Christian thinker likewise can explore the 

human world to find evidences of this divine history. However, since human artifices 

are but shadows of the divine history as fully revealed in both Christ and the fallen, 

proper caution must be undertaken. Thus, Melanchthon not only uses classical "second 

order" theological reflections-the creeds (~~vmboles fidel)-but also continues his appeal 

to the Ciceronian loci communes of experience. The result is self-definition and 

placement within the Christian Church's traditions, and also integration into the 



matenal world in conpi ty  with the universal church, as weil as contribution to civil 

order. 

The 1530 and 1533 editions of the Ldal ter  slightiy in their order of topics from 

the 1521 edition, due to Melanchthon's desire to place the Lutheran confession wioiin 

continuity with the historic Catholic Church and its creeds." He therefore introduces 

two new topics: & tko, and Lk C'i-eabone following the order of the symbols of the 

faithen Functionally, the subsection De &u dows  Melanchthon to respond to 

Anabaptist threats on the Trinitb3 to continue his programme of the universai locus of 

"God is", and to show that God is only understood fully in Christ 

For Melanchthon, there is a distinction behveen the "sapientia Chrr'sthanorurn" 

and the rational enquiry of human minds. Certainly, once again, the human mind is 

capable of knowledge of an "arcana na- dei;" but bue knowledge is found in " . . . 

cognioone Cfisti et misencordiae revelatne a d  cognitionem dei h hac cogmtione 

exemere et conlLifmare animos longe melius est quam pfiiosophanC de amana na fura 

"The sub-sections of the 1530,33 Loci, in order, are: De Dm, De Geatione, De 
Causa Peccab; Lk Homirui Viribus et De Liber0 Arbihio, De hge, De Pmcato and De 
Evangelio. See Chapter 5 page 53 for a chart of alterations. 

*LC (1530) 21: 255; LC (1533) 21: 349. This desire to be placed into historical or 
doctrinal continuity with the ancient church allows Melanchthon to begin to use 
substantial works of the ancient fathers in defending and delineating Lutheran 
orthodoxy. 

UMany Anabaptist movements were deemed non-Trinitarian, or at least 
ambiguously heterodox in Christology. Jaroslav Pelikan, The Christian Tradition: 
(Vol Four) Reformation of Church and Doctrine (1300-1700) (London: University of 
Chicago Press, 19û4) 320-331. 
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d& &4 Thus, in 1530, he stül holds the prïmacy of revelation over rational deduction, 

allowing for an inchoate sense of God's existence without fuil knowledge. 

In 1533, he expands the Dw subsection specifiçally to account for the vestigal 

divine impressions in the concept of Natural Law, maintaining that the true knowledge 

of God-God's divine and salvific will-is obscured by sin: 

Efsi enim sunt vesbga quaedam divinifatis hpressa m m  na&i.de, himen 
tanta est Mmifas hhummanun mentium, ut non satis aficiiantut iflis v&gÜs, 
cumque m'dent bonis male esse, et malis bene esse, dubitant an B u s  c m t  
ES humanas an ver0 ommk casu eveniant Praetenw illa volun tas Dei; cuius 
cognioo ad salutem necessari2 est nufio modo p o h t  rab'one deprehendJ; 
videfice4 quod Deum vejjt tremit&m petca ta? 

Furthemore, just as the word of God in Christ is a sign (sigms a Deo) of God's nature 

and will, so also does creation contain a sign of God's nature and will. The signs in 

creation, however, are left in " h o m d e s  tenebras," and subsequentiy require 

additional revelation in order to understand God's true will for sal~ation.'~ Once 

again, Melanchthon uses the tension between nahirai powers, vestigal gifts of God, and 

revelation, to find an experiential locus cornmunis in his readers. Certainly one's 

natural powers can deduce the proposition "God exists" bv reason alone. The 

proposition, however, fails to elucidate the nature of the deduced divinitv as to 

whether that divine king " c m t x ~ s  bumanas." 

In both the 1530 and 1533 editions, the answer to whether God cares or not, or 
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whether God is the cause of al1 things, leads to one of two conclusions. The first is that 

God is the cause of al l  things, but that must include evil. It follows naturally that God 

is evil. The second natural deduction is that God is good, but that this life (or material 

Universe) has evil within i t  Here God is either malevolent or not really omnipotent 

Thus Melanchthon introduces the problem of Manicheanism in De Deo? In fact, both 

editions have exadly the same text dealing with the mental deduction of 

Manicheanism. Evidently what Melanchthon is attemptuig to prove is that the simple 

rational proposition "God exists," if carried to natural consequences or syllogistic 

conclusions, renders God charged with either malevolence or impotence. Afterwards, 

he mounts neither a metaphysical nor a rational defense to absolve God, stating that 

the charge of Manicheanism is reputed by the Trinity. The Trinity-with its 

Christological emphasis-reveals the hue wiU of God as revealed from both çcripture 

and the Church fathers' testimony." Hence, "secunda rabo," God is in danger of king 

charged with evil, but "secunda Sr~Phrra, "God is exonerated and revealed, in Christ, 

Ma the Trinity, to be involved in the whole human history both as "gubernatof' and 

saviour. The Lutheran dialectic of God's "hidden" and "revealed" work (will) is not 

considered a duality in the will of God; but, rather a false cognition due to human 

infimity to see the contirtuity in Christ This is corn bined with the methodical 

approach of luci communes allowing Melanchthon to argue simultaneously from 
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experience, and then limit that same experience in light of revelation . Of course, 

Melanchthon stiil posits the priority (and necessity) of revelation over reason. The 

problem in comprehension is sin's anthropocentric starking point 

These same themes are reiterated in the subsection De Geab'one. Once more, 

the dialectical tension of Godfs existence and nat~re'~--deducible by reason-and 

human evil and freedom must be accounted for. Once more, Melanchthon uses the 

rational common experiences "What exists must have a cause;" and, "Evil exists, but 

God is aU powerfulf" to show that the epistemological and existential crisis derived 

from those human deductions can only be reduced or resolved if balanced against 

Scriptural revelation. Only the Scnpture teaches that God is both good and acting to 

resolve the problem of human evil in Christ Only in Scripture, as teswing to Christ, 

is God exonerated and shown to make sense of the empirical reality? This follows his 

argumentation of the 1521 Loci. 

The question next tums in his argument, to "De Causa Mal/' wherein 

Melanchthon introduces a careful, and limited metaphysical distinction that was not 

present in his 1521 Loci In 1521, Melanchthon was primarily concerned with arguing 

from the real-"Sin existsN-and then backwards to "Sin is a result of human freedom 

and consequently of original sin." Hie 1521 experiential locus communes on the cause 

'*"Si enim nahrra non potesragere nisi Deum eam assiduo agit& sequi videtufi 
Deum auctorem esseptircati." LC (1530) 21: 271; CC (1533) 21: 367. 



of evil simply allowed him the rhetorical appeal to the Scripture to explain the 

everyday experience of right thinking peoples. Now the reiigious landscape had 

changed, the Anabaptist movement had used a similar appeal to sola Shptur. from 

rhetorical experiences, but deduced a different conclusion on the cause of evil. For 

many Anabaptists sin was considered only as a "respositiva," and ody  as a real thing, 

not an original sin, but an actual sin. If only an actual sin, then baptism should only 

occur on repentance rendering infant bap tism merely supersti tious or ineffective." As 

a result, in the subsection De Causa Mali; Melanchthon is going to introduce, along 

with his 1521 Loci Communed methodology, metaphysical distinctions of actual and 

Ili hcüius putant declarari posse, quod Deus non sit a uctor peccab; c m  
pecca hm non significet rem posibYam sed defxtum. Et huius defectus 
causa est voluntas &sa deici'ciéns ac non resistens in obiectio in quo debebat 
resisteire, sed d e l a b  U1 aiiud deficendo? 

Faced with the choice of either making human nature intrinsically evil or evil in 

substance (the Anabaptist option), or of following the Catholic distinction of sin as a 

manifestation of a privation of God's first gift (canenbhm iustitza onginailis), 

Melanchthon opts for the second recourse. To explain human responsibility for evil, 

the freedom of God and God's exoneration of the biblical a priori Melanchthon resorts 

to metaphysics. 

'*Melanchthon's first work against Anabaptism, Adversus Anabar>&'shs Phllipi 
Mdanchthonis ludiUum,was published in January of 1528. Oyer 144. 
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Firstly, sin is not the substance of humanity nor the intention of God in creation. 

Instead, it is an "accident" in the Aristotelian sense of existing contingently in another 

substance. Before the fall, human wills were free to choose the good and Gad. This gift 

of h d o m  is the source of present and past human contingencyY However, in the 

first parents was also the gift of the Holy Spirit-a constant self-revelation of God-in 

order to declare to and aid the first parents in their pursuit of the good. Sin (and our 

sin nature) is the result of the first parents' misuse of that first freedom, and therefore, 

an accident of original justice-the power of choice. Later, Melanchthon wiil expand the 

theological implications of the doctrine, but now he simply argues for the evidence of 

human causality and free wilI. 

In addition to showing that sin is a defect resulting frorn the loss of a natural gift 

of nature, he also shows how that same gift, although obscured, stiil manifests itself 

postpeccatum. Postpeccafum, contingency in the selection of God's good, still exists as 

the vestigal remnant of Law ascertained by our conscience. Humanity was free to 

choose God, but feu. Nevertheless, this freedom of choice before God-an innate 

consciousness of God-remains in human culture as a by-product of our concept of 

Law? 

Et quidem vdun b b nostra ante peccahrm f ihm bit. Est autem I i h s  
volunbtis causa contulgmtiae nostrarum actionum." LC (1533) 21: 372; cf LC (1530) 
21: 273. 

Deinde concedendum et hm est, quod Scriptura îribuat homiin; nunc etiam 
postpmatum, I ikr ta&m aliquam diigendi ea, quae sunt subieta ratiom; ad u'vilem 
iustibam &u*endum." LC (1533) 21: 372; cf LC (1530) 21: 273. 
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Melanchthon's introduction of a qualification derived from a metaphysical 

distinction does follow his basic agenda of methodology and doctrinal supremacy. In 

his 1533 edition, to avoid placing moral or natural philosophy over Christian doctrine, 

he adds that even though the moral philosophers rightly deduce much on the freedom 

of the human wiU fiom Natural Law and conscience, only the word of God c m  explain 

Goci's will and purposes expli~itly.~ Nonetheless, the distinction introduced does set 

the 1530 and 1533 Melanchthon apart h m  his 1521 counterpart. The distinction is 

precipitated by Melanchthon's requisite need to begin addressing Lutheran theological 

orthodoxy in light of other reformed movements, Catholicism, and the Radicals. What 

he imports in 1530 and 1533 are classical methodologies and distinctions on issues 

which buttress the Lutheran theological self-identity. Once more the idiosyncratic 

Melanchthon emerges. 

A similar pattern is deteded in the next topical section, De Humanis v .bus  seu 

de fiben, Arbibio. As in the topical subsection, De Mali, Melanchthon retains his basic 

methodological approach and distinctions between reason and revela tion but also 

explicates further, at  certain key points, what earlier in 1521 would be simply declared 

as bue. Once again, motivation for such recourse need not be explaineci in tenns of 

humanistic syncreticism, but rather as extension of methodology in üght of self- 

identification?' 

MLC (1533) 21: 370. 

37Melanchthon's use of Scriptural quotations substantially increases in the second 
family of editions and this trend continues in the last family editions. Typically where 



In his explmation of human free will and powers, Melanchthon once again uses 

the dialedic between human freedom (we do evil freely) and God's providential hand. 

Evil is the result of human activity and never God's passive or active will. Thus, 

Melanchthon is able to return to an experiential locus commum+-evil is our  own. Just 

as in the 1521 edition, Melanchthon states that the rational deduction of this point of 

knowledge is either fa~ilism" or existential un~ertainty?~ Melanchthon's statement that 

the human person is both free and bound once more rests on his essential distinction 

between the powers of the intellect and the appetites (vis cognoscendi et ws 

appentendi)?' The intellectual power is the locus of freedom in that it remains as an 

inchoate gift to ascertain the good-the basis of Law." Here hurnanity is free, but only 

with regard to extemal a&. The appetitive power, however, is the concupiscence of 

human flesh and it is habitually disjointed from the order or will of God. As a result, 

the heart-the joined intellect, will, and appetite-desires neither God nor the good 

necessarilyI instead always choosing self-love over God." Here the human is bound by 

one or two key verses sufficed in 1521, he now adds several pages of Scriptural 
exegesis. 

"LC (1530) 21: 275. Melanchthon adds a section derived from Cicero 
distinguishing the logos from the opmen (reason from appetites). Both united'are the 
heart This is dropped in the 1533 edition. 
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sinfulness. It is the interna1 actions of the heart, the innate tendency to self-love, that 

creates sin in the hurnan agent Even if the goal of a deed is mordly correct, the 

internai disposition of the heart away from God is stiil enough to merit damnation. 

Thus, it can be said that the human agent is free and bound. 

However, Melanchthon has not demonstrated how this dual human tension can 

absolve God of participation in the first f d  of humanity- can God be said to have not 

necessarily willed the fall? Instead, Melanchthon must argue that this fallen nature was 

neither willed nor caused by God. To do this, he adds text dealing with the vestigal 

nahm of the imago deiin the human race. Certainly humanity feu from a privileged 

state before God-this is incontravertable. But, how is the fallen world related to that 

first state? Of course, the doctrine of original sin addresses this precise question. 

However, before moving to that doctrine, Melanchthon mentions another point of 

contact between the pre-fa11 and post-fa11 realities. Before the fall, humanity was given 

contingent freedorn in order that it might choose the revealed good of God. This gift 

manifests as a knowledge of what is good, or a predisposition to attune the mind to 

God, and a knowledge of rïght or wrong. In Our fallen state, this gift still functions, 

Multa vestigfi, muftae mùrficae imagines Dei in natumm r'rinpmssae sunt in 
quibus agnosu deus voiw~ uf suo Ioco dicemus. Has obnu'f nafurae comptio 
ut n d a m  h h a m  nohaêm de Deo mentes naturaiiter c o n c ~ ~ i a n t ~  

No longer is the hago f i a b l e  dearly to hear the voice of God; this has been lost with 



the fall; but, the continuity of the two realities-pre-fa11 and fdl-is joined by this 

vestigal gift 

Instead of God willing or participating in the fall, we find God's purpose king 

hrlfilled despite the first parent's contingent act God's singular wiu-obscuced from 

human minds because of the fall-is shown in the retention of this human dignity. 

Since our concept of Law-Natural, moral, or iusgenh~m-is a mirror and hammer of 

God's will in Christ, one can then extrapolate backwards from Christ revealed to see 

that God neither willed nor caused sineU The existence of a "iusotiam card' declares, 

as shown in Romans 1: 18-23, that there is a universal cal1 of the Spirit and Gospel and 

that the Law itself is propaedeutic to that call." Melanchthon, by seeing in the concept 

of Natural Law a link between the pre-fa11 and post-fa11 worlds, is able to declare God 

to have but one will. This will can only be finally understood from the vantage point of 

Christ Of course, the h i t ing  boundary is the very problem of sin. Nonetheless, the 

singdar will of God testifies that God neither caused nor willed the fall, but rather 

intewened so as to nullify its final effects. 

This expansion of the 1521 Laci serves Melanchthon well, while still 

incorporahg the basic methodology and Christological stresses found in the earlier 

Lou: By enhancing the hnction of Natural Law, he also enhances the application of - 
said Law in the key area of ethics. Here a response to Antinomianism and Radicalism 

*LC (1530) 21: 280. 

"LC (1533) 21: 376. 
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is being fomulated so as to solidfi civil order. Melanchthon wili never Say that civil 

justice, or good works, are sa lv i f i~ ,~  but will hold to the unifyuig principle of Law as 

gift and responsibility showing God's singular wiil in Christ through creation. On the 

human side, this gift manifests as freedom to choose extemal acts, but on the divine 

side-due to original sin -the gift simply refers to the wrath of God. 

Having spent considerable time explaining the limiting nature of human 

rationality pertaining to knowledge of God, Melanchthon now turns to the hit ing  

factor-sin. Unal this point, he has been utilizing the dual methodology of experiential 

lou'communes alongside the biblical witness to explain how it is possible for God and 

humanity both to operate freely and necessam. The unifying thread in the tapestry is 

God's providential hand-a singular will-which guarantees and functions to maintain 

human contingency and divine sovereignty. This singular will is only understood 

backwards through human history when ascertained through God in Christ 

Christology functions to give resolution to human history and experience, giving 

clarification to concepts which were, previously, only dimly grasped because of sin. 

On the topic De P ' a t o ,  Melanchthon once more appeals to the common 

experience of "we do sin" as partial evidence for the biblical daim that we are sinners 

before God. However, historical realities force him to introduce careful distinctions 

into his thought to provide Lutheranism some self-distinction. In the section De 

'6The fulfillment of "ciMlibus moribus' does not function as an acquitta1 of sinful 
nature, but does fundion as proof of a lirnit for reason as in 1521. LC (1530) 21: 281. 
For Melanchthon's views on good works, see Maxcey Bona Opera. 



Peccato, Melanchthon points out that the church has often gone astray regarding sin 

and its origin. The dominant error centres on treating sin only as an extemal deed, as a 

deliberated deedf Here, Melanchthon initiates the process of self-definition over 

Catholicism whereas earlier in the Loci, he argued against Anabaptist style dualism. In 

order to discuss what sin is, since it is universaily acknowledged that it exists, one m ust 

The problem in understanding sin is not in deriving a definition by reason, but 

understanding how reason itself is invitiated by sin; in short, our ignorance of OUT 

ign~rance.'~ It is easily understood that sin is a diversion from Law, and hence a willed 

ad. This definition, common both to Philosopher and Scholastic, is partially correct: 

Et cum lias maximas pestes non cerna6 somniat lege Dei mtum i m a m  
uvüem requir4 nec ~ c a &  esse ulla a h  praekr civiIia deficta, d d e  huc 
detoquentimperf'6'quaedam dich, videlcet nahrram bonam esse, i f e i m  

perca hrm non esse perca hm nisi sit ~oluntanurn.~~ 

There is no doubt that sin against Nahiral Law, as Nahiral Law is a predicate of God's 

will, is sin. However, for Melanchthon to maintain that sin is purely volitional is to 

"Ideo et nos huncIocum suscepim us expiicanndum p r a e d  cum aüter iudicet 
smphrra de pecca to quam h umana ratio seu phi/osop/u'a seu feges polioce. 
Iique shgdlaripmdenha in loço opus est Nam et theologi mu& hic lapsi 
sunt quipewahrm intellxerumt hnfum Ùvil~iter de facos. 

LC (1530) 21: 284. The subsections De P'cato and De Pscato Or@ms occur word for 
word in both the 1530 and 1533 editions. Hence, from now on I will refer only to the 
1530 edition. The 1533 sections are found in 21: 278-388. 



imply, as did the Scholastics, that the nature of humanity is such that it can 

independently obey the Law and be without sin." The semi-Pelagian position often 

raised in such considerations bucks against the biblical revelation of Chnst  and grace 

alone: "Deinde quia figtmt k g e  Dei tantum rqu~ir'civiiia opera, ikm homines iustos 

esse propüs openBus, aabiettt Evangdilim de misen'crdia, aboient docar'nam de 

m " 5 2  

The Scholastic doctors' problem was their failure to dixern the extent of the 

curse (reahs) in the imputation of the first parents' fall. Instead of the imputation of 

sin king an inhinsic and dispositional curse to doubt, hate, and flee from God, the 

Scholastics taught that the reatus was a " . . . imkiIlitatem in nahua, hanc vocant 

f~nnifeim."~ The scope of the curse was not total in disposition but a wounded 

idirmity which remained as an inert concupiscence. Concupiscence, by itself, was 

not damnable unless acted upon. 

Over and against this, Melanchthon claims that original sin is not only an 

Mputed anse,% but also a perpetual disease which rebels against God and is itself 

''" Ce feinun docent na turam hominis posse obedire Lege Dei et sine pecca to 
esse.." 
LC (1530) 21: 285. 

"Nos conbïi sic sentimus. Perca h m  ongims non tantum esse impubitionem 
seu l~ahrm sed etiam natulae hominis cmmpa'onem, qua fine possimus vere 
obedi- lege lki et sine peccato esse. . . . Haerent in nafura hominis ignoraho 
dei, dubihtio, difidmtia, odium dei et alii morbi pugnantes cum Lege Deil'. 
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worthy of damnation. Hence, it is neither inert nor passive, but an active disordering 

force from within hurnan nature itself* However, if this is true, then how can humanity 

be responsible for said sinful nature? Here the biblical a pnuni4'Lkus non &causa 

p e ~ c a  ta'-must be dis tinguished. However, before proceeding to Uiis point, 

Melanchthon carefdly reviews the Church's understanding of original sin and shows 

his continuity with that tradition. 

Following Anseh, Melanchthon states that original sin is the loss of original 

justice, thus avoiding Manichean dualism. Original justice meant that the fint parents 

had: (1) integrity of body and soul (that is, no concupiscence); (2) clear knowledge of 

God; and (3) perfect obedience, trust in, and love for God." Subsequently, Anselm, like 

Bonaventure, correctly stated that original sin is both a defect-loss of original justice- 

and a subsequent concupiscent disordering: "Sic interpreetatur Ansefm us i@e 

deituu'&onem, ut osamdat se et defitus et concupkentram ~ornpIècb:"~ Following the 

loss, Adam's natural integrity was altered so that he was now under the wrath of 

%.nsehus rwk defiititpeccatum ongiinis cum ai& esse cam6'am iustia'ae 
orighalis. M c  iustiba inteliga tur non tintum imputahb seu approba tio sed 
ebam in @sa natura homihis inîkgn0tas vikibm anrmae et cotporis, ccerta notitt's 
dei et okiientia, perféctus timor, fiduah, amor Dei. 

LC (1530) 21: 286. 



~od . "  Thus, the nature of humanity was intrinsically altered and this alteration-the 

loss of original justice-was under the wrath of Gad? At Ui is  juncture, the Scholastics 

veer from the Lutherans by asserting that concupiscence, by itself, is not a punishment 

of the fall but a simple by-product Lutherans, on the other hand, see concupiscence- 

with i6 self-imposed and demonic tyranny-as a fundamental part of the curse of the 

fall: 

SchoIas6'c.i c o n c u p i ~ e n ~  huuntpoenam pecca îti non perca tum. Non 
concipiscentiam dhrn us etpoenam lapsus Adae etpeccatum U1 nascen hous, 
est et mors puena sedpraec@ua poena est tyranrus diaMi cui subi& est 
natura hominis propter percafum.* 

Here Melanchthon begins to pick up his argumentation against Eck which derives its 

origin from the A u ~ s b e r ~  Confession, the Catholic Refirfatio, and Melanchthon's 

subsequent ApoIo~ia? The Catholic over Lutheran considerations on baptism flow 

from this very point of divergence." 

59rt Ita poskri propagatione conbah unt vitium origims, hoc est et mi sunt et 
habent vitiosam naturam." LC (1530) 21: 287. 

61See Melanchthon and Eck's debate on original sin in: Heinz Macheson, " The 
Debate between Eck and Melanchthon on Original Sin at the Colloquy of Worms, 
1541f', The Lutheran Quarterlv 11-1 (1959) 42-56. 

62Melanchthon's concept of bap tism follows: 
h Baptrsmo remita' reahrm et &men manere ipsum morbus, . . . , sed non 

imputahrr 
credanti Praeîkrea cum d a t u  Spiritus Sanctus conciFm us no vos etpios 
motus, quibus a&ua exporte corrigi morbus incpil: atque il% per omnem 
vitam luchdum est cum hm morh duplcifer. . . . Et neresse est s& haec 



It is at this point of divergence that Melanchthon's theologicai methodology most 

clearly reveals the triumph of his biblicism over rationality. The Scholastics, like the 

Philosophers, fail precisely in distinguishing between the Iimits of rational inquiry and 

the fulness of revelation. Since both the Philosophers and the Scholastics confuse the 

nature of sin as being restricted to the realm of extemal act, and not intemal 

disposition, both miss the point of the doctrine of original sin-to show God's mer- 

dealing in Christ: 

Fiunt enim cum dubitibone etiamsi sapienbjsime disputtnt de Deo-Xeinophon, 
Plato, Ciceru, Pommpos A Ncus &men d u b i h t  u&um placean f Deo. Et certe 
summis ficbom'bus iudican t se neglig et deseri a Dm praeserüîn c m  agnos- 
cunt a&quam suam culpam, cum sentiunt se urgeri iudicio W. ELEi enim 

habeant 
notitiam legis de &O quam docet lex nahrralis, m e n  noti6'am Evangdi non 
hahabent quod Deus graths remittat~catum, quod c e !  sitremissio 

perca torm, 
quod gratis Deu p l a ~ e a n t ~ ~  

If one merely begins to understand sin and its origin from a purely cognitive point of 

view, the end result is a works-righteousness apart from grace. This is the 

commonality between the pagan philosopher and Catholic theologian who hold that 

concupiscence is not a dispositional and actual (that is, punishable), sin. Both 

overestimate the abiiity of the human mind to extricate itself before God. Both 

esse peccati, res vere dignas damnatione quod ad  ipsius morbinaturam 
atünec sed tamen, ita non imputam; si fide misericordiam apprehendam us. 
Nisi enim hocpeccahrm agnoscam US, nepue beneficium Ckistt' inkmgi nque 
exarcen. fides potest 

LC (1530) 21: 290. 
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underestimate the depth of human sin and ignore Scriptural revelation. ln contrast, 

Melanchthon sees himself in continuity with the true Church across history because he 

uses the doctrine of original sin in a rnanner which holds two revealed truths in mind. 

First, the biblical witness is that Christ is the second Adam (Romans 5: 12). Secondly, 

all of human nature-including reason-is sin-vitiated. Sin is a self-evidential reality but 

its origin is an article of faith. Original sin is not explained in terms of induction-even 

Ciceronian-but ody explained from the lens of posf-chtl'sfurn. For Melanchthon, the 

all-invasive nature of sin in origin-which involves concupiscence and defect-is a result 

of the totality and completion of the work of Christ The forensic imputation of 

salvation corresponds to the forensic imputation of guilt in Adam-just as Christ is, so 

was Adam's fall. Only in the gospel is an answer found to the question of certainty, 

and this is understood from the cross backwards, through the Heilsgescfikhte of God. 

Secondly, the Scholastic/Philosopher confuses the extent of the sin's damage to human 

nature. As a result, the thinker tends to misunderstand the pedagogy of God in the 

Law. As it is bue that there remains a vestigal imprint in human nature postpcaahrm, 

and as it points to God, the Scholastic then postdates that reason itself must be left 

untainted. However, the biblical stress is that reason-al1 of humanitpis taintecl, and 

that the remnant of Natural Law is both gift and tutor or taskmaster. As gift, it allows 

civil and moral governance; but as tutor, it shows God's wrath towards evil acts: "Et 

h n c  paedagogiam orna t Deus e g w j s  praemiis corpora fibus et eronba viola tionem 



Le@ exlerinam pwutgra v ibuspmj  corporaIi&us et aekn~k'"" This is the testimony 

of k x  ~ a h u ; l p  etexpm*ènbia unaided by the gospel witness in Christ OnIy with the 

revelation of Christ can the tme xope and origin of sin be understood. Here 

Melanchthon findy and decidedly acquits himself of the "Melanchthon Blighr by 

showing, in the doctrine of sin and original sin, the necessity for revelation to limit 

The doctrine of original sin, as understood in the first series of subsections in his 

Lod Communs, functions, for Melanchthon, as a boundary demarcating the point at  

which reason can no longer penetrate the mysteries of God, but simply receives truth. 

Nevertheless, as was seen in his explanation of the Trinity, Melanchthon did not deny 

the use of philosophy when it allowed greater doctrinal precision. Fwthermore, 

Melanchthon was not anti-speculative in the sense of simply parroting biblical daims, 

but firmly believed in God's will as manifested throughout God's creation; and also 

believed that human reason could never fully grasp the mystery. It is only "in 

Cïur'stum'"-the fdlness of God's will-that human reason is fully informed. By 

'"Nam haer zpsa opinio est quaedam Lex Name,  sciJjce1: sentire quod pro 
ben&ct% praemia d a 6  pro maleacbj poenas." LC (1533) 21: 387. 

66Melanchthon continues to expand the concept of Natural Law, as in 1521's Luci 
The stress remains the same as in 1521, with Natural Law equating to Divine Law in 
general form. (Lex Naturae est notioa Jegis divinae, naturae hominis indita) LC (1533) 
21: 3%. Melanchthon does introduce a new trifold use of the Law. Fint, it restrains 
evil(21: 405); second, it accuses of sin (21: 405); and finally, it teaches the justified how 
they should live (21: 406). The last use (usus elenchthus) is the root of the Cordatus or 
Antinomian dispute. 
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positing a singular unifjmg will of salvation in God, Melanchthon is able to order the 

confused world of the senses hierachicdly to the world of God's reality. It is here the 

Lutheran dialedic of Law and Gospel oçcurs, placing him decidedly into what would 

later be defined as Lutheran orthodoxy. 



Chapter 7 - Loci Communes 1543: 
"florno]non amaf Deun, quia etiimzsistafuit esse De- m e n  

dubitat, utnrm m e c  exaudr'at et a&uvet nos, . . . , sedpoenas esse 
iudicat sclemm, certe Deum pzmI"ènfum non amah'* 

In 1543, Melanchthon returned to wnting yet another substantiaily expanded 

edition of the Loci Communes. During the intewening years between the second 

edition of 1533 and the third edition of 1543, he found himself still embroiled in the 

dual task of contra-distinction and self-identification. The late 1530's had been trying 

years, with intemal Lutheran dissention via  grk kola,' Çchneck: and Cordatus4 being 

exacerbateci by the rise of Catholic hegemony once more in the political M e  of ~ur0pe.j 

'Johannes Agricola disputed with both Luther and Melanchthon between 1528 
and 1537 over the abrogation of moral laws in the rejuvenated. Manschrenck. 
Christian Doctrine xviii. 

31n 1536, Jacob Schenk charged Melanchthon of holding Catholic sympathies 
involving communion. Melanchthon believed, in some circum~tances~ that the cup 
could be withheld fÎom believers, especially if the congregation was elderly and used 
to a single element Luther reprimanded Melanchthon's view. Brecht. Vol. 2 153- 
155. However, in the Augsburg interim of 1548, Melanchthon would rnaintain the 
necessity of the chalice for the laity. Maxcey. Born Opera 181. 

4Conrad Cordatus, hearing Caspar Cmcigar ledure with Melanchthon's notes, 
accused Melanchthon of believing that good works were causal to salvation. Luther 
sided with Melanchthon's claim that good works were necessary (following new life) 
but not causal. Brecht Vol. 2 148152; Maxcey. Bona Orwa 1%-282. 

YIhe years 1540-48 would see the failure of vanous Protestant religious 
coIloquies and the strengthening of Catholicism with the Jesuits (1540), Trent (1546-52), 
the Schmalkaldic War (1546-47), and the subsequent interims. As Evangelical unity 
became less and less feasible, the Catholic unanimity loomed over the Evangelicals as a 
divided Evangelical Church could not withstand the political and military success of 
the Empire. 
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Thus, it is not surprishg that Melanchthon retums to his Loci Communes in order to 

continue the delineation of the "Eccfesiae WitebargmsX against the Catholic polemics 

of Eck and Cochlaeus, who were joined, in 1553, by the Lutheran Osiander.6 The 

central concerns for Melanchthon in 1543 are revealed in his choice of respondents in 

his new edition of the tort In Eck, he has his strongest and most able opponent 

theologically, especially in the key areas of original sin and baptism.' In Cochlaeus, he 

responds to the charge that Lutheranism-with its rejection of Papal authority- has 

opened the proverbial Pandorias' box of chaos leading to widespread European 

h t i n o m i a ~ s m  as seen in the radical shift8 Finally, to Osiander he responds to charges 

of denaturing Lutheran tenets of justification and the Eucharist with Catholic and Swiss 

heresy. Thus, the same program found in 1530 and 1533 requiring both seifdefinition 

against other theologies and congruency with the greater "Ecdesie CaUiolicae Clinsr 

is the impetus of Melanchthon's retum to the Lod Communes. 

It is no surprise then that the same concerns that preoccupied his mind in 1530 

and 1533 are stül central in the third edition9. Examples inciude his stance against 

Antinomianism-either Lu theran (via Agricola) or Ana bap tis t-w hich he q u a  tes wi th 

6LC (1543) 21: 601. 

'See Machesen. 

'Lutheranism, according to Cochlaeus, was the work of "deformers." Car 
Lindbeck, The European Reformations (Oxford: Blackwell, 1996) 15. 

ter 

me sub-sections of the 1543 Loci, in order, are: De h, De Cmatione, De 
Clusa Percao, De Homims Viiribus et De Likro Arbibio, De Peccato, De lege and De 
Evangelio. 



Manicheanist duaIity.l0 And as in 1530 and 1533, his solution is to posit a singular 

providential will in God throughout creation, revealed and understood in Christ Here 

in the unifieci will of God are both human and divine freedom guaranteed, so that the 

concept of Law functions propaedeutically for that divine wiIl. As a result, Law, as 

deduced from reason, is necessary both before rejuvenation and rebirth as weli as 

aftemards in the believefs life." This effectively rebuts the charge of Antinomianism. 

Secondly, Melanchthon wiU continue to distinguish the priority between philosophy 

and revelation in matters of faith. Of course, in the key area of sin and its origin, he 

follows the argument of 1533 in holding that Eck's Scholastic error is a fundamental 

misconstrual of reason (philosophy) over faith. Revelation then is required in order to 

understand the mind of God, although reason can be informed by revelation 

accordingly: "W quia res sunt exfra iudiciwn humanae mentis positae, languidior est 

assertsio, quae ICI'& quia mens m ove- iflis kümonüs et miraculis et iu vatur a Spi* 

Sancfo a d  as~mtimdum.~~ '' Furthemore, as was shown earlier, Melanchthon's 

'OMelanchthon equates Stoicism to Manicheanisnt and Anabaptism in that al1 
confuse the duality of human and divine interaction rendering human existence as 
somehow materially evil or fatalistic. Cf. De Anstotle (1543) 11: 657. Also see citation 
of LC (1543) 21: 606: " Quam va& hrores nunc sunthabapa'shrurn, qui m&m 
ha bent contngü Manranrcheaomm.'' 

"Whether Melanchthon has fully rejected predestination by the mid-1540's is 
open for debate. Certainly it appears that he refuses to enter into speculation on the 
" m a n a  n a b  da:" Instead, Melanchthon, as he wrote to Calvin, (CR 5: 109; 7: 932; 8: 
916; 9: 467), argueci that there is no secret will in God but that God's promises in Christ 
are universal. ~anschrenk. Reason and Conversion 179. 



Lutheran dialectical methodology is stili evident in the 1543 L m -  This chapter wiU 

focus on the function of the theology of original sin, showhg it to be in congruity with 

both the 1521 and 1530-33's editions, and, as before, clearing Melanchthon of the charge 

of blight 

Despite the overd congruity with the earlier editions, new emphases are also 

found in this edition of the 1543 L o d 3 .  In particular, one notes Melanchthon's 

enhanced and prolonged Christological focus in the suktions De Deo and De 

Peccato. Another s-g dissimilarity to earlier editions is Melanchthon's usage in De 

Oeatione of an ontological argument for God's existence. Of course, even hem the 

theme of knowledge of God-"esse De/'-is juxtaposed to the revelatory theme of 

"essenbh Deil": The two are related, but without revelation the "essentia Del' is finallv 

unknowable because of original sin and its effecfs on human reason. 

In 1543's text of De Deo, Melanchthon reiterates the theme of God's singular 

will-post-fali and pre-fall-that humanity should have knowledge of God.I4 This 

130ne notes in the various family editions between 1521 and 1543 a two fold 
expansion. The first is an expansion of biblical texts and the second an appeal to 
QlUKh fathers and reasoning from their witness. 

141deo condr'fum estgenus humanum ac deinceps iide demptum ut sit 
hnago 

et feimplm Dei celebans. Vult enim Deus agnosci et celebrari et hdsisset 
illustn's 

e t h a  notitia m i n  mentibus hominum sinatura hominum maniksetintegra. . 
. * 

Sed humane mentes in hac comrptime natura in magna et bis&* caligiie 
vagantur 

quamles,  an sitprovidentia et guae sit Dei voluntas. 
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theme provides the experiential fmus cornmunis of his methodology hom which 

Melanchthon moves from the real to the need for revelation. The essential problem in 

the retention of the knowledge that "God is," is whether this God-deduced as the 

etemal and good ~nind'~-punishes evil or notX6 For Melanchthon, based on the natural 

knowledge that God exisb, the world can be divided into either believers or 

unbelievers, depending on their response to additional and requisite revelation. The 

unbeliever, having only rational access to a natural knowledge of God, either creates 

God in self-image, or as Muslims, worship a wrathful God in perpetual state of doubt 

of said nature." The 'natural theologian' knows only of God's Law and hence wrath. 

Opposite to this is the believer whose Christological component instead holds "Cïur'sfus 

deduutnos adpafehctum Deum"l8 to find mercy. Thus, the believer armed with 

Scriptural and revealed truths finds God's clearest will in Christ Nonetheless, the 

singular will of God is still manifest in the Law-Gospel dialectic but Melanchthon 

d a i m s  the unaided human mind can only fixate on the Law (wrath) c~rn~onent.'~ Of 

course, Melanchthon does not seem to conceive of a world or people in which the 

Christian revelation of Christ, either propaedeutically in the Law or via the Saipture, is 



107 

absent For the modem mind this seems quite naive. Melanchthon takes his cue from 

the claims of Romans 1:18-23 of a universal witness. 

As in eariier editions, Melanchthon is able in De Deo to repudiate both 

Manichean style dualism and Antinomianism with his conception of the singdar 

manifestation of God's will in human history via the Law-Gospel dialectic and 

Christological understanding. As before in this uniform wîil, human freedom and 

moral obligation meet divine freedom and Providence. The reputation of 

Antinomianism is also resumed in his diunission on creation." 

In De Ckabbne, he posits nine arguments for the conclusion, "God exists."" In 

these arguments, he explores the proper placement of natural deduction in creation, 

Naturd Law and revelation. These proofs: design; human intelligence; innate sense of 

Law; conscience; political society; infinite regression; and final cause; al1 point the 

human mind to the simple conclusion of God's existence. This is the b i t  of natural 

deduction, even for the highest of minds. However, as observed in Stoical or 

Epicurean philosophy, conclusions resultant from such considerations as to the nature 

of God are ones of fear, disinterest, or dua l i~rn .~  Again, God can only be truly 

understood as God in the revelation of Christ, showing the manifestation of God's will 

in all of human history. Thus, when viewed from revelation there is no dual or false 

''For a detailed analysis see Chapter 6. Once more, Melanchthon demonstrates 
liffle novelty in ideas, merely expanding proof tex& for earlier seminal arguments. 



108 

will in GodeManichean duality is defeated and Providence raised. 

In the subsedion, another surprising consideration of God's providential wül 

occurs, which appears quite out of place and requires noüng. Amongst his proofs for 

God's existance, he includes the category of prophecy (firhrrorum eventum) as proving 

Godf s existance. In wishing God to be immanently comected to creation-and the 

Church-Melanchthon adds this proof of God's providential hand, manifest in human 

stories (mainly bibücal) of divine intervention. This surprising and false 'ontological' 

argument appears to echo Melanchthon's belief in the cornmon history of God and 

humanity, allowing his experiential appeals to the usus lu'ston'anrm. Accorduigly, 

history occurs because God is in, and above history, guiding it to its fdfilment in 

Christ In addition to buttressing his belief in an universal and providential history, 

this dso secures a pastoral confidence in God's immanence. Hence, aiongside the 

ontological style arguments Melanchthon posits a single will in a providential God in 

continuity throughout aii history." 

Melanchthon then turns to sin in the subsections De Causa Percato to De Peccato 

following the subsections De Deo and De Ckatione. As indicated earlier in De Deo 

UNona a hfuromum evmhrm sigm%i'caüonibus. Cerf0 rnonsamtw tirturi 
even fus 

non modo perprodigia, quaegentes movebant quorum aiia alias causas  
habent, 

sed multo magis per vatkliu'a Ecclesia, ut Balaam, lesaias, liemias, Damel 
praedixemnt m utabmes et successiones regnorum. Neresse est igihr aliguam 
menkm esse praevidentem eas m utahones etpraemonsftanikm. 

LC (1543) 21: 643. 
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and De Cmatione, the providential will of God, understood unaided by revelation, 

leads the thinker to a Manichean dualism regarding evil and contingency.*' Yet our 

human "real" also declares that it is we who do evil and do so freely. How is this 

explained in light of Cod? Once again, the answer is a revealed tmth in Quist. 

h o  hm adversus peccatum maxhe ostendif filius Dei, qui appamifi ut 
v ~ c t h a  f i e tpro  peccata et osfendemet DiaboIum esse auctoem percaa et sua 
morte iram hgen fem Pabis placeret Non ip-fur Deus caussa estpercab; nec 
percahrm est- conditi aut ordinata a Deo, sed esfhorn'biIis desfnrctio openj 
et o r d m  divliu'? 

Sin, in its manifestation to our sensory reality, as in the earlier Loci, must be a defect or 

privation of a gift of God. As a result, sin can be declared as not willed nor caused 

directly by God: "Ideo rerfe dicitur: Peccatum est defecius seu privaoo, ut Diaiechci 

loquunhrr."" However, the question remains-if sin is a defect or privation, then why 

are humans responsible (curkascitur Deus Nhilo)? At this point, Melanchthon hrrns to 

answer two controversies specific to 1543. The Flacian controveny which regarded sin 

as humanity's substance, and the continuing dispute with Catholic thinkers as to the 

nature of original sin and its effects. Once more, his methodology of moving from 

experience-("we sin")-to revelation-("we are ourselves guilty before G o d ) c i s  

also need to use reason to explain and discover new evident. Of courre, he will 

27The bi blical a p M  : Deus non est causa perca h. 



insights on revelation. 

The response to oiese two controversies then is not a retreat to logic or 

Protestant Çcholasticism, but the expansion of the witness of revelation. Using two 

broad revelational daims in the Incarnation and imputateci justification, Melanchthon 

explains the tensions w i t h  the reality and revelation of sin and responsibility. 

Revelation ordered and understood explains unclear or confused revelation. In reply 

to Flacius, Melanchthon felt that since Jesus is the final answer to our sin, then his 

solidarity with  dam=-shown in Paul-and the new birth must be a restoration to 

something 1 0 s ~ ~ ~  As a result, sin can neither be humanity's substance (or else God in 

the Incarnation is sin), nor merely an inclination, but has to be both an inclination 

(concupiscence) and a loss of gift or curse (matus). If sin is our substance, then the 

redeemed (and Christ) must be ontologically different hom present fallen humanity, a 

new genus. If this is bue, the Incarnation becomes a cruel hoax and we are not saved, 

for God cannot Save what God cannot assume. Furthemore, to Catholic opponents, if 

original sin is rnerely an inclination, then it might be possible without grace for one to 

avoid sin. This renders grace irrelevant, and again renders the Incarnation the same. 

Adding additional strength to his arguments, Melanchthon points out that his is the 

teachings of the Church Fathers in Augustine, Hugo, and even the ment BonaventureM 

*'LC (1543) 21: 667-668 (esp. Romans 7:25 and 5:12). 

29LC (1543) 21: 671. 

'OLC (1543) 21: 669. 
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as well as the testimony of the Scnpture." Doctrine then explains doctrine. Thus, the 

failure to correcfly understand the doctrine of original sin, as he argued in 1530,1533, is 

a misappropiation of reason in the realm of revelation. The Pelagian or Flacian mistake 

is a failure to recognize the Christological importance of the doctrine of original sin and 

instead consider only the "reaI" consequences of it as concupiscence? 

For example, he argues that the "MonacM' correctly distinguish between the 

fomal and matenal elements of original sin, but fail to comprehend the entire 

testimony of Scripture-that C h n s t  explains ail of revelation-and confuse the reality of 

sin and our voluntary participation in sin with Christian doctrine and pract i~e .~  Sin as 

deriveci from a correct understanding of the doctrine of origina: sin allows both a 

retention of human and divine freedorn. The original gift of freedom (natura infegrae) 

with its full assent to Uie knowledge and love of God (onginalis iusütibk) is 

permutated postlapsum to a vestigal natura vulnerata which is still  free but now 

ontologically cursed or under wrath? As a result, fallen humans are capable of 

"iudiib foreinsr ( in extemal a&), but never of king justified before God as a result 

The monks (and Eck's) "fomi&m peccnf/' of original sin, then, is not the punishment of 

Y''Poeme peccati origi~tis smt mors corpuris et aiiue ingemes calmitates quae ex 
h a n a  ignorarttia et omnium viritm frugrgriifate orizott~tr: item ira Dei et aefenta &mnafo." 
LC (1543) 21: 674-5; cf 21: 672. 
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God on Adam's sin, but the result of the punishment. The punishment of God for 

Adam's sin was, and is, etemal severance and wrath, resulting in natural human 

ignorance of God's true will in Christ 

The Pelagian move to reduce the doctrine of original sin so that concupiscence is 

the o d y  voluntary component is rebutted by Melanchthon's insistence that 

concupiscence is the consequence of a greater natural-and hence voluntary-affection 

in the curse of Adamic imputation? Misappropriating philosophical concepts such as 

"s t~rgd '~  with respect to God undermines the Church's total Chnstological focus on 

Umsti'' For Melanchthon, oxdy when the doctrine of original sin is 

expanded with the doctrine of Ctuist can one adequately elucidate the reality of sin, 

and our blame and participation in it, with God's freedorn and omnipotence. 

Justification by faith combined with the knowledge of Christ and his benefits illuminate 

the doctrine of original sin which, in tum, explains the reaiity of sin. The revealed 

illuminates the real and the real's inability to comment on the revealed. 

Combining the s u m  of the preceeding chapters, one can clearly see the function 

of the doctrine of original sin and its place in Melanchthon's methodology of loci 

per se, one finds a 

in 1530 amd 1543's 

communes. hstead of finding an increase in speculative theology 

clarification of simple themes found in 1521's Loci but buttressed 

"For a doser examination of the argumentation against Eck, see Chapter 6 on the 
1530 and 1533 Loci Comrn unes. 

=LC (1543) 21: 677. Melanchthon states that any remnant of human 
philanthropy is really a vestigal gift of God's divine philanthropy in permitting a 
knowledge of Law. 



Loci by Scriptural, credal, and classical arguments. There is no doubt that - 

Melanchthon freely accepts philosophy (or reason) in its role of dialectics-defining and 

shaping tems-but instead of seing a rationalist, what emerges in the Limiting funciion 

of the dodrine of original sin, is a bracketing of reason by revelation. In particuiar, 

reason or rationality is only employed to explain the need for revelation as understood 

in the concept of the Law and Gospel dialedic. Revelation, through the gospel, 

explodes the pretence of reason in the Law. The cornerstone of the dialectic is Christ 

revealed in the singular and providential will of God. Hence, Christology illuminates 

alI doctrine and speculation on said doctrine. 



Chapter Eight: Conclusion 
C b k t u s  conplexus est summam docucinae Evangelü . . . . I 

Doctrine, as argueci by Yale's George Lindbeck, is the theologian's (and the 

Qiurch's) attempt to be both faithful to and applicable from between the 'intra-textual' 

world of one's faith and to the 'extra-textual' world in which we live.' As such, i t  

follows that it is not only a propositionai explication of any doctrine that delineates the 

doctrine's value, but aiso the function of said doctrine in the goal of being both 

faithful and applicable. Meaning, then, is not merely dogmatic recapitulation, but 

rather is "Uiick" This means any doctrine has a context. This context attempts to 

conjoin both construction (application) and description (faithfulness) in order to exert a 

larger domain of meaning over the whole of the theologian's (and Church's) reality3 

Hence, for Melanchthon, the question in our search of original sin is whether he 

devaiued or imposed an alien meaning on the 'intra-textual' world of the Christian 

faith. Or conversely, as 1 have argued, did he insert the 'intra-textual' into the 'extra- 

textual? Which occurred-the absorption of the text into the world or the world into 

the text? 

Certainly it must be granted that Melanchthon in his credal formulation of the 

doctrine of original sin is within the orthodox "intra-textual' tradition. His 1552 

'CR 21: 284. 

George LUidbeck, The Nature of Doctrine. (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 
1984) 112. 



appendix to the LWverifies this: 

In this definition of sin, Melanchthon underscores the doctrine of original sin as curse 

(privation of original justice), rebellion against God's Law (concupisence) and 

deserving of eternal punishment by itself. Al1 of these claims w e  have noted derive 

from the doctrine of original sin. Furthemore, the doctrine fimctions to illustrate that 

without divine aid no nakual capacity can lead a person to a knowledge of God in 

ChristS Again, this is a central tenet for Melanchthon's doctrine of original sin. 

Melanchthon continues to be orthodox in his Lutheran sense, and as we have seen. 

decidedly Lutheran in his credal formation and function. 

However, there is a development in the doctrine as indicated in other chapters 

during Melanchthon's career. Recognizing that a real historical world and its unique 

issues surrounded him and Wittenberg, one can begin to account for development and 

refinement by Melanchthon. In his 1521 editions the anti-speculative Melanchthon is 

driven by his reliance on the structure of Paul's Romans and a confidence in the Biblical 

witness of soja Scnpfura so that he naively asserts credal or biblical propositions as 

'LC (1552) CR 21:1077. 

sllSed non potest b I I e  ex menle dubitab'ones et ex corde vitiosas inc/!ab'ones 
sine luce Evangelrï et sine Spiritu Sncfo. . . . Evangelium est praedicatio poaÏtenbae et 
promissio, qquam non novit ra tzb naturalie sed mveia ta divimfUtus . . . . " LC (1 552) 21: 
1078. 



being clearly and selfsvidently bue. With the rise and threat of other reforming 

movements, each claiming a similar access to the same text but with different outcornes 

religiously and civilly, he is forced to delineate and demarcate more carefully the 

Lutheran 'intra-textual' developing orthodoxy. The end result of this is the blossoming 

of a methodology which subsumes earlier propositional functions. The stress, in 

Lindbeck's terminology, becornes applicability as well as faithfulness. 

Melanchthon's methodology with its iimithg function of the Bible as o a a ~  sacra 

allowed him to explore both the revealed and the mal. There is most certainly a 

hierarchy in the methodology with the revealed-lhnst as God's hillness-axending so 

as to explain the real. However, this same Christ, as the WU and act of God, is also 

glimpsed in the providential wiil and act of Cod in human and cosmic history. Thus, 

the 'intra-textual' world of the Church is aligned, as a plumbline, to the 'extra-textual' 

world of human experïence-lou'communes. The hurnanist Melanchthon teaches the 

theologian Melanchthon and vice versa in this idiosyncratic anthropocentriasm. 

Nonetheless, is this idiosyncratic anthropocentricism worthy of the charge of the 

"Melanchthon BüghY'? 

Melanchthon's acquithl to the charge of humanistic rationalism or Protestant 

Scholasticism is apparent on several accounts. First, never does Melanchthon make or 

imply the daim that any form of human reason, cognition or intuition is superior or has 

primacy in matters pertaining to faith. Instead, one finds both theologically and 

epistemologically a Lutheran approach to failli and reason. Theologically, 

Melanchthon uses and expands the Lutheran Law-Gospel dialectic so as to explicate the 



foundation of ethics with not merely Christian but universal criteria. 

Epistemologicdy, Melanchthon places reason s u b s e ~ e n t  to the task of revelation, a 

hancimaiden, whose usefulness, like Luther, is Iimited in what it can know. Reason's 

abuse in theological method occurs when it is juxtaposai to or rivals revelation. Hence 

Melanchthon qua theoiogus is Lutheran, which explains Luther's support for 

Melanchthon beyond the mere tenets of fkiend~hip.~ 

If the "Blight" refers to Melanchthon's idiosyncratic approach to integration, 

then the charge is partially justified. We have also seen Melanchthon's usage of 

experiential loci communes in buttressing, not supplanting, the daims of revelation. 

This is, by nature of the approach, inconsistent. For example, Melanchthon felt quite 

confident in borrowing Ciceronian epistemology and ignoring certain contrary 

theological considerations in the same system. Equally idiosyncratic was 

Melanchthon's approach to other theologicai systems within the Christian family. His 

sacramental theologies and Ecumenism often appear inconsistent and seleded. 1t 

appears that Melanchthon, unlike Luther, had a disposition which made him more 

prone to syncretism within certain limits. Of course, these limits were essentially his 

developing Lutheran orthodoxy with its stress on the Law-Gospel dialectic in which 

doctrine of original sin acted as a boundary condition. 

Returriing to the charge of anthropocentncism, from Barth and Brun.net, once 

6Many Lutheran biographers claim that Luther's affection for Melanchthon 
meant that Luther overlooked Melanchthon's heterodox tendencies. This, 1 believe, 
a gross simplification of the integrity, personality and zeal of both men. Luther was 
never one to mince words nor to maintain hiendship over principle. 

the 
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more one finds a partial acquittai. Melanchthon does begin with the human person in 

his theological method in areas such as Natural Law and ethics, but he also frames 

human abilities with the need for revelation. In short, revelation limits reason. This 

may be at times an uneasy rnamiage in which Melanchthon sacrifices propositional 

clarity for a diluted application (in formation not hnction) into the 'real' world. 

However, this technique did allow Melanchthon to present and explain the Gospel and 

ifs daim on the human d i t y .  Melanchthon with his belief in a providential God 

manifest in Chnst strives to bridge the two realms of God and humanity. 

''Cido ut inM'gam" wrote Melanchthon as his theological agenda. Believing 

the Gospel's daim to be the truest reality, meant for Melanchthon, that the Christian 

God penehated and sahirated this doppelganger reality. Thus, God is present, 

immanent and transcendent, guaranteeing both human knowledge and history. The 

doctrine and function of original sin-understood not only positivistically but through 

the great lem of Chri~tology-served~ as Schultz claimed, as a boundary condition 

between two realms of the real. As a boundary condition it delineated where 

humanity could proceed in ethics and providential common history, and where God's 

revelation is needed to explain the same. The doctrine of original sin, then, is both an 

epistemological boundary and a theological boundary. In both senses Melanchthon 

utilized the doctrine to create a coherent Lutheran orthodoxy which Luther tacitly and 

explicitly endorsed. Amongst the pantheon of great Christian theologians, 

Melanchthon belongs in the first rank. 
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