


Luther: Right or Wrong? 

T h c  -curitel i s  nssociatc professor o f  
~ y c t c ~ ~ l n ~ i c  t~zeology at the senzinary. H e  
I-cceiztly received the  doctor o f  tlzcolog~* 
n t  the Frcc Unirersity o f  Amsterdam for  
11is dissel.t~tion 072 Lzither's C U Z ~  Cjze?i~- 
tiitz's ?)osition~ o n  the Holy Scriptzit.c. 

H /jk<KY J .  RIcSOTtL,EY'S ~ , ~ L L ] Z C I - :  Rig l z t  or \/I/?-o~z$,~ has again 
f o c ~ ~ s e t l  atten tion on I,~ithe~-'\ c.o:1tral,ersy - r ~  it11 Erasmus. 

I[,utlxer Ilirnself tha:ll<ed I!:rasliius for  voidin in_^ "those estran- 
eous iss~ies about the  Papacy, purgatory, indulgences, and such lilie." 
and for hitting a t  "the essential issue" of: the h u r u ~ n ~  u;ilZ before 
rrlzd ultder God, especialli: as it involved coizvcrzio7t. What  role did 
the Iiunlan will play, i f  -any a t  all, u a s  the question. Thei-e were 
three options: as  free decision; ;i non-resisting tvill; or entii:ely 
passive, ancl tllerefore no  factor  at a l l .  "This is the lii11gc." snid 
Luther, "on which our  discussio~~ tul-11s: . . . how it: ( the Iluinan 
will) staxlds related to thc gracir of Cocli."" 

Luther thought that with a wj-ong answer, "we shali J;no\v 
nottiir~g ~vliatsoever of C h r i s t i a i i t  T h o ~ i d l  ~.especting Erasmus 
greatly for his  linguist-jc contribut-ions, Luther held that Erasnius 
had so botchetl u p  things .in .tlis i l e  C ibrro Avhitrio tliat "lilie the 
wonian in the Gospel, thc J-norc 111(. tloctors treat thc C:ISC. the worse 
i t  gcts."' 

;\3(cSonr.r:y's l ' r i ~ s r s  

Genci-ally 1,lcSorlcy ayccs  wit11 .Luther against E r a s ~ ~ l u s .  Pol- 
lo\ving the Icad of current  C:ntholic: scl~olarshil),  hc  is Icind and 
rcslxctful to 1,uther: his scholarsl~i~). il~ld {:lie De Servo Arbitrio 
I t i c  Above ;tI1 clsc. llc i:ccoVizcs lliat Luther is indcccl 
at the vital nerve of CI~i . is t innit~ in dcallng r~rith the will in bondage, 
the "reversc side ol: the doctl-ilic: of :iustlfication," to usc Presurx;ed 
Smith's term." 

But now a n e w  clucsliorl crops up :  --1s !IlcS(~rle?~ right or  
wrong in aff irming that Juther 's  c.onccpt of the unfree will is n o  
longer an  issue to separate C:;ltholics and Pl-otestants?" E-Ie hopes to 
show that: Luther 's supposed "lleccssitaria~i argument is based on 
spec~ilative theological 1-easoning," and charges that.  " lu ther ,  very 
uncharacteristically, lllalces no efrort: to giw support for this argu- 
mcnt."' I will show that  such cllarges are without foundation. 'lVhat 
McSol.ley apparently hopes to ;\chievc meanwhile by discrediting 
T,uther7s position is fresh support f'or the notion that the Catholic 
position is t h e  true and "dec l~ l~ ;  biblicai understa~tding of 'servum 
arbitriunIy " and that it  "is not only Jollannine and Pauline, but 
also Augustinian, Thornistic, Lutheran and Tridentine," in other 
.c;vords, "botll Evangelical and C a t h o l i ~ . " ~  



'rllat is ;r grand goal 2nd quitc :I big 111i)~~thf~ll to S I V ~ I I O ~ V  ;111 
at once! Here is AfcSorle)-'s vc~:d.ict: 

'I'lle fact L , ~ l t h i ' ~  CSCILICICS 1712111's f.t:ee cool~c.ration in saving 
faith makes his tencllil~g (117 this poillt ~ln;lcceptahlc not only to 
'I'rtmt, I ~ L I ~ :  illso to the f,ut.f)cr:an c:onfcssional st:~tc:t~leiits, as ~vell. 
as tc t l . 1 ~  o \ -c rn .hc l~~~ing  n.lajori't~- of modcrn P1:ot-c.st;~nt thco- 
Iogiaris, I ,u~hcsans  incltltlctl.!' 

Either I,utllcr Isas right i n  his rci~rrcliation of "nlall's free 
cooperatio~i," or McSorIey, Trent, and traditional Catliolic theolog,y 
nncl a lot: of Protestants and 'IL,utherans, too, get the nod. Luther s 
answer is, as he reminds Erasmtls: if we gi-clc. or clloosi: the wrong 
;;ns.tvr.r, then "Christian fait11 i s  utterly dest~-o~~ecl."!" 

:PAf:'f' L 
RicSorley blames a "lack of conccptuat clarity anti ~111 inade- 

cluatc definitior? of terms" fo.r the fai l t~re of Erasnius and 
1 .  ' s l l  to effect "a true meeting of tllc ~nincts. True ,  there w t ~ s  no ~llecting 

of minds, but  Luther's reply to Erasn~lris in the DL! SCITO Arbitrio 
scored ;t direct hit anct by 110 means "shot: past" Ernsn~us.  Crtrrent 
Ronlan Catholic theo!og;j talks in ter~ils of sola gratin in  thc matter 
of man's conversion. Hams Xiiing and others use it  to ticscrihe the 
doctri~lc of justification. But: tlie " f 1 . w  ctecision of faith" or "free 
coveratiol~" which inevitably clings to their intcrprr:taijo~~s indi- 
cates that the scale is still tipped i.n favol- and st~pport  of the 
position rvhich Erasnlus ~ ; t s  trying to defentl and 1 1.uther 
011 soot1 Scriptitral gro~!niIs reprid~ated. 'i\lcSorfey Ci~~:ougl~out rc- 
itemtes Xiomitn Catilolic tioclrir~c of '(sail~tifyii~g g ~ - a ( : ~ , , "  ;IS i);lsic 
~ O I :  JH;-111's s;~l'c!ation. It  is "iustificntio:~" by the process of gl,rrdrral 
relzcwal of the sitlne~:. 

' I7rc; \ t i~~g briefly the prc-ilugustii1i:111. l'athcrs h'lcSodcy sho~vs 
t lx~t  t.lle)r tencted urin~.i.ttingly, uncl  lxxtlnps somewhat ~tn-c17iflingly, 
to lay a greater stress or1 the capncit) of the human ~ v i l l  than they 

' 7  sl~ould have. To  interpl-et t l - ~ ~ i r  views "as mere moralism, ho~vever, 
"or ;IS a n  assertion of ~luto~loniot~s l~un~a i~ i sn l , ' '  ~voulcl be to misjudge 
them it? simplistic ~va!:.'" 

McSorIey traces Aug~~s t i l~e ' s  change of mind fro111 "the crror 
of Semipelagianism, ivhich attributed the beginning of salvation . . . 
to man's free ~cilI."'V-Ie goes to great pains to show that servzinz 
nrbitri~~tnz, thc erlslaved :vill, "occurs only once in his writings." 

<(  Therefore, any supposition that Augustinc intends to deny the 
existence of lihcr-z1.n.z n~bi t s iu . ;~ ,  . . . the trutlt that fallen Inan incleeci 
has free will (and can choose even ethically good acts)" -is "incorrect" 
in ,McSorley's judgment.!' This  ill help him in his argument 
against Luther later. RlcSorley gives Augustine's position as  follows: 

'I-11c initiative in  man's liberation from sir1 ancl his nlove- 
mcnt fownrd justification, faith, 2nd salvation, is ahvays taken 
by God. His grace prcpitrcs the will of marl for faith ancl justifi- 
cation, but nc'i7er excludes the operation of free tvill." 



!IQL.INAS 
"big" chaptcl: -in VIcSorley's book ileals 'c.vitli iiquinas and 

iflc carfy Scholastics anent free will. McSorleg ; ~ r ~ u c s '  illat "the 
cailv Scfiolastics \.r.erc . . . f:titlilful to the  hcritagc of Augustine." 
iiqu'jnas "embr21ccd it in its entirety, ~nahjllg only ~ninot. modifica- 
tions.)Jl ~ r t  is ~tt-, " ' he  says, "that: for Tl~omas . . . man's natrlral 
free ivill-healed nwd aided E7)' ~YCIC'C--is invo l~~ed  in the transition 
< 7 from sin to grace, . . . from sfnt-cry to libcxtv' ~hicJ7 .  1r.e call 
justil'icatio~z."! ' 

Justification l)y infusccl gracc anci man's free participation 
wcre I:c\reJ: more clearly statctl! '1~1::Sorley's dcfeasc of Acjtiinas' 
posiiior~ illciic:n!cs his own bias anti conclusjolzs. Thc la i ig~age of 
Aqr~inas can oftell bc S I I O R ~ ~  to be sit~lila~: tc: that of Luther and of 
St. PilnT, Imi: his t:heolog): correspo~?cls r-o neither-- in spitc of 
>jcSorIcy's attcmy ts  to thc contrar);! 

'l'hc monastic system \vas ;1 prime csarl~ple of hoxv deeply 
worlc-rigl.lteoiis theology had penetrated, whether c:sprcssc.d in  the 
tel-n?s of Lo~l~bard,  Rquinas, or cveil ilugustinc, 'The latter; Luther 
realized, w a s  being used- though pcrllaps unfairly on Inanj; counts 
-to jostify the theoiugin gZorinc over against thcologia criicis. For 
1,uthcr this was the confusion of Law ancl Gospel. Erasmus was a 
classic cxamplc o f  the conditioll into which the church hat1 conle 
with its tlicolog)i, the theology ~vhic'ti T..rither came to calJ thc 
"theology of glory," s i 1 - t ~ ~  it  elc\:ated man, !lot God.'" 

Exs vnc:~ DOMXN E 

R!lcSorle); trics to soften his criticisill of Luther by claililil~g 
t h a t  tbt! Bull Exsurge 1)073zi72e ( 1520) forccd Luthcr into "the 
radicnlity of t l ~ c  Rsscrtio"'!' ;utd a denial of liberztn~ r.rrbit.riitm. 
'True, in the I"i.sscriio, Luther says: "For 1 have wrongiy said tha t  
free will before grace exists in naiuc only. T shorlld have said 
frankly: 'frce will is a fiction, a na i~ le  without corresl~ondencc in 
realitv.' ""I But the fact is that already nt Heirlclberg h e  had espresscd 
thc same truth just as flatIy and forcefully in spring 15  18:  " 'Free 
1,Vill' 2ftc.r t-1x2 fall is nothing but a word" (Thesis 1 3 ) .  I:,uther is 
clcnrly referring to tile .cap;ncit)r of tlie htlnlnn will in spiritual 
mattclrs. 

\Vi thou t warraat, McSorley concludes that with h:is views 
011. d i ~ ~ i n e  pro\iidence, Luther "finds hiillself in the company of the 
fatalists."" A21 incredible conclusion for anyone who claii~ls ex- 
pertise on Lutlier's Bo~zdng! of the Will! Again and again Luther 
reminds Erasmus that wl11le the s o ~ ~ r e i g n  majesty, omnipotence, 
omniscience, etc., of God take 311 events of history, as well as every 
hulnan act, out of the realnl of the contillgent and accictental, 
nevertheless, the necessity of events u ider  the sovereignty of God 
must be seen, says Luther  sot as coercive or co~~zpcl led against man's 
will. For Luther, responsibility for his actions is never removed 
from man. Pharaoh and Judas arc responsible! But  the events of 
history happen, as McSorley must slso admit, completely in l ine 
with the forcltnowledgc ancl purpose of the Almighty, becnztse God 
is God. 



(, . Tn tl?c t f~ i i~gs  that arc "belon. Iiinl," i .c.,  111 rega~d  to his 
alouey uncl 1-tosscssiol1s,""' ctc., I ~ t h e r  -Ireve;- denied that nzan 
exercises his i\lill. This  C ~ . L I J ~ I  11e called "free-tvill," hu t  this was not 
the chicf issue. I11 tlzc same c o ~ ~ t c s t  Luthcr points to that issue: 
"IVith regard to Goti, and in  rill that bcr-;rs 011 sal\:ation or d:imnation, 
lle has 110 'free-ivill,' Brrt is captirc, prisoner ancl bo11dslavc, either 
to the ivill of God, or to thc will of Sata~?."'"~t~thcr persisted in 
this concept for the ~ c s t  of J ~ i s  life, "IT'hat is i~teffccti.17e power," 11e 
said, "but (in plain langu;!gc) no l~on-e~?' ' ' .~ Elis considered judgillent 
is elocjuen tly sumnlarized : 

"Free-dl" 'Is 077vi(1~~slj! T[ ~ C I - 1 1 1  appIic!c~bie oul? to  the 
fJivi.~ze AJnjcst?.; for only He can do, ant1 does (as tha' i'srittnist 
~rt lgs)  " \ r~hatc~~cr  He nrills in he:t\~cn. ai~rl earth" (Ps. 13 5 ,  6). 
i f  ".free-i~ill." .is ascribcci to nlcn, .it is ascribe(:! -ii.ii:ll 110 111ot.~ 
p1:op ricty t l l c ? ~ ~  dii-inity i tself TI '~IIICI I)c--;IIIc~ 110 blasplle111y 
could cxcccii that! So i t  17efit.s rl6lcologin7zs to  refl-cri.1~ fronz zrsilz? 
tlze ter-~n . ~ I ~ ~ L ? I z  tJzey ~ l iml t  to sl~cnk of J L Z L ~ ~ / C ~ ~ / .  ~ ~ l ) i l i t l ~ ,  a110 tc Ic;I\.c 
ir to be ;ipplicLl to Gorl only . . . If they m i s t  at all hazards : ~ s s i g ~ ~ .  
sonle pon-cl: to  men, lct tiienl tcnch that it: must he clcnotccl by 
SO~IIC otl1~1- term t l l n i ~  "frcc-will"; especially si;:cc .i\,c ?inow 
frt1112. OUY on7:l observi~tion that: tile nlnss of mcn arc sac'l.ly 
decei\leci ;md mislcil. I y  th.is phr;~sc." 

With his ow11 eommit.~ncnt to t l ~ c  will's f'~:ccilom as n ni:iural 
enclo\tment, 11'IcSoi:le); :jucstictns ivliether I,uthcr's teaching of tl1.c 
Free Will as an attribute of Got1 only is act:ually Biblical. I-Te claj111s 
that Luthci-'s t~3chii1g is pllilosopllica1, 11ot Biblical. Actually, t l ~ c  
rerersc is true. Bcntc states properly that "the Bent of Luther's 11lind 
was  not spcculativc, but truly cvangclical and ScriyturaI.'; 3JcSorley 
corrld not ngrcc .tr:ith this. He contends that "Luther is clcarly not 
nrg~l i i~g for tllc unfsce rvill f>ccnusc of man's s inful~~ess ,  but bccause 
of his crcaturelil1css!""" A t  first, for his o~vn purposes, A!tcSorley 
goes to great lengths to try to dcfcnci the carly Luther against rt 
neccssitari;~n r~ic~r~point ,  hoping to makc him talk more lilt:: Au- 
gustinc, Aquinos, IIoethi.us, ,Inselix, etc."!' But right: here lie fails to 
r~nticrstancl Luther. 

Offering Biblical evidcitcc, Lutlier held that man,  cverz ilz his 
pristil~e p~.trity IY;~S not frce, but t l x  dlltiful servant of his Creator, 
Who alone was frce and Wholn Ilc. served in all pririty r 3 n d  holy 
obedience with joy, and ivilIingly. I11 spite of what hicSorley claims, 
Luthcr held this position from the time of 1-Icidelberg I11 early 15 18, 
to his death. He had stated unequivocatly in I-Ieidelhcrg Thesis 15  : 
"Nor ivas frec will able to remain as a realizable potentiality in the 
state of innocence. Even tllerc i t  was an ut~reaiizahlc ~~ossibility, 
not to speak of making any progress toward the good." Luther's great 
Genesis Comme~ztcrlry is evidence that Luther I~elcl this position to 
the end of his life. Fnllclz uznn, of course, n7as in a desperate condi- 
tion, because now with all his Gocl-given powers h e  was turned 
against God, His will was in a bondage so total that Scripture 



descrjbes hinl ;is tiead, I~ljatl, ijntl an cuemy of: f>od. Ahearly at 
I-jeidclbcxg, Let thcr tnd  stated scr)i plrtinl~l t h a t  " 'Free-will' after 
tllc fall. is nothing but ;l word, an:I as IG!;~  ns ir: is doing what is 
~ v i  thin i t :?  .it .Is con1mitting rleadIv sin" (Thesis 1 3 ) .  

I.,uthcr, justiiiablj, h.ad no use for the Scf~olastic distinction 
between "nciessiiy of conserjocncc" ;!nd "ncrcssity of the thing 
consequcn t," of which i\lcSode); makes so much ." Somewhat con- 
ilescendingly hc ~lotcs in regard to Luther that "the distinction is 
adnlittcadly not a n  casy one to grasp."'! This distinction Luther line?\- 
perfectly t~ell.''"~u ther was deliberatelj~ rcfusii~g to ascl-jbe ;:.,ny 
positivc poivcr in inan for the so-called "free decision of faith." 
McSorle); i i as  no in tention of acknowledging this. Luthcr refused, 

) on good Scripiural y i o n ~ i d s ,  t o  soli:c the mystert7 of why some are 
s;i-(.red i ~ r ~ d  others lost. 

. -, 
t o r  Luther, the n1:ttter: was \?cry basic, affecting the very nature 

of God. "'I'Ile ornnij)oLence and forcl~norvle(1ge of God . . . utterly 
destrov the doctrine of 'free-svill.' ":::: "If: you hesitate to believe, or 
arc to'o prouc! to acknowledge, tilat God forelillows and wills 311 
things, not contingently, hilt nccessitrily and immutably, llorv can 
yoti believe, trust ant1 rely on His y~:om-ises?":'~ prods Luther. Hc: 
goes so fa].- as tci assert that, if G-oct can t)e thn-artcd in ~'lnything that 
Hc foreknows aild therr? is no necessity of events from God's sicfc, 
then. "C:hl-istia~.~ fai.th is utterly ilcstroycd ."'" This, along with thc 
fact t h a t  r ~ e n  arc g ~ ~ i l t ~ '  also of: "insulting iuntl ciisfioi~orir:g Scrii-~turt  
i l ~ ( . t  God!'!'" 

Even McSorley conceiles [hat "it i s  llctler a sound principle! oj 

intcrprct;ttior~ to suppose that a t'ni111;cr of 1-uthcr's caliber trzil? con 
,..% - 

trac-ticts himself in s t~ct l  iln obvious nlay. .> '  Hc leaves the parado: 
stand, ~vjlling to remain silent, until glory reveals morc. Th.e samc 
patierlce cnnnc;t bc noeeil in McSorley, Aquinas, Trent, etc. 13)r cl~oos 
ing to uphold free \ . i l l  for man and the sovereign providence of Go( 
at one and the same tjxnc, they a rc  the ones who e r ~ d  up  with a rea 
problei~~. Luther chastises Eras~xus for cfoitlg just this : "1 t ~\:ouIc 
certainly be a ]lard cluestion, I nllow--indeed, an  insofuhle one-i 
YOU s o ~ ~ g h t  to estr-~blisl-! both the forelznowledgc of God a~zd ihc free 
donl of man togethet-."" This can only be done "by dojng violenc. 
to thc text,""! as .Luther charges. 

At  the same time that i.,uther refuses to sit in judgment on t1l 
Almighty, as he regards thosc who are saved (here Luther bespea'f! 
holy awc for the rinspeakable mercy of God!), or those who are finall 
lost (1v21el-e he asks for a finger on the mouth and silence, for 17 

ltnotv only that unbelief condemns arlc1 are unable to ans.rvcr w1-1 
God's grace was ineffectual in them to whom the sainc means ( 

grace were extended!), Luther refuses resolutely to take the synergist 
way out and find the explanation in  "the free decision" of man undc 
the grace of God, as does McSorley ! 

Luther sweeps all oE reason's objections aside which insist th; 
God "transgresses the bounds of equity in man's sight," God remail 
1 1 .  lust and true in His own sight," even though to us "HOW it is ju 



for Hi111 to crown t l ~ e  un\?;.rt~.tl~y .is incorn pt:zhensi ble now.'"'" We clarc 
not try to peer ljeyond what God :has a c t ~ ~ a l l y  ~.c.vcalcd. Especially 
must 7r:c a ~ o i d  judging H i ~ i z ;  When hurnan reason objects illit then 
"t'tlc1:e is i ~ o  C;c,ti, or that God is unjust," 1,uther pn!:ries: 

, 7 -  1 hi: liglli of' glory insist-s otherivisc, arid .~c.iil one d a y  reveal 
Goil, lo 'ivl~on: alone belongs a judgment svhose justice. is inconi- 
:~,)rehensible, as n Cod ~vhose lustice is most righteoris ancl cvi- 
dent-j~ruvided m l y  thnt ~ P Z  the azenillchilc 1!7c bc1ie1.e it, as .ivc 
;Ire instructed aud ~ncour~~ger ' l  to do by the exainl~le of the light 
of grace explainii~g .cvhat was a puzdc of the same ortlel: to the 
light- of nature, i !  

Perhaps this docs not rtnswer and satisfy man's sl)cculation. Stiil 
it  teaches onc important: lesson, tauiht  by Paul and repeated by 
Luther : Who arc ivc to cli nllenge God at this point, or a t  any point 
for that matter? His rv;lys arc ngllt and i rue altogether arid alxvays. 
He does us ]to harm, since Me oxvcs us nothing, ; ~ n d  has rc:ceived 
nothing from us. M a n  can do n o t l ~ i ~ ~ g  to illter the situation of his 
uurighteousness before Him. Thus 1.r.c. are utterly rfepencicilt upon 
whatever Hc prolniscs iil His grace, alld call only thanl<fuily ~:eceive 
it. Our quest-ion of ~vhethcr God cle;~ls unfairly with SOIXIC-~ as over 
against others, mast be silc~:cccl. 

yt js not 1 2s.i - .f r ~ l  to ask" furtl~e~:, 01- probc ilecper, into tllcse 
questions, cautions L,u dm-. ""pccrlla tion here will always lead in  
the end to tragic. x:ot sa!; insol[ent, conclusions. "FVhatever is above 
us does ~ o t  concern us," is Lut>cr's \\:ay of finally s i le~~cing  n:rongful 
i11~1uisiti\.elless:~" 

1-'or:,: ( L : ~ ' ~ ~ , J : ~ C X S R . I  s I'INSWEI'IE.I) 
McSorlc!r's 'Ilal~tl is cllcarly sl~o~.ifl.i in this evalu;~t.ion of' ?.;utller's 

position : 
IViihen I.utllcr sat's t l ~ i t  t11c change of our wills fro111 sin 

to justice dCpcnds soiciY on tElc oi.crcornillg and the defeat of 
S ~ l t a : ~  1,): soliiconc st.ronge~:-~;hrist-a~~cl ncglects entirely to 
~ n e n ~ i o n  thnt t l ~ c :  l.~cl:soi~al, free decision of the sinner-made 
ljosslP~fc, to bc s:;~ri, o n l y  1)y the healing and liberating grace of 
Got3-is csscnti;\l t.o justificnt:ion, then he is no longer on biblical 
or CatI~o'lic ground . . . The call to justification and salvation is 
:~cidressed to thc sinner froril ~vlloln- the response of free obecli- 
elzcc to Christ and to justice is rccjuireii . . . How can Luther 
cspInii1 the 117arniags of the h e w  Testamei~t against possible 
loss of salvation ancl the fact that in the New Testament the 
Christian is called to clo battle against sin if the Christian man 
has "no free will to turn elseivhcre?" Luther furtllcr overlooks 
the fact that i t  is man-not Got1 --who is responsible for rtllo~v- 
ing Satan to dominate him.':' 

McSorlcy has misread 1,uther con~pletely. A4eannrhile he evinces 
presuppositions to which he is conlmitted as Roinanist theologian. 117 

ansn7er to his charges : -- 
1. Luther at no time denies that man is fully accountable 2nd 

"responsible for allori7ing Satan to dominate him.'! 11s "Judas acted 



willingly," even tllough God forckllew and foretoid his act of treason 
the saiilc is true of each sinner.45 "TIw ungodly nlan," avers t:.uther 
"lilte Satan his prince, is zuholly cur~zed to self anii to his o.cvnU ant 
"his corruption, his t1117~zi7zg of himself frovz God, malws i t  impossible 
for him to be llloved 2nd madc to act well" by any pomler t.llat is il- 

him. '' Luther never lost sight of nor denied nun's own ;~ccountability 
2. J.,uther rccl<ons the warnings in Scripture against possible Ios, 

of salvation as threats of the Law, spokcn against thc pre tensio~~s o. 
the old lllail or the old sinful nature, always with 11s. These coinmanit. 
of the 1,aw say no tiling a b o ~ ~ l :  nlan's cap~ ic i  tv sp.iritually to c12;lngr 
himself. McSorley, against L,uther, col~tends &at t h y  constitrite thc 
universalIy accepteti argiil~~ent: "for the existence of n pou;cs of  frec 
decision in m a i ~ . " ' ~  Noting that "wc Ilave encoun tered this argumcn 
for free .cvill in autI1ors fronl t l l ~  tiine of Aagustine through 'l'horna 
Aquinas," h4cSorley states thnt: "commands, ja~trs, prohibitions, in 
vifations, adn:o~?itions and prontises to which a condition is nttachec 
all l3resuppose. or imply that the person receivino these commands 
etc., lias free wiIl."19 'Tl~cn he adds the capstone :C"~ t  is also ~ ~ s c c l  b: 
Erasn-1~1s." - 7 ! Iris is precisely 7i;hp Luther opposeid cvcn Augustine u n  thi 
point, as  Ivell as ilqtiinas, and Axistoile, froill whonl muc11 .tr-a 
l~orro~ved. All of tlleill left too much roo11l for the capacity of iirunal 
will in healing nlan's problem. The fault of Erasmus' Diatuihe was, a 
Luther states, that "it i~lalces no distinction at all het~veen tl-ic word 
of promise and of jaw; with supreme foolishness, i t  establi'shes 'fuec 
vvjll '  from ivords of law, and collfirllls it, far Inore 1~1clicrot1slj7 still 
by  ~vords of promise."'" 

God's comnl:~nds today for sinful inan have another fitnctior 
They arc  given, says Luther, "that through then1 proud, blind ma. 
m;?);'lt.arn the plague of his own impotence."jO The): press upon 111a 

w h a t  he  intleetl. o7rgh~ to do but now is 7~1aable to do. This inabilit 
inan 11111st see clcarly. "God can cure this yritie and ignorance by 11 

readiel- remedy than thc publication of His law."" Thc Law mu: 
sillash all pretension within man, if he is to be open to and approaci- 
aide by tlie nlysteries of God's wolldrous justice in Christ, given t 
faitlr .in the broken and contrite heart. 

3 .  hlIcSorley only repeats Eraslmus in describing justificatio 
and salvation as somethins "required" of the sinner in his "respons 
of free obedience to Christ and to justice." Again McSorley follolr 
E~asmus  by rejecting Luther's corltention that the JAW teaches s i n f~  
nlan not ~vliat: he can do hut what he ought to do. Absurdly hc statc 
that "1,uther lays down a principle which forces him to stand alon 
in  the history of Christian Biblical interpretation."gWith the totalit 
of the Biblical revelatioi~, Luther showed that "Scripture sets b e f o ~  
us :I inail wlio is not  only bound, wretched, captive, sick and deac 
but who, through the operation of Satan his Lord, adds to his othc 
miseries that  of blindness, so thnt h e  believes himself to he free, happ; 
possessecl of liberty, ability, whole and alive."5"herefore, the "cvol 
of Aloses the lawgiver is the opposite of thisJ1-that is, of buildin 
man up with confidence in his own po\vers rather than "brealting hi1 



cio\vn:'--in order rhar tlie La~v,  ' 'ma\,  :r-r-l;~lre h-in1 rci~dy fol: grace, and 
sencJ him to C i ~ r i s t  to l)c s;1\:eil."'; ! 

4, hIcSorltly staixcts with C;;itholic and not Biblical teaching by 
including the "personal, free decision of the sinner" along wit11 the 
MIOYIC of Christ as the tril-u~:)pl? o ~ , c r  sir1 and Sat-an. In spite of his dis- 
claimer of Senli-pelagianism.1, his equation of faith -c?litl~ obedience is 
syne!:glstic! for Luther a i ~ d  Scripture, obecliencc is onIy the fruit of 
faith. h~lcSoricy's position is \xc.r)i p1ai.n: "TYlwrcas the Yelagians 
afsrrned free ~vili alone--01: 111i1t free nil:[ is gr;~c~---atld xvhereas 
Luther af i r l l~s  gracc alone, A~g~istintl  a11d Erasmus, and the Cntl~clic 
traclition with thcnz, rrffirrrt both. 21-ucc c;.?:ci free ~ 1 1 ~ i 7 1 . " ' ~ c l - c  it  .is 
plainly. LUTHER WAS 131GHrT A121d ALONG! 

l lon~c I i ~ i o f i s  o.t:l>- ti.i.0 choices, Semipelagi;tl~is~l? or synergism. 
I\,gcSorley calls i t  a "paradox" that Luther chargccl Erasmus kith 
opc13iilg the door to Pclagianis~li. becausc Ilc had argued "from t l ~ c  
lac?. of the law to thc existence of free will," and then in tIlc same 
breath rtlluwed that this snnle teridenc~l- sl~oufd "apply cqunlly to ,,- - Aogustine, ihc grcatcsl. O F  ;111 ;1titi-L'clagini3s. ' : i  Tli:ir i i ~ ~ ~ s t i i l c  n'iis, 

indeed, Christianity's grcat cha~npio~l  against the Pcln~li11l;m lleresy, 
Luther ~vould I~ave bccr: tk.c last to deny. But that t-11is ts not to say 
that: the redoubtable bishop of Hippo \\.as not prone to syncrgisni, 
and a co~lfusion of jnstificntiou and sanctification, this Lutllcl: also 
alertly discerned. I t  revolved arourlci the tcrnl caritns (charity, or 
iovc) ancl fi.des (faith). TVhicl~ came first? Augustine said caritas; 
Luther held that i t  mas fines, 2nd that it was not charity or ~vorlcs 
xvllich "for111 l ~ o r  adorn m y  faith," brrt just t l ~ c  reverse: "my faith 
fori~ieth and nclorneth ~ h i l r i t y . ' ' ~ ~  It  was i1;trdly a small difference. The 
rvholc ftcforriiation C ~ L I S C  rode on it!'; 

Gon niut.) EVIL 
Luther plainly abjurs the thorrght of  Gocl acting evilly Himself 

or being C11c prompter or originato~: of fresh evil in 312)- ivay, in 111an 
or in Satan. Still llc cai? say, "Gocl moves ancl xr-ol:ks all in all . . ., 
cveii in Satan and the ung~dly."~"IcSorley, llo.i.i:cvcl-, persists in  
saying that "Ltitller seems to nlal<c God the. ac t r~a l  originator of sin.""" 
Luther fully anticipated such accusation, stating in direct reference 
to the problenl of evil: "It no'itr re~l~aiils for solneone to ask: Why then 
does God not cease froin that illoveinent of omnil~otence by which 
the will of the ungodly is 111oved to go on beii-~g evil, and to grow 
~ v o r s e ? ~ ~  Though I.uther i n  no way i i i ~ ~ l i e d  that 11e could peer through 
the opaque clortci of evil whicli hangs heavily upon the world and 
11uman history, he gave the only answer l~ossiblc to that question: 
"This is to desire that for the sake of the ungodly God should cease 
to be GOCI!"~' Fearing always "to make excuses for G ~ c l , ~ '  or "to accuse 
hiin of unrigl~teousness," 'Luther discretely put the damper on every 
presumptuous demand that God ought to "alter those evil wills 1v11ich 
he moves." He stated flatly: "This question toucbcs on the secrets of 
His Majesty, where 'His judgments' are past finding out' (Kom. 11, 
33)."8' Beyond this point Luther simldv refused to rrenture. 

Luther resolutely rejected denying the omnipotent sovereignty of 
God for the sake of ele.i~~ting man as a free agent alongside the Al- 



mighty. 'It rvns the ;)ld dualistic hilresy of gnosticislll ;lx~cl of ax1 assorted 
host of other philosophies and theologies. 12uther rccognizecl i t  for 
wllat .it \\;;as. God. is no nlerc spectator i n  3 world of free agents wllicll 
I-le cannot control. Nor did Go(.\ escrci.se lilnitccl control. R;ttlier, -tve 
sec how Gocl continues to support the world which Hc crented, giving 
i t  life. f i t  the same tirile I-Ic interposes forcc and p o ~ ~ ~ e r  ~ i ' l i c i~ ,  rvhcre, 
and in ~vhatever 111ani:cr I:fc ~?li'll.s, to thn-art Satan's cvil sway 2nd 
men's eiiil doings. The  point is that e\,il as  littlc as anything ~1s t :  can 
cause (5ocl to c exc  to csist 01. to 1:ulc. 

j\:lcSo~.lcy cilooscs 1.1ot to go into dctail. on I,ttther's fine exposi- 
tion of I'a~11)s a l ~ t l  'John's teaching c.onccsi.~ing the 11~l;ilan will on the 
~ T O L I I I C I S  thi~t "IYC II;IVC ;~lready scIeil so I I I I I C ~  of tile S ~ I I I C  1nateria1 in 
our  bil-tlical chapter a21d .in our in~~estigations of Augustine and 
Thomas r1q~tin;ls."~ Yet hc adnli ts, a s  ever>- objective rc;ider ~ i>us t ,  
that " I K Y ~ I :  !lave wc seen the cloctrinc! unfoldec! with such concentra- 
tion ai-icl yoivcr!"":' S~llall comfort, or llollow praise, after first ilcnying 
the very thing ~vh.ic11 St. l'aul, St. John, and Luther all conteiid for! 
i-lcre is the ucry section, lohere 34cSorlcy sl~ould ha.irc-! take11 his lessoi~! 
Lutlier rllrurvs out thc challenge! that "tllc el~tirc Scripture, every 
jot and tittic of it-, stands on 111): slcic." 13y the time he is &nisl~c.cl, the 
argumctlts for free will lie s~nashcd to smithereens nn(lc~- f i e  l~ombard- 
n~e;lt: of his ~ l i i l l f ~ l  unfolding of Scr1l.ttose1s tr~lt11.'~ 

A :ilinkcr- of Luther's caliber (RlcSorley's orvn phrase) is siniplj- 
~ l o t  tha t  atnbi\/alcnt or confused in his thinlii~ig. Have I c\:cr tlci~ied? 
sl~outs .Luthcl: 01- becn unaware "that ail .ungodly will is a s o ~ ~ ~ e i l i i ~ ~ g ,  
and not a . ~ I ~ C I : C  nun-cntity ?"';' But: the poiitt is t11;1t tllc so-calIec1 "free- 
will" call tlo nothing at  2113, not even ";] little iniperfect sonlcthing""': 
in tlic n~at tcl-  of  thb sinnel.'~ righteousness before God (col-cl~rl. Deo), 
but is i~nl-iglltcorrs, b l . i~~d  to thc I;no~vlcdgc of Gocl and. goocl, coin- 
plrte1.y lncli i l~g in polser for ~ o o d  and able onll- to do evil, and is set 
to cicspising God with all its tnculties."' The~efore,  tilose \\;lie support 
frce ~.crill as a littlc something, if no n~ol-e than to sl~enlc of thc free 
docision of faith cooperating with thc grace of Gocl, are worse than the  
Pelagiails in I.,uthcr's book; in blunt terms, "double-dyed Pelagians" 

a l a m  :.vho try to cover up their traclts but are not as honcst as t%c Pel g' 
w l ~ o  "confess and assert conctig~l merit straightforwarclly, candidly, 
a11d holiestly, c;tlling a spade a syadc, and teaching what they 11:eallv 
I-lold."" H o ~ ~ c v - ,  ''both errors," says I,uther, the Apostle Paul  
"po~incls . . . to a single pulp ~vitli  one word," ivhe i~  in coi2nectioil 
wit11 thc  rigitlteousness of sinr~ers before God he says, "that all are 
ir~stificd freely, ~~vithout the law."" This teaching we. sul~vert when 
"vvc try to give ourselves some tin); little credit,""' i-ldcls 1.~1ther.  Ancl 
tile tragedy is that "the of free-mill" fail "to recogi~izc that  
itthen the); assert; 'free-~v~ll' they ore cienying Christ."" 

T h e  issue for Luther is that by "setting up 'free-will,' you sct 
aside Christ, nntl make havoc of the entire S~ripturc."'~ Luther is 
quite right--an0 no theologinn has ever been able to break the chal- 
lcnge thl-onin squarely into the face of Erasinus: 



If, therefore, we conduct our argument with Scripture as 
judge, tlie victory i n  everv respect beloilgs to me; for there is 
not one jot or tittle of Scripture left that does not  condcnln the 
doct1:inc of ' f ree-~i l i . ' '~ ' '  

'rhc saxne lcind of rel>uE 111ust be given h/lcSorley7s contention 
that Luther a t  given rdaces speaks of "cooperation" wit11 Gocl in  the 
matter of justificatio~;. Luther lzever confused this matter, once the 
clarity of the Apostle Paul's argu~llent had dawned on hiin ill 15  15. 
1,uther spolte of "cooperation" only in three ways: ( 1) in conrlection 
with man's acting under tllc sovereign will of the Creator, as a sec- 
onclary cause under "the motion of His omnipo tence" ; '~ (2)  in the 
sense tliat we llrinlan beings "are fit subjects" for the Spirit's action of 
grace, for "God did not mal<e heaven for g e e ~ e " ; ~ ( 3 )  es1)eciaIly as 
regards man's powers of holiness after his conversion, his "renewed 
creation," wher; i t  can properly be saici that "God does not work in 
us ~v i t l lo~ i t  US.)'~"U~, "wliat: is hereby attributed to 'free- ill'?"'^ 
Conv~rsioil or the "new creation" is sonlething that lies entirely out 
of the power of man and entirely within the gracious worlcing of the 
Holy Spirit a10ne.'~ "Thus ~vil l  the Scriptures be free from contra- 
c l i c t i ons " i~~ l c~s  Luther. RlcSorley ~naltes a poor case trying to sllow 
that Lut11er contradicts hiillself. 

In inany ways the inost significant, as well as the inost damaging, 
sectioil of R4cSorley's work comes in his treatment of the 1,utheran 
Confessions. I t  is an exceedingly cleft ploy, to set Luther 011 one side 
over against the con~bined forces of thc Luthcran Confessions and the 
so-called "Cntllolic" position, the position of Aquinas, Augustine, etc. 
Tile question is, howevcr, ~vllethcr the strategy is valid or clemon- 
strable. If R/IcSorley is right in claiming a I<ind of "harmony" het.iveen 
the Lutheran Confessions, particularly thc Forwzzila of C o ~ ~ c o r d  and 
the "Catholic" position of free ~vill ,  then he  has achieved the intended 
goal of removing a very basic roadbloclc to reunification of the Ronlan 
and Lutheran comn~unions. An amazing ecu~llenical coup! But if he  
is wrong, then what h e  has perpetrated- is either diversionary tactics 
of the 1110st subtle lrind, or scholarship of questionable intent, or 
both. 

McSorley begns with a reference to 1,uthec's Snzalcald Articles 
of 1537.  Noting that they were written sin~ultaneously with the 
Reformer's lectures on Genesis, he acltnowledges that Luther is quite 
consistent with his earlier position in  the De S E ~ V O  Arbitrio. In other 
words, "Luther still held it to b e  'nothing but error and stupidity' 
when 'scholastic theologians' taught that after the fall of Adam 'man 
has a free will, either to do good and refrain from evil or to refrain 
froin good and do evil.' "" D~i t  after this citation, with which Mc- 
Sorley quite agrees, since hc has rel>udiated the extreme Pelagian 
view (as have nlost Catholic theologians), he very systematically 
begins to take Luther apart. 

First of all, he baldly claims that "it is striking how few of the 



elements of I,~tthc:r's doctt-itl~ of the u~~i!ree ~ . ~ i l l  ~vhic11. \.VC h a \ : ~  had 
to criticize arc f:~uad in the Lutheran (lonfcssioi-tai t~~r i t ings . "~ '  tin- 
questionably he has the so-called "nccessitarian" vicwpoixtt of Lu t f~c~:  
in mind, thougl~ as TYC have shown ~tbove his 21-gunlent against Luther 
cannot be uld~cllcf. Luthcr .r;cr); carcf~illy dstinguisl?ecl het;:.cen neces- 
sit!; of coet:cion and  necessity of ilun~utability of eveats under ;hc 
sovercion action of God. 'The latter lie upheld, as have :11ost C:hrist.iall 

? 
tl~eologlans; the fomler hc plainly disa.ilo~vlved. 

In the samc vein RlcSorley aga-in raises the old canard that 
L,uthcr 117 his teaching on clivillc c)nlnipotcllce nlade God thc source 
of cvil, ~ v l ~ i l c  "thc Confessions," so R:lcSorley Argues, "rn;lke i t  per- 
fectly clcar that:  he cnusc of sin is not in God, but the pcr~rcrted will 
of the devil and of man."s' The Confessors of 1577,  to say the least, 
~vould have been totally du-\~~bfounded at this charge, for they were of 
t l ~ c  opinion that they were n ~ ~ r c l y  reproducing the views of Lut'her 
esactly. So R'IcSorlcy's implication .is a ~nonlceywrenclz thronrn deliber- 
ately to strip the meshing gcars of: Lut11c1. and the Confessors. An37 
objective reader of both cannot possibly draw the conclusion R4cSorlev 
has. 

But McSorley, finally: is not so niuch co~~cernerl  with this 
question. Thc really 1;ey issue-and the reason why RkSorley, like 
Ernsinr~s, wants to knoclc Luther: tlotvn on the question of God's total 
sovereignty 111 all happenings and events and actions OF men and 
things-is that synergism must have just a little clbow room- 
iniinitesiinal though it l~c-for the human will, and the part that  
the humnn ~ v i l l  plays in conversion. "Decision of free .izrill"-this is 
the issue, along with tkc enabling grace of God! If McSorlcy can 
claim. the Lutheran Confessions for his side here, and repudiate 
Luther, then incleecl he has won a major theological victory in a battle 
that 1-las been raging for four and a half centuries. So, he centurcs this  
judgment, fully aware of what i s  involved for Latheran theologians 
if hc is  right: 

Finally, in thc Confessions-especially in the Fornzuln of 
(:ortcord-one encounters an elenlent which n7as totally lacl<ing 
in DSA- the elelnellt of a personal involvement or tlecision of 
free will in  man's rebirth i n  Christ. In  none of the confessional 
statements is there any suggestion that inan is so totally passive 
in justification that hc makes no free decision in determining 
whether God or Satan will 'ride' him.s" 

Curiously, but understandably, McSorley onlits chapter a n d  
verse for his clai~n that the Formula of Concord teaches the "decision 
of free 1vil1" in tlze matter of justification and rebirth in Christ. Any- 
one who knows these articles is -aware that he will never find one. 
J,al~~ely he adlnits that thc Formula of Concord states that "there i s  
. . . no cooperation on the part of our will in man's conversion," but 
then blithely goes on to read his synergistic presuppositions into the 
Forsnztln's teachinu by claiming that "free will" is subsu~ned "under 

O. 
the action of grace in  onv version."^" 

He is still talking of the free decision of faith in the sinner's 
rebirth when he says that "the Holy Spirit begirts the work of conver- 



sion ill ~1s') and ena1)les us "to cooperate with hiin because of the new 
powers axlil thc gifts he gives Xciei~tifying this as the "biblical- 
Catholic itoctt-iiie," hiTcSorley clailns that- this is also the teaching of 
thc Forn2uta of COII~:OI.LZ, thus setting it over against Luther. What he 
fails t o  note is that 17ot.1.1 l.,zither atzd the Co~zfessio~rs spcak of the 
renewcd will in i11;1n aftcr conrrersion, a new spirit and will to Iloliness 
which cooperstes xvitl.1 the indwelling Spirit. 12ut on irtstification!- 
the Confessions, Iilce Luther, absolutely ~ u l e  out any-power of will, 
a n y  free rlecisiol1 of faith which has its source in Inan. 

There is no other conclusion than that McSorley llas "usecl" the 
Latheran Confessions to his own end. 'rhis is inexcusable. They are 
public ciocu~nents ant1 Ilave been so for 400 years, clearly ancl un- 
ambiguously stating the Lutheran position. They can as  little be 
turned to support synergism, subtlc or gross, as can the C;anc~ns ant3 
Decrees of the (louncil of Trent bc made to read like an esposition 
of Luther's Cottz.t.)ze~~tnry o n  G n l a t i a ~ s !  The Forrnula of Colzc:ovd, in  
its .Eyitonzc, Article TI, on Free IY-iIl, cites the words of Jesus, "bI7ith- 
out Me yc can do nothing" (John 15, 5 ) ,  and the11 avers that "with 
these brief words He (Christ) cicnies to the free will its powers, anti 
ascribes everything, to God's grace, in order that no one may boast 
before God."" Anti after laying flat the I'clagiai~ nilcl Semipelagian 
heresies, the Epi tov~e  sn~aslies completely thc synergistic notion that 
"the will of inan fro111 its own natural l~o~vers  can odd soniething, 
thougli little  HI^ feebly . . . anct cooj~erate, qualify, and prepare itself 
for grace, and einbrace and accept it, antl believe the Go~pel . "~ '  Only 
the Holy Ghost and the t4Jord are recognized by the E p i t o ~ ~ ~ e  21s 
efficient causes in man's conversion, expressly ruling out anything 
like the frcc clecision of faith 1>)1 disclaimil~g that inan can "by his 
own POLVI'T" . . . yield faith to it (the Word) and accept it."'" 

The Solid I>eclnuat;i,on of thc F o r s ~ u l a  is even more explicit. On 
the snrne subject of thc I~ui?l:ux will, the Founzz~ln, (Art.  IT), in agree- 
ment with Luther, ~tbsolutcly antl unec~uivocally excludes "the hunzaxl 
powers of the natural free will." :It asserts that "neither entirely, nor 
half, nor in any, even the least or ~llost inconsiderable part" are "con- 
version, faith in Christ, regeneration, renewal, and all that belongs 
to their efficacious beginning ant1 conll?letionn to be ascribed to the 
human will, "but in solidurn, that is, entirely, solely, to the divine 
working and the Holy Gho~t."~TThereupon the Formula underscores 
its position by appropriate references to the Augsburg C O ~ - Z ~ E S S ~ O I Z ,  
the Apology ("which ascribes no ability to the will of inan, either for 
beginning goocl or for cooperating of itse1.f"")) the Largc Catechism, 
and the Sinall Catechism. Then, with the same intent, it cruotes s i p  
nificant passages from ~uther ' s '  influential Large ~ o ; ~ f e . ~ ; i o r L  c o n -  
cerning the Lord's Supper  of 15 28 and the De Servo Arbitrio, noting 
of the latter that after Luther had "elucidated and supported this 
position well and thoroughly" against Erasmus, he afterward "re- 
peated ancl explained i t  in his glorious exposition of the Boolc of 
Genesis, especially of chapter 26."91 

Therefore, it is not only uncon:cionable that McSurley should 
distort the relation between Luther and the Confessions, but he also 
fails to note the judgment which the Fomzzlla places upon him and 



all ,  who like him, s~ij)port the "free decision of faith": ' '2'hcref~l-c i t  
is reaching ~ ~ t c o r r e c t l ~  to assel-t that ztnregelscrate Inart lzlrs still so 
17zztch power ns to dcsire to receive the  Gospel ( m d  to  be comforted by 
it, n~zd that thzts the ~z.ntzi7-nl J~ztnzn.:z lv i l l  cooperates s o ~ ; z c ~ v ? ~ n t  iv ~ 0 7 1 -  

versiorz."" ?lather than allorv 3 ~vcdgc to be driven between itself 
and the othcr Confessions, as well as the "other writings of this 
excciient, hicllly enliglitened theoioginn" (Luther), tile Fol-iazlla 

brands a notlon like that of ;\IcSorle)- for .c.c:hat i t  is, szshtlc, 1 1 ~ t  
uizrlisgriiseri, sy11i?rgis17~! 

Of course, once thc w.ill of Inan .is xcticn;cd ill convcrsjon, the 
C>onftssior~s spcal; oi-' the Christian as w.illing that ~ v h i c h  is good, of 
"cooper;~ting,?' not "fror:~ o u r  carnal natural poivers, but fr~1.71 the 
new yowers and gifts wh-ich thc Holy Ghost has begun in '1s in con- 
\.t'rSioll.'?n" 

But 3,lcSorley docs not give up casil).. There .is always the 
recourse of thc ad honzi j le t~ .  acg~tment, in this case sho.tvirlg that the 
so-ca'lled friends of Luther h a w  turned ::gainst him, too. Strangely 
rnissing arc the names of the stalwarts ~ v h o  fashicneci the historic 
Forinziln of Concord, the xnen who unn~aslied the synerg!stic Philip- 
pists (~vllonl 1,lcSorl.ey finds co~.igeniall, as did Catholics 111 the 16th 
century), ant1 sn:lcti thc dav for e\!angcl-icai Christiani:y and genuinel!. 
Lutheran tlicology: - Chemnitz, ;Il~tlrc;~e, SeTnecker, M ~ i s c u l ~ ~ s ,  
Koerncr, Chytrac~zs. Tnsteacl, XIcSorlcy refers to 3;lelanclithon as 
rejccting I,i~ther's "concept of the unfree .cvi1ln and notes how his 
I~reak "on this decisive point gave rise after Tather's death to a fiescc 
s t r ~ ~ g g l c  ivitliin l,utlleranisnl : the Synergistic contl-o~~crs).."'" MOIY 
true! But it .tr-.as not A/Iclanchthon's position which the Confessors of 
1 5 '7 7 espo~:sed, ])tit I,utherls i h.lclnncll than and his view of man's 
cooperating will in conversion rvc!rt: sharplv refuted in the :;olnzllln 
of C o ~ ~ c ) o r d  in no .uncertain terms. hlcSor'lc;!: should have. stated this 
frankly. 

I t  matters littlc that A,IcSo~:lcy car1 claim that "the mainstrcnm 
of I.,utheran theology . . . has consistentl~ ~~f f i rmed ,  along ~17.ith thc 
Catholic trx!ition, that faith in\.olvcs a free decision on the part of 
nlan.""' As in I,~ither 's day there npas a Melanchthon, and in Chern- 
nitz's tllc Phifippists, so i n  eyeri- age since then 1,utllernn theoIog); 
has been 1ilngue.d with syneristic advoc:ltes. T h e  Lutheran Church 
.--Aljssouri Synod has for  over a century, chiefly through C. F. IV .  
1Yalther1s influcncc, been a bulw:~r-k against synergistic forces aypenr- 
ing within Amcrican Lutlleranis~n. It is never 211 easy matter to wipe 
out lllan's biiilt-in synergistic or Semipelagian tendencies, as McSofley 
himself hils aptly stated. 

Quite :I roster of notables stanti ;igainst I-utller in our day. 
! > 

['nnnenberg failALs I>uther for not allowing "a place for a dccisiorl of 
fr~itll" in  his De Ser.i)o Arbi t r i~ .~VPinomaa,  thc Finnish L,utheran his- 
torian j~~clgc's Iathcr 's  n.znglzittTrz opzls very severelv, claiming that i t  
"has never found a place in the svstem of the majority of Luthcan 
theologians anti e.c:en today does not find a place."" He then charges 
that the question of the frcedonl of the will is the place where there 



is need to clistinguish the "true Luther and the Luther who has been 
distorted by tlle Lutheran traclitioll."" Xo doubt he has  the Collfessors 
of 1577 nltd the orthodox iheologians in mincl. B t ~ t  neither he, nor 
an): s:ecent pl-otngonist for the same stance, J3:is becn able to prove his 
case! 

r 7 l h e  facts are rather that the lruc ax~tl cry is going up fionl the 
side of those who arc more "Pl~iligpist" than Lutheran. It really inakes 
little diflerence that McSorley has a front line like Pannenberg, 
Gogarten, Hultnlann, Br.unl:tr, Altl-tnus, Bartl~,  and Pinomaa. Luther, 
quarterhacking the opposition, has an equally good team, and above all 
he has Script.?d.res on  his side! So, he could. not h;ivc cared less wlro 
oppused t~liln, even if he stood alone, not as Ion(,- as Holy Scripture 

9 made the answcr so clear. Neit.liclr ought we. 111 111s ~c~nesce!lecI hltro- 
ciuction to the Triglot C o u a m l i n  13cntc has  suni~neci up .i cry xvell the 
question of clisputc on whether or not Luthcr and the f ; o r ~ i ~ ~ , ~ % n  of 
Concord agree or not. Hc states: 

%'he l'(jr--)~zt~ln of Coricord, therefore, endol-sed .Luther's De 
Servo Ar37itrio ~~- i tho l -~ t  C S ~ I C S S ~ I I ~  ill1 j' s t r i c t~ t r~s  01. ~:escr~-atio~is 
~vhatever, and particullarly in Articles I, 11, and XI, also ein- 
bodied its essential thoughts, though not all of it:$ phrases, statc- 
rnents, and argtnnents . . . In  its doctrittc of predestination as 
well as of free FililI, therefore, the Z'orrn7,~ln of Co~tcaord is not a 
conlpron7ise bet.~veen synergism and n~onergism, buc signifies a 
victorv of 1.u ther over the later k Ie l anch t l~on .~~  

That  is an cxcellc.nt statement by a scholar without peer on the 
Lutheran Confessions, as well as by a iuan who was actually corn- 
mitted to then1 with zt7zegz~ivocul nllegialxe. The cluestion, in other 
ivords, fit?;lfly boils down to tvhether RlcSorley is quoting gnesio- 
Lutherans or merely reasonable facsimiles thereof. Should the words 
of the "I.,utheran" H. hlulcrt, redly "provoke dcep reflection," as 
McSorley urges, when ~Mulert asks: "iVhich Protestant- Christians, 
moreover, which Lutheran Churches, take seriousty the content of 
Luther's main systenlatic work, 'On the Enslaved 147i11'?"i0VVhich 
Lutherans, nlay we ask? Those who view the Co~~fessions as historical 
nntiq~rcs? Thosc \vho stand on tllel~z and stili li110\~ .ivi~at the article 
on justification means; who understancl how the enslaved will of lnan 
is hopeless and I~eIp'less ~ 7 z t i r e l y  on n~ittters that pertain to man's 
spiritual relaticn with God; and who believe . tha t  conversion i s  
wrought solely (solidurn) by the grace of God without t-he deeds of 
the law, without, in other words, the ilssenting, cooperating will of 
man, or the free decision of faith, without a combination of the grace 
of God and the free 14;ill of -nlan? 

McSorley makes the final "pitch" for his and the ?'hornistic- 
Catholic position a11d Vatican Il's appeal for "the restoration of r~nity 
among all Christians'' by laying down the following proposition. 
Again it is in the words of MuXert: "If we do not follow the Reformer 
in his central ideas, then i t  is natural for our Catholic brothers to 



ask whether the separation of the Church was necessary at al l  or 
whether it was even j~~stif iable." '~ '  

It ~vas  not necessary, nor was i t  justifiable, if 1,uther anil the 
Lutheran Confessions were wrong on the doctrine of I I I ~ I ~ ,  on the 
total depravity of the sinner, on the enslaved corlditiorl of the hunlarl 
will, on the doctrine of salvation sola gratia according to the Reforma- 
tion's theology o f  the cross and not according to Aquinas' (and 
Augustine's) theology of glory. In Catholic theology there was roo111 
for "the free decision of! faith." In .Luther's theology, theologin 
crz.icis, it is absolutely and irrevocably excluiled, just as surely as St. 
St. :l'aul puts it in Romans 1 1, 6 : "If i t  is a matter of the grace of God, 
it cantlot be a question of their actions especially cieserving God's 
favour, for that ~voulrl, make grace ~ lea~~ing lcss . "  (l'hillips' transla- 
tion) 

So, the cluestion, "Luther: Right or \Vrong?" is settlcct finall>- 
on Scripture's own verdict. McSorIey nialces valiant attempt, but 
he cannot make the Thornistic-Cotl~olic position look any better, nor 
can he finally aid the ecumenical movement of our day b y  repndiating 
Luther on human freedom. Ecuxllenical hope rises only if the extreme 
~ositioli of the Coi~ncil of Trent  were to be retracted, or at least 
radically reshaped, so that the pure Gospel which Luther preached to 
the world in his day might once again get full Irearing. But this 
carries quite n price. It involves not only the admission that not  
L,ztthcr, bzit Ll'lcSortey is wrong, and aiso the reptlc1i;ition of tllc tlte- 
ology of glory which trails back through Vatican I1 to 'Trent to 
Aquiniis and bevond. 

I2uther )tias the one who put h i s  finger on the church's sorest 
spot ill his day; ;111d we must see i t  for our day. "Tlleolog~ of glory," 
in which qratza i ~ z f r ~ s n  plays the lev  role, must be repuctlatccl as tl:e 
plag~le on'-~hristian theology; and in its place, for the sake of nien's 
souls, and sc; also for reunion of tllc church (if there is to be any 
genuine return) .tvc lllust take Luther seriously: Unu?n praedicn, 
snpientia cr~tcis!  (One thing preach, thc wisdom of the cross!) This 
is the article on which the church stands or falls, the teaching on 
the justification of the sinner sola gmtia/sola f ide; ancl n o  alllount of 
scholarship can rectify the wrong that is done when this article is 
con~yromised In any \myY. 

The  vote goes to Luther against h4cSorley. Unfortunately! 
Unfortunately, we say, because if there is one docr~lnent in the 
history of CIlristian theology which could set Rome ancl the Protestant 
world straight nlzd together in n God-pleasing u ~ z i t y  i t  would be 
acceptance of I,utherls great contribution to clear teaching on the 
Gospel as set  forth in the De Servo Arhitrbo. 
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